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Mission Statement of the Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation 
Department 

The mission of the Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation Department is to advance Oklahoma’s 

exceptional quality of life by preserving, managing, and promoting our natural assets and 

cultural amenities. 

 

Vision Statement 

The vision of the Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation Department is to promote and enhance 

tourism throughout the state; protect and preserve the environment and natural resources; educate 

the public about Oklahoma’s people and places; provide exceptional customer service to all 

citizens and visitors; create a team environment in which all employees are successful, 

productive, and valued; embrace and seek diversity in our workforce and those we serve. 

 

OTRD Values 
 Responsibility and leadership 

 Respect 

 Quality 

 Exemplary customer service 

 Balance and self-fulfillment 

 Teamwork and communication 

 Flexibility 

 Creativity and innovation 

 Coordination 

 Commitment 

 Integrity 
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Chapter 1 – Introduction 

 

Resource Management Plan: Purpose and Process 

The Resource Management Plan (RMP) program and policy is to document management 

responsibilities to balance the use of water and land resources as they relate to recreation; in this 

instance, Lake Texoma State Park. As a guiding plan, the RMP seeks to propose long-term 

policies that limit adverse impacts to critical resources while providing protection and 

management of fish, wildlife, and other natural and cultural resources. In addition, the RMP will 

provide guidelines for public health and safety, public access, and a wide variety of outdoor 

recreational opportunities. 

Within the Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation Department, the purpose and scope of the RMP is 

to provide background information, identify the policies and goals governing the management of 

Lake Texoma State Park and its incorporated resources, summarize the plan’s components, and 

provide descriptive and historical information related to the project. Since Lake Texoma State 

Park is partially on property leased from the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and relies 

upon the larger lake environment for supporting recreation, it is important to consider the 

cooperative agreement and relationship between USACE and OTRD. 

The ultimate purpose of the RMP is to establish a management framework for the conservation, 

protection, enhancement, development, and use of the physical and biological resources at Lake 

Texoma State Park. With regard to Lake Texoma State Park, the RMP is to: 

 Provide managers and decision-makers with long-term direction and guidance for the 

successful management of the resources at Lake Texoma State Park; 

 Ensure that management of the resources is compatible with authorized purposes; 

 Ensure that recreation experiences and facilities are compatible with other environmental 

resources; 

 Ensure that planned developments are based on public need and the ability of the 

environmental resources to accommodate such facilities and use; and 

 Resolve issues and concerns related to management of the environmental resources. 

Planning Process 

The planning process for preparation of this Resource Management Plan included discussion 

between research staff at Oklahoma State University (OSU) and management personnel from 

Oklahoma State Parks. In addition, the process incorporated (1) the acquisition of archival 

information from libraries, state parks, books, research reports, and other sources; (2) interviews 

of state park personnel; (3) records provided by state park management; (4) input from members 

of the public through surveys, comments cards, and focus groups; and (5) searches of the Internet 

for information that expanded on other archives. 

The purposes of public involvement are to inform the public and solicit public response 

regarding their needs, values, and evaluations of proposed solutions. Public involvement 

programs are designed not only to meet state and federal regulations, but also to include 
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interested individuals, organizations, agencies, and governmental entities in the decision-making 

process. Techniques used for public involvement include interviews, workshops, advisory 

committees, informational brochures, surveys, and public hearings. The process of public 

involvement is important to help strengthen the relationship between public and government 

agencies involved in the proposed plan. The relative success of public involvement techniques 

and the participation of supporting government agencies regarding the program as a whole is 

indicated by how well informed the public is and by how much the public has contributed to 

making environmentally sound, feasible decisions that are supported by a significant segment of 

the public. The public involvement process for the Lake Texoma State Park RMP is incorporated 

into the text of this document. 

The original concept in preparation of an RMP is a federal action that requires compliance with 

the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA); therefore, the public involvement process must 

fulfill the RMP and NEPA requirements as well as those of other entities. Oklahoma State Parks 

has committed the agency to follow a similar model at the state level for all state parks. 

Using several public involvement methods to gain insight into the concerns of the public and 

governmental agencies potentially affected by provisions of the Lake Texoma State Park RMP, 

representatives from OSU compiled and analyzed the data. The public involvement process 

offered citizens and various interest groups information about the project and its potential 

impacts. This course of action was used to gather information, ideas, and concerns regarding the 

different issues to be compiled and addressed to determine issues of public concern. The issues 

were then evaluated resulting in alternative solutions and recommendations for the park. 

Finally, the RMP process included integration of global positional system (GPS) technology into 

geographic information system (GIS) software to document features and attributes within the 

park. This component of the process permits an on-going record of facilities with their respective 

attributes, locations, and conditions. As a result, the GPS and GIS components of the RMP 

process are integral to on-going implementation and application of the planning effort. 

Authorization and Agencies Involved 

In 2006, Oklahoma State Parks, through the Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation Department 

(OTRD), contracted with Oklahoma State University to prepare Resource Management Plans for 

each park. This agreement has been renewed annually since 2006. The current agreement 

specified Lake Texoma State Park during 2016 – 2017, and the intent of the agreement is to 

continue the RMP process across all state parks in Oklahoma. 

The RMP agreement became effective July 1, 2016 between Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation 

Department and Oklahoma State University. Following a meeting between OTRD and OSU 

staff, information, reports, and comment cards were provided to OSU for review. In accordance 

with the RMP contract, OSU performed research services and delivered reports to OTRD 

concluding with a written plan for Lake Texoma State Park in June 2017. 

The authority for the agreement between OTRD and OSU is based upon Title 74 § 2213 as 

authorized by Engrossed Senate Bill 823 of the 2005 session: “The Commission may contract for 

the study, analysis, and planning as reasonably necessary to aid in determining the feasibility of 

leasing, selling or privately managing or developing the property or facilities under the control of 

the Commission. The Commission shall be exempt from the competitive bidding requirements of 
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the Competitive Bidding Act for the purpose of soliciting, negotiating, and effectuating such a 

contract or contracts.” 

Further, this authority is specified in Title 74 § 2215 which states: The Division of State Parks, 

subject to the policies and rules of the Commission shall formulate, establish, maintain, and 

periodically review, with public participation, a resource management plan for each state 

park. The resource management plan, upon approval by the Commission, shall be considered a 

guide for the development, utilization, protection, and management of the state park and its 

natural, cultural, historic, and recreational resources. 

 

  

Figure 1.1 – Denison dam and Lake 
Texoma 

Upper photo source: USACE 
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Chapter 2 – Project Description 

 

About Lake Texoma State Park 

The Division of State Parks, a part of the Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation Department, is 

governed by the laws of the state of Oklahoma. These laws define the authority for the Division 

and the context in which individual state parks are managed. Title 74 § 2214 of the Oklahoma 

Statutes states that the Division of State Parks shall, subject to the policies and rules of the 

Commission: 

1. Conserve, preserve, plan, supervise, construct, enlarge, reduce, improve, 

maintain, equip and operate parkland, public recreation facilities, lodges, 

cabins, camping sites, scenic trails, picnic sites, golf courses, boating, and 

swimming facilities, and other similar facilities in state parks reasonably 

necessary and useful in promoting the public use of state parks under the 

jurisdiction and control of the Commission; 

2. Supervise the management and use of state properties and facilities under 

the jurisdiction of the Commission. The Commission may adopt rules to 

lease concessions in any state-owned facility if the Commission deems it 

feasible; 

3. Authorize those employees in the Park Manager job family classification 

series, as established by the Oklahoma Office of Personnel Management, to 

maintain administrative control over all facilities, programs, operations, 

services, and employees in the park to which they are assigned; and 

4. Enforce the rules and policies governing the use of and conduct of patrons in 

all recreational facilities and properties of the Commission. 

Purpose and Significance of Lake Texoma State Park 

An initial requirement of the RMP process is the development of a purpose statement for the 

property under consideration. The process selected for the development of resource management 

plans for state parks requires purpose statements and statements of significance for each park. 

These statements drive the decisions as to planning for the respective parks, since individual 

parks in the state park system do not have identical purposes or intents. 

Figure 2.1 on the following page demonstrates the inter-relationship of purpose and significance 

statements with the mission of the management agency in decisions related to a given park or 

property. This model has been developed by the National Park Service to assure consistency 

between the mission of the National Park Service and the operation of their respective properties. 

In a similar manner, park purpose statements and park significance must be consistent with the 

mission of the Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation Department. 

In 2009 and again at the initiation of this project, a purpose statement for Lake Texoma State 

Park was developed and reaffirmed by research staff from OSU working with OTRD staff. As a 

result, the following statement of purpose has been supported for several years for Lake Texoma 

State Park. 
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All decisions 

about the park 

Park 

Purpose 

OTRD 

Mission 
Park 

signif-

icance 

Figure 2.1 – Utilization of purpose and significance statements 

Source: National Park Service 

 

The purpose of Lake Texoma State Park is to conserve the natural, cultural, 

scenic, historic and environmentally-based recreational resources within the park, 

and make them forever available for the education and enjoyment of all people. 

Oklahoma State Parks will protect, manage, restore and conserve the resources 

and associated values of Lake Texoma State Park, and provide appropriate 

programs, facilities, and opportunities for public use consistent with the 

preservation of these resources and values. 

Similarly, in response to requests from the research staff, OTRD personnel, in cooperation with 

the research staff, developed a statement of significance for Lake Texoma State Park. That 

statement follows: 

Lake Texoma State Park is significant as a lake environment that provides 

exposure to the out-of-doors to a population needing connections to nature. Lake 

Texoma State Park fulfills the niche for state parks through provision of camping, 

lake activities, physical connection with the outdoor environment, and interpretive 

services. 

Regional Context 

On the Oklahoma side of the Red River, Lake Texoma is situated within three southern counties 

– Marshall, Bryan, and Johnston. Bryan, one of the southernmost counties of Oklahoma, is 

bounded on the north by Johnston and Atoka counties, on the east by Choctaw County, on the 

south by the state of Texas, and on the west by Marshall County. It extends from T. 5 S. to T. 9 

S., and from R. 7 E. to R. 13 E. inclusive, and comprises an area of about 924 square miles. 

Bryan County is separated from Marshall County by the Roosevelt Bridge and Lake Texoma. 

The county seat is Durant, located in the center of the county. Nearby towns include Colbert, 

Calera, Mead, and Silo.  
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Marshall County lies in the south-central part of the State between Love and Carter counties on 

the west, and Bryan County on the east; it is bounded on the north by Johnston County and on 

the south by the Red River, which flows into Lake Texoma. Marshall County includes the land 

from T. 5 S. to T. 8 S., and from R. 4 E. to R. 7 E. approximately, and embraces an area of about 
442 square miles. The county seat is Madill, which is located in the north central part of the county. 

Nearby towns include Kingston, Woodville, McBride, Enos, Powell, and Lebanon. 

Geographic Location of Lake Texoma State Park 

Lake Texoma State Park is located in Marshall County as shown in Figure 2.2. U.S. Highway 70 

extends east and west, linking Kingston, just west of the park, to Mead and then Durant, east of 

the park. U.S. Highway 70 crosses the historic Roosevelt Bridge across the Washita arm of Lake 

Texoma. This highway is just north of the park boundary. The area surrounding Lake Texoma 

State Park has been developed as mixed housing, retail businesses, and rural agricultural 

property. North of U.S. Highway 70, the Pointe Vista development includes Chickasaw Pointe 

Golf Course, a property that was once part of Lake Texoma State Park. While the park is located 

in Marshall County, it is easily accessed from Bryan County, which also includes a larger 

population base. As a result, both counties are presented in the following discussion. 

Figure 2.2 – Geographic location of Lake 
Texoma State Park 
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Community and Regional Context 

Brief History of Marshall County 

The following history of Marshall County was written by Larry O’Dell for the Oklahoma 

Historical Society and retrieved from the website for the Oklahoma Historical Society 

(http://www.okhistory.org/publications/enc/entry.php?entry=MA030). 

 

“Created at 1907 statehood, Marshall County is in south-central Oklahoma, with Johnston 

County on the north, Bryan on the east, Love and Carter on the west, and the state of Texas on 

the south. The county name honors the maiden name of George Henshaw’s mother. Henshaw, a 

Madill native, served in the 1906 Oklahoma Constitutional Convention. The county contains 

426.95 square miles of land and water area. The incorporated towns are Kingston, Madill (the 

county seat), and Oakland. 

The county lies in the Coastal Plain physiographic region, accounting for its rolling prairies. 

There are also intermittent deposits of limestone. The Red River Basin drains the county. In 1944 

the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers completed the Denison Dam, impounding the Red and 

Washita rivers, creating Lake Texoma, and inundating a large amount of Marshall County’s land. 

The lake not only forms the county’s southern border, but it also comprises the eastern border, 

which had been the Washita River. 

A large number of archaeological sites have been investigated in the county. At the beginning of 

the twentieth century twenty-three Paleo-Indian (prior to 6000 B.C.), sixty-five Archaic (6000 

B.C. to A.D. 1), six Woodland (A.D. 1 to 1000), and twenty Plains Village (A.D. 1000 to 1500) 

sites were recorded. The Haley’s Point Site is an important setting of an Archaic village near the 

confluence of the Washita and Red rivers. Early Spanish and French explorers and traders in the 

region contributed little to the historic record. The Great Spanish Road extended into the present 

county, following the Red River east to the Washita River. After the United States acquired 

Louisiana Territory, which included present Oklahoma, from the French in 1803, American 

explorers traversed the area. In 1834 the Dodge-Leavenworth Expedition negotiated peace with 

Plains tribes. 

After 1837 the Chickasaw began relocating to Indian Territory, joining the Choctaw. In 1842, to 

protect Chickasaw settlers in the area, the U.S. Army established Fort Washita on the Washita 

River’s east side in present Bryan County. In 1855 the Chickasaw separated from the Choctaw 

Nation, creating their own government, with present Marshall County a part of the Chickasaw 

Nation’s Pickens County. In 1859 the Burney Institute for Girls opened near Lebanon, and in 

1860 it received a post office designated Burney Academy. After the Civil War it was known as 

the Lebanon Orphan Institute. In 1887 the institute became the Chickasaw Orphan Home and 

Manual Labor School. Since statehood the property has been in private hands. 

The region has historically been a transportation corridor. During the nineteenth century the 

Texas Road followed the east side of the Washita River in present Bryan County. In 1900–01 the 

St. Louis, Oklahoma and Southern Railway (acquired by the St. Louis and San Francisco 

Railway, known as the Frisco, in 1901) constructed a north-south line through the present 

county. In 1901–03 the Arkansas and Choctaw Railway (changed to the St. Louis, San Francisco 

and New Orleans Railroad in 1901 and sold to the Frisco in 1907) laid tracks from east to west 

http://www.okhistory.org/publications/enc/entry.php?entry=MA030
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through the area. In 1941 the State of Oklahoma constructed tracks to replace the Frisco lines 

that were to be inundated by Lake Texoma. 

In 1898 the Curtis Act stripped the Chickasaw government of its power. The allotment process 

soon provided for individual land ownership, providing a push for Oklahoma statehood, which 

occurred in 1907. In July 1908 county residents voted Madill the county seat over Kingston. In 

1914 Marshall County built its courthouse (listed in the National Register of Historic Places, NR 

84003154). 

Until petroleum was discovered in the early twentieth century, agriculture was the principal 

income-producing pursuit. Ranching has played a key role in the region’s economy. Prior to 

allotment, early prominent cattlemen included George Holford, William and Dorsey Taliaferro, 

James Hamilton Willis, and Richard Wiggs. In 1907 the county contained 8,333 cattle and milk 

cows, a number that increased to 18,631 in 1935. By 1963 ranchers ran 32,000 head of cattle. In 

2000 the total of milk cows and cattle was twenty thousand. Farming in the Red and Washita 

river valleys also contributed to the area’s prosperity. In 1907 cotton (36,449 acres) and corn 

(34,035 acres) dominated. In 1934 most of the 1,476 farms still planted cotton (20,671 acres), 

with corn (18,508) and oats (14,589) second and third. By 1963 farmers had lost valuable land to 

Lake Texoma and therefore diversified their production. That year oats (6,900 acres), cotton 

(2,200), and peanuts (2,180) were the three most-planted products, and farmers cultivated only 

350 acres of corn. In 2001 wheat (5,000 acres) occupied the most land, followed by rye (1,900), 

oats (1,800), and peanuts (1,300). 

Soon after statehood commercial production of oil and gas began. The Madill Pool generated 

540 barrels of oil daily in 1929. The Enos Gas Field near Kingston attracted a number of early 

drillers. In 1940 the Pure Oil Company established an oil camp that at its peak comprised forty-

three houses and a thirty-five-bed bunkhouse. The camp and a nearby Warren Petroleum gas 

plant supported the town of Little City, originally named Pure City. The camp and town suffered 

damage from a 1957 tornado, and although the people rebuilt the two, the Pure Oil Company 

closed the camp in 1959. In 1975 county wells produced 858,675 barrels of oil and 5,849,037 

million cubic feet (mcf) of natural gas. In 2000 production comprised 170,582 barrels of oil and 

3,993,760 mcf. Local limestone (404,310 tons in 2002) and sand and gravel (2,587 tons) have 

also been commercially extracted. 

Nonagricultural pursuits have also contributed income. From 1916 until 1925 the Aylesworth 

State Prison Farm housed African American inmates. They farmed 1,664 acres in an attempt to 

create a self-sustaining facility. After it closed, the state divided the land and sold small farms. 

The county had several sawmills and lumber companies. A notable one was the Madill Lumber 

Company, formerly the Rierdon Oil and Lumber Company, which in the 1950s began 

manufacturing wood products as the Lampe Manufacturing Company. In 1964 the county 

constructed a hospital in Madill, and in 1998 the community leased it to Integris Health, creating 

the Integris Marshall Memorial Hospital. In 1996 eighteen manufacturing establishments 

employed 920 workers. At the beginning of the twenty-first century several livestock trailer 

manufacturers were based at Madill, annually producing sixteen thousand trailers. Recreation 

and tourism at Lake Texoma are significant contributors to the county’s economy. A number of 

resorts, including the Lake Texoma State Park and state-owned lodge {no longer in existence}, 

attract outdoor enthusiasts. Kingston hosts an annual Striper Festival, and Madill sponsors the 

National Sand Bass Festival. 
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U.S. Highways 177 and 377 run north-south in the county, and U.S. Highway 70 travels east-

west. State Highways include 70A, 70B, 70F, 99, 99C, and 199. At the end of the twentieth 

century the Burlington Northern and Santa Fe served as the only rail line. In 2000 three county 

properties were listed in the National Register of Historic Places. These were the Haley’s Point 

Archaeological Site (NR 91000613), Marshall County Courthouse (NR 84003154), and the 

Worth Hotel (NR 85000846), with the latter two located in Madill. Oklahoma Gov. Raymond 

Gary, born near Madill, hailed from Marshall County. 

In 1907 the newly organized county had 13,144 residents. In 1920 the population stood at 

14,674, but drought, a decline in the cotton industry, and the Great Depression stunted growth. 

The population was 11,026 in 1930 and 12,384 in 1940. The rural-to-urban shift after World War 

II and the large reduction in land due to Lake Texoma further initiated a decline. In 1950 it 

registered 8,177 and fell to 7,263 in 1960. By 1980 the population had rebounded to 10,550, 

increasing to 10,829 in 1990 and to 13,184 in 2000. In 2010 Marshall County registered an 

increase to 15,840, with 73.8 percent white, 9.7 percent American Indian, 1.5 percent African 

American, and 0.2 percent Asian. Hispanic ethnicity was identified at 14.0 percent.” 

Brief History of Bryan County 

The following history of Bryan County was written by James Milligan for the Oklahoma 

Historical Society and retrieved from the website for the Oklahoma Historical Society 

(http://www.okhistory.org/publications/enc/entry.php?entry=BR028). 

 

“Named for Democratic presidential candidate William Jennings Bryan, a contributor to the 

1907 Oklahoma Constitution, Bryan County is located in the south-central portion of the state. 

Bordering on the east is Choctaw County, on the north are Atoka and Johnston counties, on the 

west is Marshall County, and on the south is the Red River and Texas. Bryan is separated from 

Marshall County by the Roosevelt Bridge and Lake Texoma. Covering a total land and water 

area of 943.43 square miles, Bryan County lies in the Coastal Plains physiographic region, 

within the Red River watershed, with major drainage provided by the Blue River. The Washita 

River, formerly flowing north-south between Bryan and Marshall counties, is now impounded in 

Lake Texoma. The county is served by U.S. Highways 69/75 north-south and 70 east-west and 

by State Highways 22, 70E, 78, and 91. In 2010 thirteen incorporated towns existed in the 

county: Achille, Armstrong, Bennington, Bokchito, Caddo, Calera, Colbert, Durant (the county 

seat), Hendrix, Kemp, Kenefic, Mead, and Silo. 

Relative to many Oklahoma counties, Bryan County has a low number of archaeological sites. 

The focus has been on the Archaic (6000 B.C. to A.D. 1) period, with fifty-five sites examined. 

By the end of the twentieth century there were three Paleo-Indian (prior to 6000 B.C.), one 

Woodland (A.D. 1 to 1000), and nineteen Plains Village (A.D. 1000 to 1500) sites. In 1941 

University of Oklahoma archaeologists funded by the Works Projects Administration (WPA) 

conducted research at four Bryan County locales. The study examined small Chickasaw post-

removal home sites, estimating that they were occupied between 1840 and 1850. This historic 

archaeology helped describe everyday details (home design, diet, and utensils) of Oklahoma’s 

early history. 

A part of both the Choctaw and Chickasaw nations after their removal from the American south, 

the Bryan County area was first populated in 1831–32 by Choctaws. Southern aristocrat and 

http://www.okhistory.org/publications/enc/entry.php?entry=BR028
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mixed-blood entrepreneur Robert M. Jones, one of the wealthiest men in the Choctaw nation, 

owned cotton plantations in the rich river bottomland. In 1845 the tribe developed Armstrong 

Academy for boys, northeast of Bokchito, with Ramsay D. Potts as the first superintendent. In 

1852 John H. Carr organized Bloomfield Academy for Chickasaw girls, south of the later site of 

Achille. The western one-fourth of present Bryan County was the Chickasaw district from the 

time of Chickasaw removal from the South in 1837–40. The area was formally attached to the 

Chickasaw Nation in 1855 when the two nations were separated. During the Civil War 

Armstrong Academy served as Chahta Tamaha, the Choctaw capital. 

Early-day United States military establishments in the county included Fort Washita, founded in 

1842 by Gen. Zachary Taylor. During the Civil War, in 1862 Confederate Gen. Albert B. Pike 

established Fort McCulloch near Nail’s Crossing on the Blue River, in the vicinity of present 

Kenefic, and occupied it with more than a thousand American Indian troops. No Civil War 

engagements occurred in Bryan County. 

Bryan County lay in the middle of an important transportation corridor through nineteenth-

century Indian Territory. The Butterfield Overland Mail route and stage line traversed the 

Choctaw Nation and passed through present Bryan County in the late 1850s along the route of 

the older Texas Road. Jonathan Nail’s Crossing and Fisher’s Station or Carriage Point, four 

miles west of present Durant, were two of twelve stops on the stage route. Cattle ranching 

assumed importance at an early date, in part because of the existing road. Chief Wilson N. Jones 

of Caddo, a wealthy rancher and store owner in the region, earned the name “cattle king” of the 

Choctaw Nation. Joel Nail, an enterprising rancher, began trail drives along the first cattle trail 

across the Indian nations, the East Shawnee Trail, which followed the northward route of the 

Texas Road. In addition, after the Civil War cattle herds coming up from Texas crossed the Red 

River at Colbert’s Ferry, proceeded to Boggy Depot, and went north to Kansas and Sedalia, 

Missouri. 

The Choctaw, committed to schools and churches within their nation, began Oklahoma 

Presbyterian College in Durant. Ebenezer Hotchkin, son of an early missionary, became 

president of the college. At the beginning of the twenty-first century it served as the Choctaw 

National headquarters. In 1909 William A. Durant, sergeant-at-arms at the 1906 Constitutional 

Convention and later speaker of the Oklahoma House of Representatives, sponsored a bill that 

located Southeastern Normal School, the first state institution of higher learning in Indian 

Territory, at Durant. 

Several towns sprang into existence with the arrival of the first north-south railroad, the Missouri 

Kansas and Texas Railway (MK&T, or Katy), in 1872. Choctaw and white businessmen built the 

towns of Caddo, Durant, Calera, and Colbert, near the former Colbert’s Ferry crossing on the 

Red River, to serve the train traffic. Caddo was the county seat of Blue County, Choctaw Nation, 

and the largest town until the railroads appeared. An east-west line constructed in 1902–03 by 

the St. Louis, San Francisco and New Orleans Railroad (later part of the St. Louis and San 

Francisco Railway, or Frisco line) led to the establishment of stations at Blue, Bokchito, and 

Bennington. At 1907 statehood Bryan County was created with Durant as its seat. 

Agriculture has played an important role in the county’s development. As in many areas of early 

Oklahoma, cotton served as a major cash crop in Bryan County, but in 1927, after boll weevils 

destroyed most of the cotton, the county’s farmers became an early proponent of diversification. 

In the 1920s peanuts emerged as a significant crop. In 1997 the county placed second in 
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Oklahoma for its peanut production and seventy-ninth in the United States. That same year 

Bryan County’s pecan harvest ranked seventh in Oklahoma and sixty-second in the nation. The 

county also produces cotton, strawberries, sorghum, wheat, and other commercially viable 

products. The cattle industry also serves as an important economic role. In 1997 the county 

placed third in Oklahoma and sixty-sixth in the United States in beef cattle. The county also 

produces oil and gas and crushed stone. Business and industry has remained on a relatively small 

scale (585 establishments in 2001), compared to Oklahoma (21,258 establishments) or Tulsa 

(18,260) counties. 

Bryan County’s proximity to Texas has created controversy as well as economic opportunity for 

local businesses. In 1931 Gov. William H. Murray forced the opening of a free bridge across the 

Red River in the publicized “Red River Bridge War.” During World War II German prisoners of 

war built Denison Dam across the Red River, and the resulting Lake Texoma created a tourist 

industry. The lake serves as source of attraction for striped bass (“striper”) fishing enthusiasts 

from around the nation. Near the town of Cartwright, located at the north end of Denison Dam, is 

Burns Run, an attraction of rides, fast food services, and beach area that was generally 

frequented by Texans and by personnel from Perrin Army Air Field (later Perrin Air Force Base) 

in Sherman, Texas. “Beer joints” proliferated in Cartwright and Colbert, because the Texas side 

of the river prohibited alcohol sales until the 1970s. As Oklahoma had no waiting period for 

prospective marriage, Durant, only sixteen miles from Texas and accessible on U.S. Highway 

69/75, emerged as a marriage mill in the 1950s. Marriage licenses often averaged two hundred 

per month, and the trend continued even into the 1960s. Brides included well-known figures 

Rosemary Clooney and Marina Oswald. 

Prominent political leaders from Bryan County have included Durant’s Robert L. Williams, the 

“war governor” who served from 1915 to 1919, Cowboy Pink Williams, lieutenant governor 

from Caddo, and U.S. Rep. Wes Watkins from Bennington. In its heyday the famous and 

infamous frequented the four-story Bryan Hotel in Durant, built in 1929. In the 1930s the hotel 

housed such notables as Roy Acuff, Charles “Pretty Boy” Floyd, and Pinky Tomlin, composer of 

the popular tune “The Object of My Affection.” Gene Autry, cowboy actor and singer, worked as 

a telegrapher for the railroad for a time at Achille. 

In 1910 Bryan County’s population registered 29,854. It peaked at 40,700 in 1920, declined to 

32,277 in 1930, and gained and lost population until reaching a low of 24,252 in 1970. In 2000 

the census recorded a population of 36,534. In 2010 Bryan County had 42,416 residents, of 

whom 76.2 percent were white, 12.9 percent American Indian, and 1.5 percent African 

American. Hispanic ethnicity was identified as 5.0 percent. 

Bryan County historic properties listed in the National Register of Historic Places include Nail's 

Station (NR 72000159) near Kenefic, Carriage Point (Fisher’s Station, NR 72001058) near 

Durant, Colbert’s Ferry Site (NR 72001057) near Colbert, Fort McCulloch (NR 71000659) near 

Kenefic, and Fort Washita (NR 66000626) near Nida. Fort Washita is also a National Historic 

Landmark. 

 

Demographic and Socioeconomic Conditions and Impact 

The U.S. Bureau of Census provides summary data related to the demographic profile of the 

residents of Marshall County and Bryan County. The 2010 Census provided the statistical basis 
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for the detail related to the population of both counties. In addition, the Bureau of Census 

provides population estimates based upon the 2010 Census. These estimates are projected in 

several tables into 2015. 

The following tables provide this summary based upon data retrieved during January 2017 from 

http://factfinder2.census.gov. 

Table 2.1 – Population of Marshall and Bryan Counties 

Year 2000 2010 2015 estimate 

Marshall County 13,184 15,840 16,232 

Bryan County 36,534 42,416 44,884 

Table 2.2 – Demographic Characteristics of the Population 

Factor Detail on factor Marshall 

County 

Number 

(Percent) 

Bryan 

County 

Number 

(Percent) 

Oklahoma 

Number 

(Percent) 

Sex and Age Male 7,979 

(49.8%) 

21,412 

(48.7%) 

1,816,749 

(49.4%) 

 Female 8,035 

(50.2%) 

22,591 

(51.3%) 

1,858,590 

(50.6%) 

 Median age (years) 43.1 37.1 36.3 

 Under 18 years of age 3,809 

(23.8%) 

10,250 

(23.3%) 

911,484 

(24.8%) 

 18 years of age and over 12,205 

(76.2%) 

33,753 

(76.7%) 

2,762,318 

(75.2%) 

 65 years of age and over 3,299 

(20.6%) 

7,350  

(16.7%) 

491,422 

(13.5%) 

Race White 11,489 

(88.9%) 

32,642 

(74.2%) 

2,720,135 

(72.2%) 

 Black or African American 236 

(1.5%) 

856 

 (1.9%) 

267,179 

(7.4%) 

 American Indian/Alaskan 

Native 

1,078 

(6.7%) 

6,495 

 (14.8%) 

259,809 

(8.6%) 

 Asian 26 

(0.2%) 

219 

(0.5%) 

61,581 

(1.7%) 

 Native Hawaiian/Pacific 

Islander 

0 

(0.0%) 

12 (0.0%) 3,967 (0.1%) 

 Two or more races 1,772 

(11.1%) 

2,420 

(5.5%) 

263,896 

(7.2%) 

Hispanic/Latino Of any race 2,516 

(15.7%) 

2,391 

(5.4%) 

302,167 

(8.2%) 

http://factfinder2.census.gov/
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The population of Marshall County increased at a rate of 20.1% over the decade between 2000 

and 2010. Since 2010, the rate of population growth in Marshall County has slowed to 2.5% 

during the five-year period between 2010 and 2015. During these same time periods, Bryan 

County showed a 16.1% growth in population between 2000 and 2010 and a growth rate of 5.8% 

from 2010 to 2015. Both counties are increasing in population. 

As is true of many rural Oklahoma counties, the population in Bryan County and Marshall 

County is slightly older than the general population of the state. In addition, the population in 

these counties is less diverse by race and ethnicity than is true of the larger state population, with 

the exception of the American Indian/Native American population in Bryan County and the 

Hispanic population in Marshall County. 

Table 2.3 provides detail on the household characteristics of the population of Bryan and 

Marshall counties. Of particular note is the much higher percentage of households in both 

counties with one or more members over the age of 65 than is true in the state of Oklahoma. 

Another statistic related to housing that distinguishes Marshall County from the rest of the state 

is the fact that 28.1% of housing units are identified as “seasonal, recreational, or occasional 

use.” This factor is shown with the much higher percentage of vacant housing units in Marshall 

County. 

Table 2.3 – Household Characteristics in Marshall County and Bryan County 

Household Related Factor Marshall 

County 

Number 

(Percent) 

Bryan County 

Number 

(Percent) 

Oklahoma 

Number 

(Percent) 

Number of households 6,338 16,838 1,421,705 

Population in households 
15,511 

(97.9%) 

41,282 

 (97.3%) 

3,563,497 

(96.9%) 

Households with a child or children 

under 18 

1,902 

(30.0%) 

5,421 

 (32.2%) 

425,149 

 (29.9%) 

Households with person 65 years and 

over 

2,229 

(35.2%) 

4,787 

 (28.4%) 

140,851 

 (9.9%) 

Occupied housing units 
6,338 

(63.3%) 

16,838 

 (86.0%) 

1,421,705 

 (86.5%) 

Vacant housing units 
3,668 

(36.7%) 

2,748 

 (14.0%) 

222,523 

 (13.5%) 

Owner occupied housing units 
4,777 

(75.4%) 

11,053 

 (65.6%) 

969,959 

 (68.2%) 

Renter occupied housing units 
1,561 

(24.6%) 

5,785 

 (34.4%) 

451,746 

 (31.8%) 

 

One characteristic on which the population of Marshall County and Bryan County differs from 

that across Oklahoma is household income. The median household income in Marshall County is 

almost $5,000 above the statewide average, while the median household income in Bryan 

County is below the statewide average. Median household income as reported by the U.S. 

Bureau of Census may be somewhat misleading: by definition 50% of the population in the 
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county is above the median income level and 50% is below that number. In Marshall County, the 

mean household income is $52,052 indicating that a small number of residents are in the upper 

levels of income while a larger number are in the lower income categories. Similarly, the mean 

household income in Bryan County is $51,814. 

It is equally important to recognize that the percentage of the population of these counties 

identified as being below federal poverty guidelines is similar to that across the state of 

Oklahoma. The percentage of households below poverty levels and the percentage of individuals 

in those households are above the comparable statistics for the state of Oklahoma. It can be 

concluded that a significant number of the residents of these counties are financially limited as 

compared to the general population of Oklahoma. 

Table 2.4 – Financial Characteristics in Marshall County and Bryan County 

Characteristic or Factor 
Marshall 

County 
Bryan County Oklahoma 

Median household income $47,525 $38,847 $42,979 

Households below poverty level 12.9% 13.5% 11.9% 

Individuals below poverty level 16.8% 18.3% 16.2% 

 

Residents of these counties also present education characteristics that are associated with the 

financial status of the county. In these counties, the greatest variation from the statewide 

educational pattern is in the percentage of individuals with educational attainment less than a 

high school diploma and those who have achieved bachelor’s degrees and higher. 

Table 2.5 – Education Characteristics in Marshall County and Bryan County 

Educational Attainment Marshall 

County 

(Percent) 

Bryan County 

(Percent) 

Oklahoma 

Number 

(Percent) 

Population 25 years of age and above 10,967 23,175  

Less than 9th grade 7.9% 8.6% 
115,248 

 (4.8%) 

9th to 12th grade, no diploma 14.9% 16.5% 
232,987 

 (9.8%) 

High school diploma or equivalency 35.8% 31.8% 
775,478 

 (32.6%) 

Some college, no degree 23.5% 22.5% 
559,367 

 (23.5%) 

Associate’s degree 3.9% 3.7% 
159,557 

 (6.7%) 

Bachelor’s degree 9.1% 11.2% 
362,043 

 (15.2%) 

Graduate or professional degree 4.5% 6.7% 
176,139 

 (7.4%) 



 

15 

 

Another demographic factor that is highly correlated with financial characteristics and 

educational characteristics is employment. The employment figures for Marshall County and 

Bryan County are reported in Table 2.6. As of 2010, Marshall and Bryan counties reported 

unemployment to be approximately 10.0% as compared with a statewide 7.7%. While those 

percentages have changed since 2010 as economic conditions have improved, both counties 

show a smaller percentage of eligible members of the population to actually be in the labor force. 

Table 2.6 – Employment Characteristics in Marshall County and Bryan County 

Characteristic or Factor Marshall 

County 

Number 

(Percent) 

Bryan County 

Number 

(Percent) 

Oklahoma 

Number 

(Percent) 

Population in the labor force 

(16 years and over) 

12,572 20,115 1,806,858 

 (63.0%) 

Employed 6,038 

(48.0%) 

18,472 

 (52.9%) 

1,674,765 

 (92.3%) 

Private wage and salary workers 4,602 

(76.2%) 

13,347 

 (72.3%) 

1,260,965 

 (75.3%) 

Government workers 1,023 

(16.9%) 

3,974 

 (21.5%) 

285,562 

 (17.1%) 

Self-employed (non-incorporated 

business) 

341 

(5.6%) 

1,131 

 (6.1%) 

124,013 

 (7.4%) 

Unpaid family workers 72 

(1.2%) 

20 

(0.01%) 

4,225 

 (0.3%) 

 

In summary, Marshall County comprises a rural area with approximately 38 persons per square 

mile and Bryan County has 47.6 persons per square mile as compared to an average of 50.3 for 

Oklahoma. The population of these counties shows median household incomes that vary between 

the counties and from the statewide average; additionally, a higher percentage of county 

residents are below the poverty level than is true statewide. A higher percentage of residents of 

the county have achieved their high school diplomas, but the county is below statewide 

educational statistics at higher levels of education. 

Competing and Complementary Recreational Opportunities 

Southern Oklahoma, particularly the area surrounding Lake Texoma, provides the setting for a 

variety of private and public recreation opportunities. Among the public properties available for 

recreation, there are state and federal properties distributed throughout the area, particularly 

around Lake Texoma. 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers operates a number of recreation facilities surrounding Lake 

Texoma, either directly or through concessionaires. These are detailed in Figure 2.3 on the 

following page and in the 2009 RMP for Lake Texoma State Park. On the Oklahoma side of 

Lake Texoma, Buncombe Creek, Johnson Creek, Lakeside, and Platter Flats offer campgrounds 

that are similar to those presently in Lake Texoma State Park. 
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Figure 2.3 – USACE facilities on Lake 
Texoma 
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On the Texas side of Lake Texoma and near the Denison Dam, Eisenhower State Park is located 

almost directly south of the Lake Texoma State Park property. Eisenhower State Park offers 

similar recreation experiences and facilities to those currently available in the Oklahoma state 

park. However, an entry fee for all visitors to that Texas state park may restrict some out-of-state 

guests or those unwilling or unable to pay the entry fee. In addition, the Texas side of Lake 

Texoma includes several U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ properties similar to those on the 

Oklahoma side of the lake. Additional private development of resorts and residential properties 

has been more extensive than is currently in place on the Oklahoma side of the lake. 

Probably the greatest competition for Lake Texoma State Park is that offered by Lake Murray 

State Park in Oklahoma. Lake Murray State Park includes a full service lodge, cabins, a golf 

course, numerous campgrounds, trails, and additional recreational opportunities. Beyond the 

amenities offered, the major difference between Lake Murray State Park and Lake Texoma State 

Park is in the size and management of the lake and the water-based environment. Lake Texoma 

offers a larger lake environment with amenities distributed in a broader range along both the 

Texas side and Oklahoma side of the lake. 

Regional and Park History 

Lake Texoma State Park is a bi-product of the development of Lake Texoma. Between 1938 and 

1944, the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) impounded the Washita River and 

the Red River near Denison, Texas, with the construction of Denison Dam. That dam produced a 

serpentine lake of eighty-eight thousand surface acres along the border between Texas and 

Oklahoma. Denison Dam, and the resulting Lake Texoma, was authorized by the Flood Control 

Act (Public Law 75-791) approved June 28, 1938. Construction on the dam began in August 

1939 and was eventually completed for the flood control purpose in February 1944. Turbines for 

generation of electric power were installed in 1945 and 1949, and have been updated since that 

time. At the time of construction, Denison Dam was the largest earth-filled dam in the United 

States. Since the original authorization, recreation has been added in 1986 as a project purpose. 

As a result, Lake Texoma is authorized for flood control, water supply, hydroelectric power, 

regulation of volume of water flow in the Red River, improvement of navigation, and recreation.  

Normal pool level for Lake Texoma varies from 615 to 619 feet above sea level (National 

Geodetic Vertical Datum – NGVD). Conservation pool is 615.93 feet, although there is some 

variation with a seasonal conservation pool. The flood control pool extends upward to 640 

NGVD. At flood control levels, Lake Texoma expands greatly in width, flooding adjacent 

properties and limiting the potential development and use of those properties up to 645 NGVD. 

The total project land and water acreage is 193,326 acres. 

Recreation and tourism were side benefits of the construction of Denison Dam and Lake 

Texoma. Since construction of the dam was completed, additional recreational facilities have 

been developed around the lake. The lake area has included (1) two national wildlife refuges – 

Tishomingo Wildlife Refuge in Oklahoma and Hagerman Wildlife Refuge in Texas, (2) two state 

parks – Eisenhower State Park on the Texas side and Lake Texoma State Park on the Oklahoma 

side, (3) twelve marinas, (4) twenty-six resorts, and (5) numerous USACE managed parks. These 

parks include a range of facilities from boat ramps, to campsites, to hiking trails. As a result of 

the size of the lake, its proximity to population centers, and the development for recreation, Lake 

Texoma has become a popular outdoor recreation resource. The Tulsa District of the USACE 

estimates that as many as six million people visit Lake Texoma annually. In 2012, according to 
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USACE information, Texoma ranked first among Corps of Engineers lake projects nationwide, 

with visitors spending over 90 million hours at the lake.  

The authorization for Lake Texoma was granted by the United States under a series of legislative 

actions. These documents include: 

1. Flood Control Act approved June 28, 1938, Project Document HD 541, 75th Congress, 3rd 

Session (flood control and power) 

2. Public Law 868, 76th Congress, 3rd Session, approved October 17, 1940 (improving 

navigation, regulating flow of Red River, controlling floods, and other beneficial uses) 

3. Public Law 454, 78th Congress, 2nd Session, approved September 30, 1944 (impoundment 

designated as Lake Texoma) 

4. Public Law 273, 83rd Congress, 1st Session, approved August 14, 1953 (Denison water 

supply storage) 

5. Public Law 164, 84th Congress, 1st Session, approved July 15, 1955 (construction of 

Willis Site Bridge) 

6. Public Law 146, 85th Congress, 1st Session, approved August 14, 1957, Project Document 

HD 541, 75th Congress, 3rd Session, (Sherman water supply) 

7. Public Law 282, 91st Congress, 1st Session, approved July 19, 1970 (water supply dam on 

Big Mineral Arm) 

8. Public Law 662, 99th Congress, 2nd Session, approved November 17, 1986 (added 

recreation as a project purpose and authorized reallocation of additional storage for water 

supply). 

Construction of the Denison Dam to impound Lake Texoma required additional efforts to control 

and confine the eventual lake. The main embankment of Denison Dam is 15,200 feet long with a 

maximum height of structures at 165 feet above the streambed. Additional dikes were required in 

the vicinity of Platter, Oklahoma, extending 5,870 feet in length to a height of 15 feet. The 

Cumberland levee on the Washita Arm of the lake is 23,480 feet long with a crest elevation of 

647 feet.  

The spillway at Denison Dam is an uncontrolled chute-type structure, constructed of concrete; it 

relies on gravity flow for those cases when river elevation allows overflow. This spillway is 

2,000 feet long. In June 1957, Lake Texoma first spilled onto its spillway at a record height of 

643.18 feet (Clift, 1957).  

The actual date of authorization of Lake Texoma State Park is somewhat unclear. However, the 

property that would eventually become Lake Texoma State Resort Park was included in 

allotments to the Choctaw and Chickasaw nations. At one point, these allotments were assigned 

to individuals within the respective nations.  

Documentation of events in the late 1940s related to the properties that ultimately became Lake 

Texoma State Resort Park is limited. However, there is some evidence that the National Park 

Service was involved as a possible manager of this property (Rettie, 2009). In a listing of 

properties nationwide that are no longer part of the National Park Service, Rettie identified the 

“Lake Texoma National Recreation Area.” Between 1946 and 1949, two properties of 

unspecified acreage were identified as being under the National Park Service. These two 

properties later became Eisenhower State Park in Texas and Lake Texoma State Park in 

Oklahoma. 
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In the early 1950s, there was local and regional discussion regarding a “public park and 

recreational area” at Lake Texoma. The state of Oklahoma, through the Oklahoma Game and 

Fish Commission and the Oklahoma Planning and Resources Board began proceedings to 

acquire several tracts of land adjacent to Lake Texoma and the USACE property. These 

properties included properties north and south of Highway 70 at the west end of the Roosevelt 

Bridge. By order of the district court within and for Marshall County, these properties were 

acquired by the state of Oklahoma on October 15, 1952. 

The state of Oklahoma then negotiated with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for additional 

property closer to the actual lake. Public Law 64, c. 118, 83rd Congress 1st Session, 67 Statute 63 

was approved as law on June 16, 1953, and authorized the sale of certain lands to the State of 

Oklahoma. Two parcels were acquired by Oklahoma for $1,400 for use as properties for “a 

public park and recreational purpose only.” In addition, a lease between Oklahoma State Parks 

and the USACE provided additional property, the bulk of what became Lake Texoma State Park. 

In the latter half of the twentieth century, Oklahoma State Parks developed a full service lodge, 

golf course, airport, numerous cabins, campgrounds and other facilities on this property. Lake 

Texoma State Park became a “destination park” for many visitors. 

During the early years of the twenty-first century, it was apparent that significant investment was 

needed to upgrade the lodge and cabins in the park. Although the park and the lodge were 

popular with guests, operations of the lodge, golf course, and state park were subsidized 

significantly by state appropriations. It also became obvious that state funds necessary for the 

renovations of the lodge and cabins would not be possible. In 2006, the state of Oklahoma sold 

the park property encompassing the lodge and cabins to Pointe Vista Development. As a result, 

the lodge and cabins were closed for occupancy as of December 1, 2006. Between 2006 and 

2017, numerous discussions occurred related to development of the Pointe Vista property and the 

remaining portion of Lake Texoma State Park. These complex negotiations included OTRD’s 

sale of its interest in certain properties owned fully by the department, or jointly with the 

Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation (formerly the Oklahoma Game and Fish 

Commission). The USACE was also authorized by Congress to sell certain of its properties that 

had been leased to OTRD for the state park. These combined properties were then sold to Pointe 

Vista through the Commissioners of the Land Office (CLO). In addition to the lodge and cabins, 

the properties also included the two golf courses, along with some other minor facilities. Pointe 

Vista also had an option to purchase additional USACE property still within the current 

boundary of the state park. This would include Catfish Bay Campground. 

Natural Resources in the Park 

Climate and Air Quality 

Marshall County, Bryan County, and most of Oklahoma are part of the humid subtropical 

climatic region. The following information related to climate in the two county region is 

provided by the Oklahoma Climatological Survey and retrieved January 4, 2017 

(http://climate.ok.gov/county_climate/Products/County_Climatologies/county_climate_atoka.pdf). 

“Marshall County is part of the Crosstimbers. This region is a transition region 

from the Central Great Plains to the more irregular terrain of southeastern 

Oklahoma. Average annual precipitation ranges from about 39 inches in western 

http://climate.ok.gov/county_climate/Products/County_Climatologies/county_climate_atoka.pdf
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Marshall County to 45 inches in the east. June and October are the wettest 

months, on average, but much of the spring through fall receives sufficient 

rainfall. One year in two has at least one inch of snow, with one year in ten having 

ten or more inches. 

Temperatures average near 63 degrees, with a slight increase from north to south. 

Temperatures range from an average daytime high of 95 degrees in July and 

August to an average low of 30 degrees in January. Marshall County averages a 

growing season of 230 days, but plants that can withstand short periods of colder 

temperatures may have an additional two to seven weeks. 

Winds from the south to southeast are quite dominant, averaging just over seven 

miles-per-hour. Relative humidity, on average, ranges from 40% to 93% during 

the day. During the year, humidity is highest in May and June and lowest in 

August. Winter months tend to be cloudier than summer months. The percentage 

of possible sunshine ranges from an average of about 55% in winter to nearly 

75% in summer. 

Thunderstorms occur on about 45 days each year, predominantly in the spring and 

summer. During the period 1950 – 2003, Marshall County recorded 24 tornadoes. 

The most recent significant tornado (F2 intensity or greater) occurred on May 8, 

2003. This F2 tornado tracked harmlessly for seven miles through Marshall 

County near Antioch. There were no injuries. Typically, there are about 2 events 

each year of hail exceeding one inch in diameter. As information collection 

improves, both the number of reported tornadoes and the number of severe hail 

events have increased.” 

Similarly, “Bryan County is part of the Crosstimbers throughout most of the 

county. The extreme eastern portions of Bryan County are part of the Cypress 

Swamp and Forest. Average annual precipitation ranges from about 42 inches in 

southern Bryan County to 48 inches in the north. April and October are the 

wettest months, on average, but much of the spring through fall receives sufficient 

rainfall. Nearly every winter has at least one inch of snow, with one year in ten 

having ten or more inches. 

Temperatures average near 62 degrees, with a slight increase from north to south. 

Temperatures range from an average daytime high of 94 degrees in July and 

August to an average low of 27 degrees in January. Bryan County averages a 

growing season of 219 days, but plants that can withstand short periods of colder 

temperatures may have an additional three to six weeks. 

Winds from the south to southeast are quite dominant, averaging just over seven 

miles-per-hour. Relative humidity, on average, ranges from 42% to 94% during 

the day. During the year, humidity is highest in June and lowest in August. Winter 

months tend to be cloudier than summer months. The percentage of possible 

sunshine ranges from an average of about 50% in winter to nearly 75% in 

summer. 

Thunderstorms occur on about 42 days each year, predominantly in the spring and 

summer. During the period 1950 – 2003, Bryan County recorded 29 tornadoes. 
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The most recent significant tornado (F2 intensity or greater) occurred on May 11, 

1992 passing near the town of Albany. Bryan County has recorded only 3 F4 

tornadoes and no F5 tornadoes since 1887. Typically, there are about 3 events 

each year of hail exceeding one inch in diameter. As information collection 

improves, both the number of reported tornadoes and the number of severe hail 

events have increased.” 

Archeology of Lake Texoma State Park 

While a brief archaeological history was reported in the earlier presentation of Marshall County 

and Bryan County, additional archeological information was available from the Oklahoma 

Archeological Survey (http://www.ou.edu/cas/archsur/counties/). No specific archeological 

resources are identified within the boundaries of Lake Texoma State Park. Haley’s Point, about 

thirty miles upstream from the confluence of the Washita River and the Red River, is identified 

as an important archeological resource in Marshall County. The Novotny, Vaden, White and 

Opel sites are detailed as important archeological resources in Bryan County to the east of the 

park area. 

Topography 

Using the Fenneman Physiography Classification (National Geographic Society), the eastern 

portion of Marshall County and all of Bryan County are in the Atlantic Plain province, also 

identified as the West Gulf Coastal Plain. Rocks in the region are dated to the Quaternary and 

Cretaceous periods. The age of surface rocks is dated to the Mesozoic period. The Edwards-

Trinity Aquifer system wraps around the northern and western portion of Marshall County. 

As stated earlier, this region of Oklahoma is part of the Crosstimbers and plains. Marshall 

County and Bryan County are within the prairie eco-system, specifically within the prairie 

parkland (subtropical) province. 

Geology 

According to Suneson (1997), “the rocks of the Gulf Coastal Plain become younger to the south 

or southeast, but that younging of rocks occurs on a very broad, perhaps continental, scale. In 

Marshall County, there are two factors that complicate the simple picture: topography and 

folding. The rocks of the Gulf Coastal Plain in Oklahoma are nearly horizontal; as a result, 

topography plays an important role in how the different formations are portrayed on a map. For 

example, if an east-west oriented stream erodes into some almost flat-lying rocks (similar to 

those in Marshall County), the older rocks will be exposed on the stream bottom and 

progressively younger rocks on the banks of the stream valley. If one looks only at the north 

bank of the stream, old rocks will be exposed in the stream bottom (south) and young rocks will 

be exposed to the north, exactly the opposite of the general southward-younging of Gulf Coastal 

Plain rocks.” 

http://www.ou.edu/cas/archsur/counties/atoka.htm
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“In addition, the Gulf Coastal Plain rocks of Marshall County are very gently folded. Anticlines 

(upfolds) expose older rocks in their cores; synclines (downfolds) expose younger rocks in their 

cores. Also, the folds are tilted (or plunge) very gently to the southeast. If the surface of Marshall 

County were flat and all we had to worry about were the folds, the geology of the county would 

{be quite flat sloping southeasterly}. But the county is not absolutely flat, and the simple picture 

of folded rock layers is complicated by topography, as discussed above. This yields an outcrop 

picture that looks like a series of very squiggly S’s. But overall, the Cretaceous strata of 

Oklahoma’s Gulf Coastal Plain are younger to the south.” 

Soil 

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) gathers data and prepares custom soil 

resource reports for specific areas. In each report they define various terms related to soils and 

the related capacities. Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except 

for differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major horizons that are 

similar in composition, thickness, and arrangement.  

Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness, salinity, degree of 

erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the basis of such differences, a soil 

series is divided into soil phases. Most of the areas shown on the detailed soil maps are phases of 

soil series. The name of a soil phase commonly indicates a feature that affects use or 

management. For example, Alpha silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha series. 

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas. These map units 

are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups.  

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate pattern or in 

such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps. The pattern and proportion of 

the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar in all areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to 6 

percent slopes, is an example.  

An association is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or miscellaneous areas 

that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present or anticipated uses of the map units in 

the survey area, it was not considered practical or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous 

areas separately. The pattern and relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are 

somewhat similar. Alpha-Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.  

Figure 2.4 – Geological regions 
in Oklahoma 

Source: Charpentier (2010) 
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An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas that could be 

mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar interpretations can be made for 

use and management. The pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped 

area are not uniform. An area can be made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous 

areas, or it can be made up of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes, are an 

example.  

Some surveys include miscellaneous areas. Such areas have little or no soil material and support 

little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example of a miscellaneous area (NRCS, 2010).  

Material about soils in the study area provides background information about suitability for 

recreational development. The Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) provides 

information related to soils. The detail of the soil report for Lake Texoma State Park is provided 

in Figure 2.5a. 

  

Figure 2.5a – Soil map of Lake Texoma 
State Park 

Source: Natural Resource Conservation 

Service 
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Soil Suitability for Recreational Development 

Various soils have characteristics that may limit development for recreational purposes without 

additional investment for remediation or engineering. The ratings are based on the soil properties 

that affect the ease of developing camp areas and the performance of the areas after 

development. Slope, stoniness, and depth to bedrock or a cemented pan are the main concerns 

affecting the development of camp areas. The soil properties that affect the performance of the 

areas after development are those that influence trafficability and promote the growth of 

vegetation, especially in heavily used areas. For good trafficability, the surface of camp areas 

should absorb rainfall readily, remain firm under heavy foot traffic, and not be dusty when dry. 

The soil properties that influence trafficability are texture of the surface layer, depth to a water 

table, ponding, flooding, saturated hydraulic conductivity (Ksat), and large stones. The soil 

properties that affect the growth of plants are depth to bedrock or a cemented pan, saturated 

hydraulic conductivity (Ksat), and toxic substances in the soil. 

Approximately 64.7% of Lake Texoma State Park is composed of Konsil fine sandy loam, coded 

21, 23, and 24 in Figure 2.5a. These soils vary in slope and condition as noted in the legend. For 

example, the Konsil fine sandy loam coded 24 is 44.7% of the park area and shows 8 to 15% 

slopes. The Konsil fine sandy loam coded 23 is 9.8% of the park area and shows 3 to 5% slopes. 

Those portions of the park that are Konsil fine sandy loam coded 21 show 1 to 5% slope with 

erosion. These soils show characteristics of slow water movement that mean the areas are 

somewhat limited for development as campgrounds, picnic areas, playgrounds, trails and paths, 

Figure 2.5b – Legend for soil map on previous page 

Source: Natural Resource Conservation Service 
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or for use as sanitary waste disposal. The soils require additional engineering to properly serve 

these purposes. However, the areas of development within Lake Texoma State Park have 

occurred primarily on Konsil fine sandy loam.  

Two areas within the boundaries of Lake Texoma State Park remain somewhat undeveloped. 

One of these areas is on the southwest portion of the property along Rooster Creek. Much of that 

area is Tribbey fine sandy loam and is frequently flooded. The other undeveloped portion of the 

property is southeast of Ben’s Campground. That area is limited in road access and includes 

creek beds showing Tribbey fine sandy loam, frequently flooded. However, some additional 

portions are Konsil fine sandy loam with potential for development if access to the property were 

possible. 

In much the same manner, development of sanitation and waste facilities has required additional 

engineering and remediation due to the limitation of soils throughout Lake Texoma State Park. 

There are older lagoons associated with Ben’s Campground and the park residences that are 

located in areas that present problems for waste management. The newer lagoons on the west 

side of the property are in Darnell-Stephenson complex soils for which depth to bedrock and 

slow water movement required remediation. 

  

Figure 2.5c – Soil and 
topography issues 

Above left: rocky shoreline 

Above right: eroded soils 

Right: slope near campsite 



 

26 

 

Figure 2.6 – Watersheds of Marshall County 

Source: Environmental Protection Agency 

 

 

Hydrology 

Marshall County straddles portions of three watersheds, although only two 

are detailed by the EPA. The third watershed is Middle Washita. Two of 

the three of watersheds cross state lines into Texas. These watersheds are: 

 Lake Texoma (OK and TX) – 11130210 

 Middle Washita (OK) – 11130303 

 Lower Washita (OK and TX) – 11130304 

Figure 2.6 above depicts the watersheds affecting Marshall County. Lake Texoma State Park is 

entirely within the Lake Texoma watershed (11130210). 

Figure 2.7 on the following page is a map of Lake Texoma from the Oklahoma Water Resources 

Board. As indicated on this 2016 map, the features of Lake Texoma have been updated since the 

lake was constructed. These details include: 

 617 feet elevation above mean sea level for normal conservation pool; 

 88,000 surface acres; 

 592 miles of shoreline; 

 2,643,000 acre feet of storage capacity. 

Lake Texoma, on the Texas/Oklahoma line, is more than 70 years old. Construction by the U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers began in August 1939 and impoundment of water started in late 

October 1943. As might be imagined, siltation has occurred over this time. Silt carried by water 

flowing into reservoirs is a natural process. The Texas Water Development Board, utilizing 

depth sounding equipment and global positioning satellite navigation equipment, performed a 

hydrographic survey of Lake Texoma in 2002. The results were compared with data compiled at 

the time the lake was built and in follow-up surveys performed in 1969 and 1985. The 2002 

study revealed that, overall, the rate of sedimentation in Texoma was less than was anticipated 

when the lake was impounded (TWDB, 2003). 

Flood control structures erected upstream in the 39,719 square-mile watershed under the 

direction of the Natural Resources Conservation Service, an arm of the U.S. Department of 

Agriculture, are credited with trapping much of the sediment that otherwise would wash 

downstream into Lake Texoma. However, sediment is being deposited in the upper reaches of 

the lake at a heavier rate than project engineers envisioned almost seven decades ago. Two areas 

in particular are the western side of the reservoir, where it is fed by the Red River, from about 

Interstate 35 downstream for several miles, and the northern arm of the lake, including 

Cumberland Cove, which is fed by the Washita River flowing southeasterly from Pauls Valley. 

From the confluence of the two rivers, Lake Texoma extends more than 70 miles upstream on 

the Red River and approximately 51 miles on the Washita River. 
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Figure 2.7 – Lake Texoma 

Source: Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
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Sediment is gradually filling the upper reaches rather than flowing down into the deeper area in 

the original river channel, which is next to the three-mile-long dam northwest of Denison, 

Texas. The research showed that the conservation pool of Texoma now encompasses 74,600 

acres (116.5 square miles) in Marshall, Love, and Bryan counties of Oklahoma plus Grayson and 

Cooke counties in Texas (OWRB, 2003).  

Table 2.7 – Change in Acre-Feet Capacity of Lake Texoma 

 1942 1969 1985 2002 

Total volume (ac-ft) 3,132,293 2,668,411 2,580,389 2,516,232 

Total storage lost (ac-ft) from 

original design 

-- 443,882 551,904 616,061 

Total storage lost (%) -- 14.2% 17.6% 19.7% 

Source: TWBD, 2003 as cited in EA, 2006 

 

In addition to siltation, the processes of depositional filling and ecological succession also impact 

reservoirs. Patton and Lyday (2007) used GIS technology and field measurements to address a 

variety of surface and subsurface features in Lake Texoma. They also utilized experimental gill 

net samples to characterize the fish communities in portions of the lake most affected by 

sedimentation. In an effort to understand patterns of ecological succession on newly deposited 

lands, they used a transect approach to describe vegetation, and a variety of vertebrate survey 

techniques to describe usage by herpetofauna and mammals.  

These two researchers found that much of the former surface area of the reservoir has 

experienced accretion of land above the water level. Depositional shorelines exhibit low 

gradients and low habitat heterogeneity compared to non-depositional shorelines. In addition, 

fish communities in reservoir fragments appear to be distinct from fish communities in non-

fragmented habitats, and from each other. Ecological succession on newly-deposited land 

follows a progression from mud flats to dense, nearly monotypic, stands of black willow (Salix 

nigra) forests within a few years. These changes have strong implications for the fish 

communities as well as for adjacent terrestrial wildlife communities; they also will likely pose 

challenges, and perhaps opportunities, for natural resource managers. Beyond ecological 

patterns, processes such as those seen on Lake Texoma will undoubtedly provide societal 

challenges, as well. 

While the waters of Lake Texoma are outside the responsibility of Oklahoma State Parks, it must 

be acknowledged that Lake Texoma is changing. Those changes will have an effect upon the 

recreation opportunities for visitors to Lake Texoma State Park. The figures on the following 

pages reveal the Beneficial Use Monitoring Program (BUMP) report for Lake Texoma from the 

Oklahoma Water Resources Board. In general, Lake Texoma is classed as eutrophic with 

specific contaminants based on region of the lake. Figure 2.10b reports the condition of the lake 

adjacent to the park. 
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Figure 2.8a – BUMP Report for Lake Texoma 

Source: Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
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Figure 2.8b – BUMP Report for Lake Texoma 

Source: Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
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Figure 2.8c – BUMP Report for Lake Texoma 

Source: Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
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Figure 2.8d – BUMP Report for Lake Texoma 

Source: Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
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Water Quality and Beneficial Uses  

In 2012 and 2013 the Oklahoma Water Resources Board conducted a water quality study at Lake 

Texoma (OWRB, 2017). Samples were collected from thirteen sites to represent the riverine, 

transition, and lacustrine zones, as well as major arms of the reservoir. Average lake-wide 

turbidity values were assessed and based on those parameters, Lake Texoma was reported to 

have average water clarity as compared to other Oklahoma lakes. 

The trophic state index (TSI) was calculated using values collected at all sites over a period of 

four quarters. The average TSI resulted in the lake being classified as eutrophic, indicative of 

high levels of primary productivity and nutrient conditions. This was similar to the TSI from 

prior years, indicating no significant increase or decrease in productivity has occurred since that 

time. The TSI values varied by site and season ranging from mesotrophic to hypereutrophic. The 

Red River arm of the lake was generally eutrophic to hypereutrophic throughout the sample year. 

One site had a very low chlorophyll-a value reported during the winter, placing it in the 

oligotrophic category. Turbidity values were generally higher at sites located in the Red River 

arm of the lake than at other sampling locations.  

According to the Use Support Assessment Protocols (USAP) outlined in the Oklahoma 

Administrative Code (OAC) 785:46-15-5, a beneficial use is considered not supported if ≥ 25% 

of the samples exceed the screening level prescribed in the water quality standards (WQS). If 

10% to 25% of the turbidity values exceed the numeric criteria, the lake should be listed as 

partially supporting beneficial uses. Lake Texoma is partially supporting its Fish and Wildlife 

Propagation (FWP) beneficial use with 18% of the collected turbidity values exceeding the 

standard. Of the 52 values collected, 10% were well above the established numeric criteria; 

therefore, the Aesthetics beneficial use was considered partially supported.  

In 2013, vertical profiles for dissolved oxygen, pH, temperature, specific conductivity, oxidation 

reduction potential, and salinity were recorded throughout the lake. Salinity values ranged from 

typical (e.g., at the Washita River arm) to values higher than the range of values recorded in 

Oklahoma reservoirs (e.g., Red River arm). The recorded values for pH were also variable, 

representing a neutral to slightly alkaline system.  

According to USAP (OAC 785:46-15-5), pH values exceed standards if 25% of the values fall 

outside the normal range; if this is the case, the water body should be listed as not supporting its 

FWP beneficial use. If 10% to 25% of the pH values fall outside the normal range, the lake 

should be listed as partially supporting its FWP beneficial use. Based on the recorded pH values, 

Lake Texoma was considered supporting the FWP beneficial use.  

Oxidation-reduction potentials (ORP) ranged widely between the summer and winter. During the 

summer, a large portion of the water column in three of the 52 sample sites experienced anoxic 

conditions. Stratification was not evident during the fall and winter sampling quarters and the 

water column was well mixed. During the spring, the lake was stratified at several 1-meter 

intervals throughout the lake with dissolved oxygen (D.O.) falling below typical values, 

accounting for 5% to 15% of the water column to be anoxic. In the summer, strong thermal 

stratification was evident and anoxic conditions were present below the thermocline. 

Stratification occurred at varying depths throughout the lake, with 8% to 76% of the water 

column experiencing anoxic conditions.  
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If D.O. values are less than 2.0 mg/L for greater than 70% of the water column, the FWP 

beneficial use is deemed not supported (OAC 785:46-15-5). If D.O. values are less than 2.0 

mg/L for 50% to 70% of the water column, the FWP beneficial use is deemed partially 

supported. Lake Texoma is considered partially supporting the FWP beneficial use based on low 

dissolved oxygen values recorded during the summer (DEQ, 2008).  

The lake was also sampled for chlorides, sulfates, and total dissolved solids to assess its 

Agriculture beneficial use. Sampling in 2013 – 2014 found the agriculture beneficial use to be 

fully supported. Bacteriological samples were not collected during the 2014 recreation season; 

therefore, an assessment of the Primary Body Contact Recreation (PBCR) beneficial use could 

not be made. 

Blue-Green Algae and Other Contaminants  

In addition to issues related to dissolved oxygen, temperature, pH, and other variables of 

concern, the Tulsa District USACE has examined the abundance of blue-green algae in Lake 

Texoma (Clyde, Lynch & Schooley, 2007). Blue-green algae exist in all surface water 

impoundments, and are a natural component of aquatic ecosystems. The algae become a problem 

when they reproduce at an explosive rate. This is known as a “bloom.” These blooms are the 

result of nutrient enrichment, principally phosphorous, of the water.  

Most blue-green algae blooms appear as surface scum, clumps (colonies) floating in the water, or 

simply a strong green color in the water. Very often, they are also accompanied by foul odors 

(septic, fishy, or petroleum-like odors are the most common). The algae are not evenly 

distributed throughout the water body and are moved about by the wind. The concentrations of 

algae in a particular area may vary on a daily, or even hourly, basis. The blue-green algae do not 

kill fish or affect the flesh of the fish.  

Some blue-green algae produce a toxin when they die and swimming in an area with a moderate 

concentration of algae may result in a skin rash and itching. Ingestion of water with a high 

concentration of the algae may result in sickness. Further, ingestion of water with an extremely 

high concentration of blue-green algae toxins may, in extreme cases, result in death (Health 

warning, n.d.).  

Clyde, Lynch & Schooley (2007) found an increasing prevalence (since 2000) of blue-green 

algae in Lake Texoma with blue-green algae exhibiting seasonal dominance of the phytoplankton 

assemblage. Dominant blue-green taxa include Microcystis spp., Anabaena spp. Apanizomenon 

spp., and Cylindrospermopsis spp. and are capable of producing the algal toxins microcystin and 

cylindrospermopsin, both of which have been shown to produce ecological and human health 

effects.  

Keeley and Faulkner examined the influence of land use and watershed characteristics on 

protozoa contamination in Lake Texoma, which is a potential drinking water resources reservoir 

(2008). They investigated relative changes in the microbial quality of Lake Texoma by 

monitoring protozoan pathogens, fecal indicators, and factors influencing the intensity of the 

microbiological contamination. The watershed serves rural agricultural communities active in 

cattle ranching and recreation, and is a potential drinking water source. A total of 193 surface 

water samples were tested over a 27-month period to determine levels of parasite contamination. 

The overall occurrence of Cryptosporidium oocysts was higher in both frequency and 

concentration than Giardia cysts. Cryptosporidium oocysts were found in 99% and Giardia cysts 
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in 87% of the samples. Although Cryptosporidium and Giardia occurrence were significantly, 

but not strongly correlated, all other correlation coefficients including turbidity and total 

dissolved solids were non-significant. 

Statistically supportable seasonal variations were found suggesting that Cryptosporidium and 

Giardia were higher in summer and fall than in other seasons of the year. While 

Cryptosporidium levels were correlated with rainfall, this was not the case with Giardia. The 

maximum numbers for both protozoan parasites were detected from a site impacted by cattle 

ranching during calving season. The results also suggest that there was a good hydrologic 

connection between the watershed and reservoir. Rivers and smaller perennial streams, some 

containing sewage outflow lines, provided continuous channels for the export of oocysts from 

the watershed. Red River, the major tributary of Lake Texoma, and Washita River characterize 

the continuous, although variable inflow to the reservoir from the large watershed. The smaller 

localized, perennial streams were often positive with respect to Cryptosporidium with the highest 

concentration occurring during the calving season. The maximum occurrences and 

concentrations of oocysts in Lake Texoma waters occurred during fall months, which coincide 

with the wettest period in this watershed.  

Seasonal differences in the episodes of oocysts in surface waters appear to be dependent on the 

sources of contamination (e.g., raw or treated sewage from humans and feces of livestock and 

wild animals) and the hydrologic events facilitating export of oocysts from land surface into 

surface water. Wild animal such as deer, which exceed other wildlife in numbers, live all around 

the watershed but are more densely populated in the northern and southern wildlife refuge 

designated areas. Deer generally give birth in late winter and early spring. These periods 

coincide with the maximum concentrations of oocysts from the wildlife designated areas. 

MTBE (methyl tert-butyl ether) Contamination  

A study conducted in 1999 – 2000 reported another potential source of pollution in Lake Texoma 

– this due to recreational use. The potential for MTBE accumulation in Lake Texoma exists due 

to its incorporation into boating fuel used on the lake. In marinas with considerable powerboat 

activity, MTBE can enter lake waters from gasoline spills and as an unburned component in fuel 

used in powerboat engines. In lake water systems, the main source of MTBE is reported to be 

recreational boating use. Others routes of MTBE loading, including precipitation and runoff, are 

of minor importance.  

Water quality in five marinas on Lake Texoma was monitored between June 1999 and November 

2000. The focus was to evaluate lake water associated with marinas for MTBE. Lake water was 

collected at locations identified as marina entrance, gasoline filling station, and boat dock. 

Occurrence of MTBE showed a direct seasonal trend with recreational boating activity at marina 

areas. There was a positive correlation with powerboat usage ratio, which was directly related to 

the gallons of gasoline sold. Sampling before and after the high boat use holiday weekends 

determined the apparent influence of powerboat activity on MTBE contamination. Boat dock 

locations were the most sensitive sites to MTBE contamination, possibly due to gasoline spillage 

during engine startup. The most common compound of the BTEX series found with MTBE was 

toluene and co-occurrence was most frequent at gasoline filling stations (Ana, Kampbell, & 

Sewell, 2002).  
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Water Quality and Recreation  

According to the Oklahoma DEQ, 64 lakes and 8,715 miles of rivers and streams in Oklahoma 

are impaired – they do not meet existing water quality standards for various uses. Turbidity is the 

primary pollutant of state waters; other sources of pollution include lack of dissolved oxygen, pH 

levels, and excess phosphorus. The waters that flow through Bryan and Marshall Counties and 

into Lake Texoma face similar challenges in terms of water quality. 

Water quality data for Lake Texoma are varied and are inconsistent or lacking data with regard 

to primary body contact recreation (PBCR) The following excerpt from Chapter 45 of the 

Oklahoma Water Quality Standards summarizes the definition of PBCR:  

a) Primary Body Contact Recreation involves direct body contact with the water where a 

possibility of ingestion exists. In these cases, the water shall not contain chemical, 

physical or biological substances in concentrations that are irritating to skin or sense 

organs or are toxic or cause illness upon ingestion by human beings.  

b) In waters designated for Primary Body Contact Recreation...limits...shall apply only 

during the recreation period of May 1 to September 30. The criteria for Secondary Body 

Contact Recreation will apply during the remainder of the year.  

In 1972, amendments to the Clean Water Act (CWA), specifically the establishment of Section 

303(d), required states to develop lists of water bodies that do not meet water quality standards 

and to submit updated lists to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) every two 

years. USEPA is required to review impaired water body lists submitted by each state and 

approve or disapprove all or part of the list (OKDEQ, 2003). For water bodies on the 303(d) list, 

the CWA requires that a pollutant load reduction plan or total maximum daily load (TMDL) be 

developed to correct each impairment. TMDLs must document the nature of the water quality 

impairment, determine the maximum amount of a pollutant load which can be discharged and 

still meet standards, and identify allowable loads from the contributing sources. The elements of 

a TMDL include a problem statement, description of the desired future condition (numeric 

target), pollutant source analysis, load allocations, description of how allocations relate to 

meeting targets, and margin of safety (OKDEQ).  

The states of Oklahoma and Texas have yet to develop TMDLs for waters of the Red River, 

Washita River, or Lake Texoma. The Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality 

(OKDEQ, 2002 as cited in EA, 2006) has identified several river segments in the Red and 

Washita river drainages, as well as the Upper Washita River Arm of Lake Texoma, on their 2002 

303(d) list submitted to and approved by USEPA. The Upper Washita River Arm of the lake has 

been listed due to nonattainment with the warm water aquatic community beneficial use 

designation (OKDEQ). 
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Figure 2.10 – Deer in Lake Texoma State Park 

Vegetative Cover 

Lake Texoma State Park is in the blue-stem prairie using the Kuchler Vegetation Classification. 

Vegetation associated with this area is classified as “bottomland” and Postoak-blackjack forest. 

The Lenihan Vegetation Classification identifies these areas with slightly different descriptors. 

All of this region is listed as tall-grass prairie. The vegetation associated with this area is 

identified as tall-grass prairie and post-oak-hickory. 

Wildlife 

As is true with all Oklahoma state 

parks, Lake Texoma State Park is 

a wildlife sanctuary. Due to its 

location in a fairly developed 

setting, Lake Texoma State Park 

has only a portion of the diversity 

of wildlife for which the area once 

served as habitat. For some, Lake 

Texoma State Park is a temporary 

or seasonal habitat as part of the 

migratory movement of birds and 

animals through the area. For 

others, Lake Texoma State Park 

may be the permanent habitat, 

providing an appropriate setting for the entire lifecycle.  

Songbirds, squirrels, raccoons, skunks, various insects, and other common forms of wildlife are 

likely to be present in the park. Migratory waterfowl and other migratory birds pass through the 

area and utilize the park as temporary habitat. The lake and its inhabitants are beyond the scope 

of responsibility for state park personnel, but wildlife (i.e. stripers and other game fish) 

associated with the lake are important aspects of the recreational experience in the park. 

  

Figure 2.9 – Ecoregions of Oklahoma 
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Mammals 

A variety of small mammals, bats, carnivores/omnivores, and ungulates occur at Lake Texoma 

including the thirteen-lined ground squirrel (Spermophilus tridecemlineatus), opossum 

(Didelphis marsupialis), least shrew (Cryptotis parva), eastern harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys 

humulis), deer mouse (Peromyscus maniculatus), eastern cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus), red 

bat (Lasiurus borealis), evening bat (Nycticeius humeralis), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), 

coyote (Canis latrans), bobcat (Lynx rufus), red fox (Vulpes fulva), raccoon (Procyon lotor), and 

white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) (EA, 2006). An increasing population of feral hogs is 

also present around Lake Texoma, but more likely to present problems outside the park 

boundaries. 

In addition to the mammals noted above, an arachnid of interest is the Oklahoma Brown 

Tarantula, which is found throughout southeastern Oklahoma. This species is nocturnal, 

nonaggressive, and lives under rocks during the day. They can be three-inches long when full 

grown, and male tarantulas are often seen migrating across roadways. 

Birds 

Lake Texoma is within the Central Flyway of migratory birds and the variety of habitats at Lake 

Texoma support numerous species of migratory waterfowl and wading birds, upland game birds, 

raptors, and songbirds. These include mallards (Anas platyrhynchos), Canada goose (Branta 

canadensis), blue-winged teal (A. discors), pintail (A. acuta), great blue heron (Ardea herodias), 

little blue heron (Florida caerulea), turkey (Meleagris gallopavo), northern bobwhite (Colinus 

virginianus), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), crows 

(Corvus brachyrhynchos), killdeer (Charadrius vociferous), yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus 

americanus), red-bellied woodpecker (Centurus carolinus), purple martin (Progne subis), barn 

swallow (Hirundo rustico), Carolina chickadee (Parus carolinensis), tufted titmouse (P.bicolor), 

Eastern bluebird (Sialia sialis), Northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), European starling 

(Sturnus vulgaris), lark sparrow (Chondestes grammacus), Northern cardinal (Richmondena 

cardinalis), painted bunting (Passerina ciris), dickcissel (Spiza americana), red-winged 

blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus), Eastern meadowlark (Sturnella magna), brown-headed cowbird 

(Molothrus ater), scissor-tailed flycatcher (Muscivora forfic), and American robin (Turdus 

migratorius) (USACE 2003a as cited in EA, 2006). 

Because Lake Texoma is part of the Central Flyway, several species of birds either fly through or 

winter in the area. These include the Snow Goose, Bald Eagle, Piping Plover, whooping crane, 

Peregrine Falcon, and Interior Least Tern. Many of these birds are threatened or endangered and 

are further described later in this RMP. 

Reptiles and Amphibians 

Numerous reptiles and amphibians are known to occur at Lake Texoma. Reptile species at Lake 

Texoma include snapping turtle (Chelydra sepentina), box turtle (Terrapene spp.), eastern fence 

lizard (Sceloporus undulatus), Texas horned lizard (Phrynosoma cornutum), water snake (Natrix 

spp.), Texas brown snake (Storeria dekayi), common garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis), eastern 
hognose snake (Heterodon platyrhinos), black rat snake (Elaphe obsoleta), copperhead (Agkistrodon 

contortrix), western diamondback rattlesnake (Crotalus atrox), and the western pigmy rattlesnake 

(Sistrurus miliarius). 
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Figure 2.11 – Paddlefish or spoonbills 

Species of amphibians that are supported include salamander (Ambystoma spp.), plains and 

eastern spadefoot toad (Scaphiopus bombifrons and S. holbrookii, respectively), gray tree frog 

(Hyla versicolor), chorus frog (Pseudacris spp.), bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana), and the southern 

leopard frog (R. pipiens) (USACE 2003a as cited in EA, 2006). 

Aquatic Wildlife 

Management of the fishery resources at Lake Texoma is the responsibility of the ODWC and 

TPWD. Lake Texoma provides habitat for at least 70 species of fish, several of which were 

introduced by the ODWC and TPWD. These agencies maintain a supplemental stocking program 

to improve the fishery resource. Those species popular for recreational fishing include channel 

(Ictalurus punctatus), blue (I. furcatus), and flathead catfish (Pylodictis olivaris); largemouth 

(Micropterus salmoides), spotted (M. punctulatus), white (Morone chrysops), smallmouth 

(Micropterus dolomieui) and striped bass; and white crappie (Pomoxis annularis). The 

smallmouth bass is increasing in abundance and popularity; Lake Texoma has held the past five 

Oklahoma smallmouth bass state records since 1988. The striped bass fishery at Lake Texoma is 

extremely popular and is considered one of the most successful striped bass fisheries in the 

nation. In addition, downstream of the dam is a tailwater fishery that supports striped bass, as 

well as channel, blue, and flathead catfish. 

Gizzard shad (Dorosoma cepedianum), threadfin shad (D. petenense), and Mississippi silverside 

(Menidia audens) are considered important forage species in the lake. Freshwater drum 

(Aplodinotus grunniens), carp (Cyprinus carpio), gar (Lepisosteus spp.), buffalo (Ictiobus spp.), 

and river carpsucker (Carpiodes carpio) make up the bulk of rough fishes in the lake.  

The lake was stocked with striped bass in the late 1960s, and has proven to be an excellent 

habitat for them. It is one of the seven U.S. inland lakes where the striped bass reproduces 

naturally, instead of being farmed and released into the waters. The “stripers” feed on large 

schools of shad, and often reach sizes of 12 to 20 pounds (5 to 9 kg), with a lake record of 35.12 

pounds (15.93 kg) caught April 25, 1984. The town of Kingston, Oklahoma, celebrates the 

importance of striper fishing to the local area with the annual Kingston Striper Festival each 

September (EA, 2006). 

Paddlefish (also known as 

spoonbills) are believed to be the 

oldest surviving animal species on 

the continent, remaining virtually 

unchanged for 300 million years 

(Rabb, 2004). Naturally found in 

the Red and Washita Rivers, the 

paddlefish population declined 

when its spawning route was 

blocked by the construction of the 

Denison Dam. The Tishomingo National Fish Hatchery has maintained a hatchery for paddlefish 

and in recent years has reintroduced the species to Lake Texoma in hopes that the paddlefish will 

once again spawn in the Red River and the Washita River.  

Like the paddlefish, alligator gar populations have been steadily declining throughout their 

range. In Oklahoma they are listed as a Tier II Species of Special Concern due in part to a 

paucity of recent collections and limited information on the status of populations (Brinkman & 
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Figure 2.12 – Alligator gar 

Figure 2.13 – Zebra mussels 

Fisher, 2007). This species is one of the species found at 

the Tishomingo National Fish Hatchery, which releases 

young gars into Lake Texoma. In 2008, the alligator gar 

was found to be spawning in a backwater area of the 

lake. In some cases, these areas are closed to fishing 

during spawning season (Buckmeier, 2008). 

Lake Texoma is known for its sport fishing, boating, and 

other recreational uses. One of the hazards of such use is 

the introduction of invasive species into the environment. 

In April 2009, a suspected zebra mussel on a boathouse underwater communication line was 

discovered. The find marks the first time the dangerous exotic species has been found living in 

Lake Texoma (TPWD, 2009). 

Zebra mussels are native to Asia and were first found in the United States in 1988. They have 

since spread to 24 states from Michigan to West Virginia to Oklahoma to California. The aquatic 

invaders are about 5/8-inch long and usually have striped shells. They can 

live for several days out of water and can be dispersed overland by 

trailered boats, though their main method of spread is by free-floating 

larvae. Zebra mussels can multiply rapidly to the point of clogging water 

treatment plant intake pipes, fouling boat bottoms, and possibly depleting 

food sources upon which fish and other aquatic species depend. 

 

 

 

 

Nuisance Species 

As mentioned, feral hogs are present in Marshall County and have been observed throughout the 

county with populations dating back prior to 1970. The estimated feral hog density for Marshall 

County was moderate at 13 to 58 hogs per square mile for the majority of the county. However, 

higher densities were reported for those portions of the county adjoining the Washita Arm of 

Lake Texoma (Stevens, 2007). In those locations, the density of the feral hog population was 

abundant at 64 or more hogs per square mile. 

Additionally, resident Canada geese are beginning to become pests in portions of the park. 

Endangered or Threatened Species 

Several species found in the Lake Texoma area are threatened, endangered, or recovering from 

serious population declines. They include one insect, five birds, and two fish and are reported in 

Table 2.7 on the following page. 
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Figure 2.14 – 
American 
Burying Beetle 
Source: ODWC 

Figure 2.15 – 
Piping plover 
Source: ODWC 

Figure 2.16 – Peregrine falcon 
Source: ODWC 

Table 2.8 – Threatened, endangered or recovering species in Lake Texoma area 

Common Name Scientific Name Species Group Listing Status 

American burying beetle  Nicrophorus americanus  Insects E 

American peregrine falcon  Falco peregrinus anatum  Birds DM 

Bald eagle  Haliaeetus leucocephalus  Birds DM 

Least tern  Sterna antillarum  Birds E 

Piping Plover  Charadrius melodus  Birds E, T 
Whooping crane  Grus americana  Birds E, EXPN 
Paddlefish  Polyodon spathula  Fish V 

Alligator gar  Atractosteus spatula  Fish V 

NOTES: E = endangered; T = threatened; DM = delisted, recovered, being monitored first five years; 

EXPN = experimental population, non-essential; V = vulnerable. 

The American Burying Beetle is believed to be present in southeastern Oklahoma. In its 

remaining territory, the beetle is listed as endangered regardless of 

where they are found. This is a large beetle, approximately one to one-

and-a-half inches long, predominantly black with red or orange 

markings (Figure 2.14). According to ODWC, a pair of beetles will find 

a carcass “the size of a rat, bury it a few inches below the surface of the 

ground and lay a small clutch of 10 to 25 eggs on it.” Loss of habitat and 

reduction in available and suitable carcasses are believed to be primary 

causes in the reduction of the population. 

Piping plovers (Figure 2.15) are migratory 

shorebirds that prefer sandy beaches and mud flats. 

It is more likely to find piping plovers in western 

Oklahoma, although it is possible they may be found in the upper reaches 

of Lake Texoma along sandy shores. 

The peregrine falcon was delisted as an endangered species in the U.S. in 

2003, however, this bird of prey is considered rare to erratic throughout the 

state of Oklahoma. No nesting sites have been found in the state, but 

falcons have been found to migrate through and winter in Oklahoma 

(USFWS, 2001). The peregrine falcon is normally found in open spaces 

associated with high cliffs and bluffs that overlook bodies of water. 

Shooting, human disturbance, and collecting of eggs and young falcons 

decreased peregrine falcon numbers. However, reproductive failure caused by pesticides was the 

major factor that led to their decline.  

Peregrine falcons have become popular among some people as birds of 

prey in sport. Thus, collecting of eggs and young falcons may have been 

influenced by people involved in this activity, resulting in declining 

numbers in the wild. 
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Figure 2.17 – Bald eagle 

Figure 2.18 – Interior least 
tern 

Figure 2.19 – Whooping 
crane 

In 2007 the Department of Interior took the American 

bald eagle off the Endangered Species List, however, the 

bald eagle is still protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty 

Act, and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. Bald 

eagles are common winter residents along the shores of 

Lake Texoma and are also known to nest in this area 

(USACE 2003b as cited in EA, 2006). They use tall trees 

near water for foraging, roosting, and nesting, and are 

also known to nest in cliffs. Bald eagles have declined in 

numbers due to pesticide-induced reproductive failure, 

loss of riparian habitat, and human disturbances, such as shooting, poisoning, or trapping.  

Identified as an endangered species in 1985 (USFWS, 

1992), interior least terns are common summer residents 

around Lake Texoma. They utilize sandbar habitats for 

nesting and loafing, and the adjacent shallow water 

habitat for feeding. Historically the least tern nested on 

islands and sandbars associated with the major river 

systems of the state—habitat often impacted by the 

network of flood control lakes operated by the Corps.  

The birds lay their eggs in shallow depressions called 

“scrapes” made in the sand and gravel. Many things, including both high and low water levels, 

potentially threaten those nests. High water levels can flood and wash them away while low 

water levels can grant access to predators and people. The birds are currently known to nest 

below four Corps-managed flood control lakes in Oklahoma – Kaw, Keystone, Eufaula, and 

Texoma (USACE, 2006).  

Population declines of least terns have been attributed to habitat loss or degradation where dams, 

reservoirs, and other changes to river systems have eliminated most historic least tern habitat. 

Narrow forested river corridors have replaced the wide channels 

dotted with sandbars that are preferred by the terns. In addition, 

recreational activities on rivers and sandbars disturb the nesting 

terns, causing them to abandon their nests. ATVs, hiking, 

picnicking, boating and swimming on or near sandbars where 

birds nest may result in high mortality. 

The whooping crane was added to the endangered species list in 

1967. It is considered a rare spring and fall migrant in the Lake 

Texoma area. They use emergent vegetation along the edges of 

marshes, prairie pothole wetlands, or lakes for resting sites; 

croplands for foraging; and riverine wetlands for roosting. While 

it is possible that whooping cranes use the available habitat at 

Lake Texoma and along the Red River below Denison Dam, 

historical records indicate that they primarily use the habitat 

along the river upstream of the lake. Whooping cranes have 

declined primarily because of loss of wintering and breeding 
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habitat. Shootings and collisions with powerlines or fences have been sources of mortality in 

recent years. 

Accessibility 

The Oklahoma State Parks Division strives for accessibility for those with disabilities in all its 

park locations and facilities and has an access plan for the Division. Many parks and facilities 

were designed and constructed before the passage of the 1990 Americans with Disabilities Act 

(ADA), and well before the Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG) 

were developed. Further, by its very nature, the natural environment may not lend itself to easy 

access for those with mobility impairments.  

The technical provisions of the ADA permit deviation from the stated guidelines. These 

provisions allow deviation from full compliance if accessibility cannot be provided because  

(1) compliance would cause substantial harm to cultural, historic, religious or significant natural 

features or characteristics; (2) substantially alter the nature of the setting or purpose of the 

facility; (3) require construction methods or materials that are prohibited by federal, state or local 

regulations or statutes; or (4) would not be feasible due to terrain or the prevailing construction 

practices. 

In 2007, the United States Access Board issued a Notice of Proposed Rule Making (NPRM) for 

outdoor developed areas. The United States Access Board has since issued requirements that are 

now part of the Architectural Barriers Act (ABA) Accessibility Standards and apply to national 

parks and other outdoor areas developed by the federal government. The final rule became 

effective on November 25, 2013. This does not apply to outdoor areas developed with federal 

grants or loans or to other entities. However, the Board intends to develop guidelines for non-

federal outdoor sites covered by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and areas developed 

with federal grants and loans covered by the ABA in subsequent rulemaking. It has been the 

practice of OTRD to apply available standards once they are established, even if they are not yet 

enforced by federal agencies. These rules and their associated interpretations have direct bearing 

on the consideration of access in Lake Texoma State Park. The minimum requirements found in 

the NPRM for outdoor developed areas are based on several principles developed through the 

regulatory negotiating process. They include (U.S. Access Board, 2009): 

1. Protect the resource and environment  

2. Preserve the experience  

3. Provide for equality of opportunity  

4. Maximize accessibility  

5. Be reasonable  

6. Address safety  

7. Be clear, simple, and understandable  

8. Provide guidance  

9. Be enforceable and measurable  

10. Be consistent with Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (as much as 

possible)  

11. Be based on independent use by persons with disabilities  

Numerous social trails within Lake Texoma State Park are natural surfaces, although the only 

developed trail is hard surface. Sidewalks have been installed in the developed areas leading to 
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Figure 2.20 – Accessible Trail 
Signage 

various buildings. Any one designated trail may 

make use of all or several surface types. If major 

trail redesign or construction were to occur, it 

would be important to ensure compliance with the 

ADA standards where appropriate. The NPRM 

addresses ten provisions that must be considered 

related to trail accessibility. These provisions are: 

1. Surface – must be firm and stable 

2. Clear tread width – minimum of 36 inches 

3. Openings in surface – may not permit 

passage of sphere one-half inch in 

diameter 

4. Protruding object – minimum of 80” of 

clear headroom above the trail 

5. Tread obstacles – cannot exceed a 

maximum of two inches 

6. Passing space – minimum of 60” by 60” at 

intervals of 1000’ or less 

7. Slope – addresses cross slope and running 

slope 

8. Resting intervals – at least 60” in width 

9. Edge protection – not necessarily required, but may be provided 

10. Signage – information on distance and departure from technical provisions 

 

An example of possible signage for trails as suggested by the National Center on Accessibility is 

shown in Figure 2.20. As of 2010, no specific signs have been designated for universal 

communication related to accessible trails. However, these signs communicate the concept of 

accessibility in outdoor developed recreation spaces that include trails. 

Other considerations related to access for persons with disabilities include “Braille trail” 

concepts that allow persons with visual limitations to enjoy the features of a trail. This is 

particularly true if the trail is interpretive in nature, with signs communicating information 

related to natural, cultural, historic, or other significant topics related to the park environment. 

In an effort to fully disclose the extent of accessibility within state parks, the Oklahoma State 

Park Division developed terms to describe two levels of access; these terms are used in State 

Parks publications: accessible and usable.  

Accessible indicates that the park “substantially complies with the Americans with 

Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG). The facility is connected with a 

barrier-free-route-of-travel from an accessible parking area.” 

Usable indicates that the “facility allows significant access. Some individuals with 

disabilities may have difficulty and need assistance. Due to topography and the 

primitive nature of some sites, parking and connecting routes may not be accessible to 

all with disabilities” (OTRD, 2007). 
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OTRD began development of the properties at Lake Texoma State Park prior to the passage of 

the ADA. However, OTRD has been diligent in updating facilities to comply with legal 

requirements; thus, most of the established structures meet the requirements of the law as of the 

date of the construction of the individual feature. In several locations, Oklahoma State Parks has 

added accessible restrooms, developed hard surface campsites, installed walkways, and made 

other efforts to improve accessibility and remain current with legal requirements. The natural 

terrain varies considerably and is quite rocky; in addition, the environment includes vulnerable 

species. Thus, ADAAG-defined accessibility to every area of the park is not practical, nor 

necessarily desirable. 

Throughout Lake Texoma State Park, it will be necessary to complete a thorough review of 

accessibility. In addition, and in light of continuous updating, new rule-making, and 

interpretation of rules on-going vigilance related to accessibility is required. 

An example of this rule-making and interpretation took effect March 15, 2011 under the 

Department of Justice ruling that specified “other power-driven mobility devices” (OPDMD) 

that could be used on trails by individuals with mobility limitations. At present, the expectation 

is that the operating entity (OTRD) shall “make reasonable modifications in policies, practices, 

or procedures to permit the use of other power-driven mobility devices by individuals with 

mobility disabilities, unless the public entity can demonstrate that the class of OPDMD cannot be 

operated in accordance with legitimate safety requirements that the public entity has adopted 

based on actual risks” (American Trails, 2011). 

Another example of interpretation of rules took place in mid-2014 with publication of 7 Things 

Every Playground Owner Should Know about the Accessibility of their Playground Surfaces by 

the U.S. Access Board and the National Center on Accessibility.  

  

Figure 2.21 – Roosevelt Memorial Bridge on U.S. Highway 70 
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Chapter 3 – Current Status of the Resource 

 

Recreational Development 

As stated in Chapter 2, Lake Texoma State Park was established in the 1950s as a bi-product of 

the impoundment of the Red River at Denison Dam. The park experienced development of a 

lodge, cabins, golf course, multiple campgrounds, a marina, and numerous other facilities, 

leading to its status as one of the premier and most-visited state parks in Oklahoma. During the 

first decade of the 21st century, multiple land transactions reduced the size of the property 

managed as a state park. In addition, the former lodge was demolished after the sale of the 

property. As of early 2017, the property that remains as Lake Texoma State Park is shown in 

Figure 3.1. Figure 3.1 shows the boundaries of Lake Texoma State Park overlaid on aerial 

photography from Google Earth. This figure shows the location adjacent to the west bank of the 

Washita Arm of Lake Texoma, southwest of the Roosevelt Bridge. 

The map on the following page, Figure 3.2, provides an overview of the developed features of 

Lake Texoma State Park. These facilities are detailed in the following discussion. For ease of 

presentation, the discussion and presentation begins at the main entrance to the property, moving 

from north to south. Figure 3.2 has been rotated so that north is to the left. This figure also places 

emphasis on developed facilities intended for public use and does not include all portion of the 

property. 

For most visitors entering Lake Texoma State Park by automobile, the only highway access route 

is from U.S. Highway 70 east of Kingston, Oklahoma. Visitors would turn south to enter the 

park, although a short drive is necessary for visitors to enter the main body of the park. A few 

visitors, particularly those familiar with local roads may enter the park from the south. This 

would bring a visitor into the Rooster Creek area of Lake Texoma State Park. Both routes are 

presented in the following discussion, but the vast majority of visitors would consider the 

entrance to Lake Texoma State Park to be from the north directly from U.S. Highway 70.  

Figure 3.1 – Boundaries of Lake Texoma State Park 

Background from Google Earth 
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Figure 3.2 – Map of Lake Texoma State Park 
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Figure 3.3 – Signage 
at Highway 70 
entrance 

Entry Drive and 
Environs 

The environs surrounding 

Lake Texoma State Park 

along U.S. Highway 70 from 

Kingston are developed as 

retail and residential areas. 

The area is quite rural 

although there are multiple 

businesses distributed along 

both sides of the highway. 

Turning lanes are provided 

for traffic from both directions to 

enter Lake Texoma State Park. 

Figure 3.3 depicts the signage along U.S. 70 with the most prominent sign for the park indicating 

“Texoma Resort.” Westbound traffic has limited signage except for the “Lake Texoma State 

Park” sign at the entrance; however, this sign is on the south and opposite side of U.S. 70 making 

it difficult to see for many drivers. At this location, U.S. 70 is a multi-lane highway permitting 

speeds of up to 65 miles per hour, slowing to 55 mph just east of the park entrance. U.S. 

Highway 70 is a well-traveled route between Kingston and Durant, serving as the main artery for 

access to the Oklahoma side of Lake Texoma. 

Once a visitor turns south onto the park road, additional signs direct the visitor to locations 

within the park property. The main identifiable feature at this location is Catfish Bay Marina 

Mart shown in Figure 3.4. This retail business is a privately owned concessionaire under contract 

to Oklahoma State Parks and partially on state park property and partially on Pointe Vista 

property. Additional landmarks near this entrance are the runway for the airport on state park 

property and the prominent Roosevelt Bridge across Lake Texoma. 

Chickasaw Pointe Golf Course is located to the north of U.S. Highway 70. At the time of 

preparation of the RMP, the entry road into the golf course exited U.S. 70 just west of the Marina 

Mart and north of the airport. The north side of U.S. 70 has been landscaped as is visible in 

Figure 3.3. 

Figure 3.4 – Catfish Bay Marina Mart, gas station and convenience store 
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Lake Texoma Association Office 

Once a visitor is on State Park Road within the boundaries of Lake Texoma State Park, the first 

structure on the east side of the road is the home office of the Lake Texoma Association (Figure 

3.5). The Lake Texoma Association (LTA) states their reason for operation as: 

“The Lake Texoma Association is a group of stakeholders in the Texoma region 

that support the mission of the LTA to protect and preserve Lake Texoma, as well 

as promote the entire Texoma region. If something is in the best interest of our 

lake, then you can bet that LTA is behind that plan every step of the way, with the 

cooperation of the Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation Department, regional 

Chambers of Commerce, and individual businesses and stakeholders. The Lake 

Texoma Association is very much like a chamber of commerce, but with one 

major difference… the very diverse membership. Not just an organization of 

businesses and business people, LTA is made up of all types of concerned 

individuals who want to keep Lake Texoma the superb recreational and business 

area it is today.” (http://www.laketexomaonline.com/about-us/)  

As shown in Figure 3.5, the yellow boundary line for the state park property encompasses the 

drive to the Lake Texoma Association while the building is outside of the state park. The 

property for LTA was transferred to the association by OTRD. This figure also shows the point 

at which the entry road crosses and leaves state park property, while also showing the portion of 

the Marina Mart within the park boundaries – the balance on property purchased by Pointe Vista. 

Entry Drive through Chickasaw Nation and Pointe Vista Property 

Figure 3.5 also shows that State Park Road crosses from state park property to Pointe Vista 

Development property as it continues south. For ease of presentation, this RMP first follows the 

road east-southeast through Chickasaw Nation and Pointe Vista property before returning to this 

intersection to follow the road to the southern portions of the park. 

11934 State Park Rd 

Kingston, OK 73439  

Phone: 580-564-2334  

Fax: 580-564-2344 

Figure 3.5 – Lake Texoma Association 

http://www.laketexomaonline.com/about-us/
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During discussions related to the resource management plan, it was unclear who had 

responsibilities for maintenance and repair along the roadways. Marshall County has been 

assisting with these tasks for the route to the south and southwest since that road leads to a 

residential area south of Lake Texoma State Park. That road also serves the airport. The 

condition of the entry drive is apparent in Figure 3.6 above. 

Figure 3.6 shows some of the signage and environment along the entry drive from U.S. 70 to the 

Catfish Bay area of Lake Texoma State Park. While the lodge and a few cabins from the former 

structures in the park have been demolished, many other structures remain. Those that remain are 

in very poor condition. In addition, the lack of maintenance to the adjoining grasslands, once the 

original golf course, leaves an unkempt appearance with potential for grass fires. 

In a late-2016 meeting, representatives from Pointe Vista indicated plans for improvement to the 

appearance of the property. In its current configuration, State Park Road through the Chickasaw 

Nation and Pointe Vista property serves as the front-door to Lake Texoma State Park. 

  

Figure 3.6 – Entry drive 

Clockwise from top left: directional sign at main 

intersection; 1st sign along entry drive; directional sign; 

former golf course; dilapidated cabin 
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Figure 3.7 – Park office and Two 
Rivers Nature Center 

Right: directional sign at entry 

Figure 3.8 – Exhibits in 
Two Rivers Nature Center 

Park Office and Two Rivers Nature Center 

About a mile after winding through the Chickasaw Nation and Pointe Vista property, a visitor 

will arrive at the location of the park office and Two Rivers Nature Center. This area is adjacent 

to Catfish Bay Marina and is therefore a heart of the business activity for the park. However, this 

area is out of the normal traffic pattern for park visitors who intend to camp or participate in 

general recreation. The park office was relocated to this building in 2006 with sale of property 

that included the prior office location. 

As shown in Figure 3.8, the park office is 

somewhat inconspicuous and shares a building 

with Two 

Rivers Nature 

Center. Within 

the nature 

center there are 

several static 

displays, 

particularly 

emphasizing the 

aquatic 

environment 

and inhabitants 

common to 

Lake Texoma.   
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Figure 3.10 – Catfish Bay 
Marina 

Right: restaurant area 

Figure 3.9 – Fisherman’s Hut 

Figure 3.11 – Storage 
associated with Catfish 
Bay Marina 

Across the parking lot from the park office and nature 

center are additional remnants of earlier construction in 

the park. Four Fisherman’s Huts as shown in Figure 3.9 

remain adjacent to the parking lot and driveway, clearly 

visible to all park visitors. These huts are rustic in 

construction and appearance and presently not in use. 

Lack of maintenance has resulted in an appearance that 

does not fit within a state park. 

There is a boat ramp at the southern extent of the 

roadway extending past the office and nature center. 

 

Catfish Bay Marina 

Roadways that lead past the office and Two Rivers Nature Center continue westward to Catfish 

Bay Marina, a private concessionaire within Lake Texoma State Park. Catfish Bay Marina is 

operated under the same concession contract as is Catfish Bay Marina Mart, presently associated 

with personnel from Pointe Vista Development (http://pointe-vista.com/index.cfm?id=5). Catfish 

Bay Marina is a full-service marina offering boat rentals, sales, and service in addition to fishing 

guide services. Associated components of this business operation include boathouses, slip 

rentals, cabana rentals and other services. 

Catfish Bay Marina extends east and 

west along the north side of Catfish Bay 

and includes facilities on the south side 

as well. Some of these storage facilities 

are shown in Figure 3.11. 

http://pointe-vista.com/index.cfm?id=5
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Figure 3.12 – Lake Patrol facility 

Figure 3.13 – Entry to Catfish Bay 
Campground 

Figure 3.14 – Day use area 

Lake Patrol Headquarters 

At the west end of the roadway leading past the 

Catfish Bay Marina storage structures there is an 

office and storage facility utilized by the 

Oklahoma Lake Patrol. The Lake Patrol is a 

branch of the Oklahoma Highway Patrol. As 

stated on its webpage, “The marine law 

enforcement branch of the department provides 

service to 38 state lakes and recreation areas 

consisting of 4,385 miles of shoreline and 

490,215 surface acres of water. In addition to 

regular water patrol duties, troopers are called upon to conduct search and rescue missions, 

investigate boating accidents and drowning incidents and assist state and local authorities in 

natural disaster situations where their expertise is needed.” 

(http://www.ohptroopers.com/troops.html) 

Catfish Bay Area 

State Park Road extends eastward from the 

entrance to the park office and nature center. This 

roadway provides access to the eastern peninsula 

forming the north portion of Catfish Bay. This 

roadway leads to two primary developments: a 

day use area to the northeast and Catfish Bay 

Campground to the south. Much of this peninsula 

is subject to flooding. In recent years many of the 

trees in this area have died, possibly due to lack 

of oxygen at the roots during flooding or to 

salinity in the waters of Lake Texoma. Regardless 

of the cause of the reduction in tree canopy, the 

loss of 300+ shade trees denuded the campground 

of its shade. 

An area that does have some shade is designated as a day-

use area, northeast of the park office and north of the 

Catfish Bay Campground. This day-use area is shown in 

Figure 3.14 to the left and as a loop drive at the upper 

portion of the map in Figure 3.15 on the following page. 

The day-use area shows limited maintenance, as 

evidenced by tall plant growth in Figure 3.14, erosion of 

roadways, and lack of maintenance on picnic tables and 

fire rings. 

  

http://www.ohptroopers.com/troops.html
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Figure 3.15 – Catfish Bay Campground 
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A second day use area (200 Area) is shown on Figure 3.15 as a loop road south of campsites 36 

and 37. This is also shown in Figure 3.16 with the inset of an aerial view. The 200 Area includes 

a comfort station, a pavilion, and a boat ramp in addition to an array of picnic tables. 

With the sale of a large portion of the property, a structure (the former Bay View Lodge) at the 

entry to this area is outside the boundary of the current Lake Texoma State Park. This day use 

area as shown in the aerial view in Figure 3.16 is separated for vehicle access from other portions 

of the present management areas in the park. 

The main portion of Catfish Bay Campground is to the east of this area. The entry gate into 

Catfish Bay Campground, along with campsite 37 and probably a portion of campsite 36, are 

located on the Pointe Vista property. Technically a visitor traveling in a vehicle would exit Lake 

Texoma State Park and re-enter the park to move from the 200 Area to Catfish Bay 

Campground. 

  

Figure 3.16 – 200 Area 
boat ramp area 
Upper left: Pavilion 4 

Left: courtesy dock 

Above: aerial view 

Below: comfort station 
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The main portion of Catfish Bay Campground includes a mixture of modern campsites, semi-

modern campsites, and unimproved (tent) sites. Figure 3.17 documents the development of 

modern campsites, in contrast to Figure 3.18 which shows the lesser development of tent 

campsites. These campsites are designed as back-in and pull-through for recreational vehicles, 

while tent sites allow greater flexibility in access. Table 3.1 documents the detail of amenities in 

Catfish Bay Campground and Figure 3.19 on the following page provides visual evidence of 

several of these amenities. 

Table 3.1 – Campground Detail for Catfish Bay Campground 

Campground amenity Catfish Bay Campground 

Modern campsite (Water, sewer, electricity) 20 sites 

Semi-modern campsite (Water, electricity) 17 sites 

Unimproved or tent sites (no utilities) 14 sites 

Pavilion 1 with water & electricity 

Playgroup 1 

Comfort station 1, including showers 

Sanitary dump station 1 

Figure 3.18 below also shows the openness of the campground due to loss of tree canopy. 

  

Figure 3.17 – Modern campsites in Catfish Bay Campground 

Figure 3.18 – Tent campsites in Catfish Bay Campground 
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The amenities shown in Figure 3.19 provide evidence of the development of Catfish Bay 

Campground. The playgroups in the area are not in compliance with current accessibility or 

safety standards. Several areas show compaction of soils, lack of ground cover, or erosion of 

soils. The comfort station and the sanitary dump station show age and are in need of updating. 

The supplementary restroom is newer, but is limited in level of service due to potential for 

flooding in this portion of the park. This vault toilet is a waterless unit. 

  

Figure 3.19 – Amenities in Catfish 
Bay Campground 
Upper left: Sanitary dump station 

Center left: vault toilet 

3rd left: main comfort station 

Left: playgroup 

Upper right: basketball court 

Center right: boat ramp 

Bottom right: Pavilion 4 



 

58 

 

Figure 3.21 – Lake 
Texoma airstrip 

Figure 3.20 – Directional sign 
on State Park Road 

Lake Texoma Airstrip 

Returning to the intersection south of the Marina Mart 

along State Park Road, a visitor could take Texoma Park 

Road to the southwest. Upon entry into Lake Texoma 

State Park from U.S. Highway 70, this would require a 

right turn at the intersection as shown in the directional 

sign in Figure 3.20. At this point, State Park Road is 

outside the boundary of Lake Texoma State Park, but 

parallels the park boundary running southwest and the 

bearing south as shown in Figure 3.21. The roadway also 

parallels the airstrip and supporting facilities as shown in 

Figure 3.21. 

 

 

Lake Texoma airstrip is a 3,000 foot lighted runway without a 

control tower, opened to the public in September 1958 

(https://skyvector.com/airport/F31/Lake-Texoma-State-Park-

Airport). The airstrip has served the state park, particularly 

during the years in which the lodge was open. Currently airstrip 

usage is more likely associated with local business operations, 

golf associated with Pointe Vista, or other tourism activity in the 

larger Lake Texoma area. In discussion with park personnel, it 

was apparent that county officials and the Chickasaw Nation are 

interested in and supportive of the airstrip. In addition, park 

personnel have maintained an informal record of activity at the 

airstrip. That is reported in Table 3.2. 

Table 3.2 – Activity at Lake Texoma Airstrip 

Time period Reported activity 

2013 (Sept. – Dec. only) 13 Days, 8 different planes 

2014 102 Days, 39 different planes 

2015 94 days, 47 different planes, 8 repeat users 

2016 (Jan. – Oct. only) 164 days, 44 different planes 

Figure 3.22 on the following page depicts several of the features and amenities available at the 

Lake Texoma airstrip. In addition to an open parking area, there is a gated and locked parking 

area. A small shelter once included a telephone, now unnecessary with the availability of cell 

phones. 

  

https://skyvector.com/airport/F31/Lake-Texoma-State-Park-Airport
https://skyvector.com/airport/F31/Lake-Texoma-State-Park-Airport
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Figure 3.23 – Aerial view of northwest portion of park 

 

Maintenance Yard and Associated Property 

The park road continues west from the airstrip but is marked for 

authorized personnel only. This road leads to an area once 

operated as Texomaland, a former concession offering rides and 

amusement for guests. This portion of Lake Texoma State Park 

is the far northwest corner of the property and adjacent to U.S. 

Highway 70 (Figure 3.23). A turn to the south leads to the 

maintenance yard for the state park. 

  

Figure 3.22 – Features and amenities at Lake Texoma airstrip 
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The maintenance yard is located to the south and west of a gated access road, directly west of the 

airstrip as shown in Figure 3.24. Within the yard there are two large buildings that serve as the 

storage and operational headquarters for maintenance of Lake Texoma State Park. A significant 

portion of the maintenance yard is also utilized as waste storage for discarded concrete as shown 

in Figure 3.24. 

To the south of the maintenance yard and west of the airstrip there is an important facility for 

operation of Lake Texoma State Park. A four-cell lagoon system is arrayed as shown in Figure 

3.24. In this location, multiple underground lines lead to the lagoons from various locations 

within the northern portions of Lake Texoma State Park. Some of these lines cross the park 

boundaries and are located on properties that no longer belong to the State of Oklahoma and are 

not managed by Oklahoma State Parks. 

To the north of the maintenance yard and adjacent to Highway 70 at the northern edge of Lake 

Texoma State Park are several structures that were once part of Texomaland, an amusement park 

complex that served as a concession within the park (Figure 3.25 on the following page). These 

structures include a cart track, a batting cage, a mockup of a western town, and former retail 

space. The structures are clearly visible from U.S. 70 and in an obvious state of disrepair. They 

also serve as an attractive nuisance on the park property for people unaware of potential danger. 

  

Figure 3.24 – Maintenance Yard 

Above: maintenance buildings and storage 

Left: aerial view of property west of the airstrip 

Below: concrete waste in the maintenance yard 
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Figure 3.25 – Texomaland structures 
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Figure 3.26 – Rooster Creek 
Bridge 

Rooster Creek Bridge Area (300 Area) 

Texoma Park Road continues to the south and leads to a 

single lane bridge across Rooster Creek (Figure 3.26), 

called “Yellow Bridge” in some documents. This bridge 

is an important transportation link between the northern 

portion of Lake Texoma State Park and the southern 

portion of the park. In addition, the bridge provides direct 

access from the residential areas south of Rooster Creek 

to U.S. Highway 70 and other areas to the north. 

At the north end of the bridge there is a park access road 

that leads into a somewhat obscure public access location 

formerly known as the 300 Area. This day use area includes Pavilion #5 and a boat ramp. At 

present, the pavilion is in marginal condition showing need for significant maintenance and 

repair. The boat ramp provides an alternate point of access for Catfish Bay Marina for business 

purposes and to the cove for public access. 

  

Figure 3.27 – 300 Area near Rooster Creek Bridge 
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Figure 3.28 – Entry signs to Rooster Creek 

Figure 3.29 – Aerial view of boat ramp & dock 

Rooster Creek Area 

The southern portion of Lake Texoma 

State Park borders the lakefront south of 

Rooster Creek and extends eastward to a 

point near the railroad bridge at the 

extreme southeastern extent of the state 

park property. The Rooster Creek Area 

includes several named sub-units that will 

be addressed in the following discussion. 

There are two entry drives from State Park 

Road that lead into the Rooster Creek area. 

The northern entrance (upper sign in 

Figure 3.28) directs visitors to Joe’s 

Campground, Floyd’s Campground, Rally 

Pavilion (sic for spelling on the sign), and 

the southern portion of Catfish Bay 

Marina. The southern entrance (lower sign 

in Figure 3.28) directs visitors to Ben’s 

Campground and the swimming beach as 

well as shelters and the boat ramp. 

These individual areas are presented in the 

following discussion. Immediately upon entering the northern road into the Rooster Creek area, a 

visitor will pass a boat ramp, fishing dock, and parking lot on the north side of the entry road. To 

the south of the entry drive, there is a comfort station that serves visitors at the boat ramp or the 

campsites between the road and Rooster Creek (Figure 3.29). This figure also shows spatial 

relationship to the bridge. 
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Figure 3.30 – Joe’s Campground, 
Floyd’s Campground, and Rally Area 
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Joe’s Campground (400 Area) 

Figure 3.30 on the preceding page provides an overview of three campgrounds designated in 

various signage, although only Joe’s Campground is specifically named on this map. Traffic 

flow and routing seems somewhat haphazard throughout Joe’s Campground. As a result, the 

location and configuration of the campsites appears to be somewhat disorganized. For example, 

the central loop in Joe’s Campground includes sites numbered 400 through 416. Although 

designed for back-in access, the direction of travel requires two-way traffic and back-in across 

potentially oncoming traffic. Other sites require greater than 90o turns while backing into a 

campsite. There is inconsistency in size of campsites and amount of privacy possible. In 

addition, the three unimproved tent sites are arrayed on opposite sides of the campground. 

Table 3.3 – Campground Detail for Joe’s Campground 

Campground amenity Joe’s Campground 

Modern campsite (Water, sewer, electricity) 40 sites 

Semi-modern campsite (Water, electricity) 49 sites 

Unimproved or tent sites (no utilities) 2 sites 

Pavilion (#6) 1 with water & electricity 

Playgroup 0 

Comfort station 2, including showers 

Sanitary dump station 1 

Boat ramp 1 

Fishing dock 1 

Most of the campsites in this area have a gravel spur as a base as shown in Figure 3.31. Some 

have shading, but the lack of trees and shade present problems for campers in other sites. In 

contrast to updated campgrounds in other state parks, this campground shows little landscaping 

in its design. As a result, there is little definition of site boundaries, limited privacy or separation 

between sites, and a sense of openness rather than of natural surroundings. Other amenities 

within the campground are shown in Figure 3.32 on the following page. 

  

Figure 3.31 – Campsites in Joe’s 
Campground 
Above: typical campsite 

Left: RV in a campsite 
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Figure 3.32 – Amenities 
in Joe’s Campground 
Top left: comfort station 

Top right: pavilion #6 

2nd row left: boat ramp  

2nd row right: fishing dock  

3rd row left: lift station 

3rd row right: sanitary 

dump station 

Bottom left: sewage lagoon 

Bottom: adjacent storage 

for Catfish Bay Marina 
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The aerial view of Joe’s Campground as shown in Figure 3.33 reveals the lack of tree canopy 

throughout much of the area. In addition, a sewage lagoon, properly fenced and marked as shown 

in Figure 3.32 is located to the south side of the campground. The visual intrusion of storage 

units and piers for the Catfish Bay Marina is also shown in Figure 3.32 and 3.33. 

Floyd’s Campground 

Floyd’s Campground is identified on signs in Lake Texoma State Park and in some literature 

available at the park and online. However, the maps of the park do not distinguish Floyd’s 

Campground from other portions of Joe’s Campground. 

Rally Pavilion and Associated Campground 

The Rally Pavilion and associated campground features are included in Figure 3.30 on page 64. 

However, due to the unique layout of this campground and the fact that it is identified as a 

distinct feature on most maps, this area is worthy of discussion. 

The Rally Campground is designed with central utility service units providing electricity and 

water for either two or four camping units. The sites are “free form” without supporting 

amenities such as picnic tables, fire rings or grills, or defined pads. 

As indicated in park information, the Rally Campground is also utilized as an overflow area from 

other campgrounds in the park. While originally designed to accommodate groups, discussion 

with park personnel revealed that actual group use is quite limited for the campground. However, 

church groups, family reunions, and other group activities are common at the pavilion. 

  

Figure 3.33 – Aerial view of Joe’s Campground 
Source: Google Earth 

Note: lack of tree canopy 

Note: Location of sewage lagoon 
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Figure 3.35 – Directional sign to 
Ben’s Campground 

Table 3.4 – Campground Detail for The Rally Campground 

Campground amenity The Rally Campground 

Modern campsite (Water, sewer, electricity) 0 sites 

Semi-modern campsite (Water, electricity) 58 sites 

Unimproved or tent sites (no utilities) unspecified 

Pavilion 1 with water & electricity 

Comfort station 0 (2 in Joe’s Campground) 

Sanitary dump station 1 in Joe’s Campground 

Boat ramp Shared with Joe’s Campground 

Fishing dock Shared with Joe’s Campground 

Ben’s Campground (500 Area) 

Ben’s Campground is located at the southern 

edge of the developed portion of the Rooster 

Creek area. Ben’s Campground can be reached 

either directly from Texoma Park Road via the 

southern entrance shown in Figure 3.28 on page 

63 or via the internal campground route south 

from the Rally Campground. 

Figure 3.36 on the following page provides a map 

of the layout in Ben’s Campground. 

  

Figure 3.34 – Amenities in the Rally Campground 
Top left: comfort station 

Top right: utility service 

Bottom: rally pavilion 
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Figure 3.36 – Ben’s Campground 
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As shown in Figure 3.36 and 3.37, Ben’s Campground is designed as an interior loop with one-

way, counterclockwise traffic permitting back-in campsites. This interior loop is encircled by an 

exterior loop for two-way traffic leading to picnic sites, tent campsites, the beach, or the boat 

ramp. Two modern campsites are designed as pull-through sites as are two semi-modern 

campsites. 

Table 3.5 – Campground Detail for Ben’s Campground 

Campground amenity Ben’s Campground 

Modern campsite (Water, sewer, electricity) 28 sites 

Semi-modern campsite (Water, electricity) 17 sites 

Unimproved or tent sites (no utilities) 4 sites 

Pavilion 2 with water & electricity 

Playgroup 0 

Comfort station 2 

Sanitary dump station 1 

Boat ramp 1 

Beach Adjacent 

Trails 1 

Several amenities are incorporated into the design of Ben’s Campground. The modern campsites 

are hard surfaced and clearly defined. The semi-modern campsites have natural surfaces and are 

generally defined by a picnic table, fire ring or grill, and compacted or worn soils. 

Figure 3.37 – Aerial view of Ben’s Campground 

Overlay on Google Earth background 
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Figure 3.38 – Amenities in Ben’s 
Campground 
Top left: entry and directional sign 

2nd right: typical semi-modern campsite 

2nd left: campground host in site 

Bottom right: typical modern campsites 

Figure 3.38 above provides visual evidence of the various campsites in design and development 

within Ben’s Campground. In addition, Figure 3.39 on the following page presents visual 

evidence of additional amenities that enhance the camping experience. There are two comfort 

stations in Ben’s Campground, one at the north side of the interior loop and one at the south side 

of the loop. The southern comfort station is accessible under current ADA standards. Pavilion #7 

and Pavilion #8 are located on the northern section of the campground. These pavilions can be 

rented whether by campers or day-visitors. As a result, the pavilions may bring non-campers into 

the campground area. A sanitary dump station is situated along the exterior road loop, permitting 

campers to utilize the facility as they depart the campground. As shown in Figure 3.37, a two-

cell lagoon is located west of Ben’s Campground to handle waste from the sewer system 

including the comfort stations, the sanitary dump station, and modern campsites. 

A trail leads south from Ben’s Campground and is discussed later in this RMP (page 74). 
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The playgroup shown in Figure 3.39 does not comply with current safety requirements of the 

Consumer Product Safety Commission or accessibility guidelines of the ADA. A primary issue 

related to the playgroup is the lack of a safety surface and fall zones. However, this playgroup is 

the best of the playgroups in Lake Texoma State Park. 

  

Figure 3.39 – Amenities in 
Ben’s Campground 
Top left: boat ramp 

Top right: north comfort station 

Above left: sanitary dump 

station 

Above right: south comfort 

station 

3rd right: playgroup 

4th right: Pavilion #7 

Below right: Pavilion #8 
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Figure 3.40 – Beach area 

Figure 3.41 – Park 
residences 
Top right: sewage 

lagoon 

Above left: entry to 

residences 

Above right & right: 

residence 

Swimming Beach 

A swimming beach is seasonally 

maintained to the southeast of Ben’s 

Campground. Parking for beach-goers is 

located on the outside loop. As a result, 

additional day visitors enter the general 

campground area. Because of its location, 

the beach area is exposed to southerly 

winds which are common throughout 

most of the swimming season. Water 

circulation is increased due to the wind 

patterns. As stated in earlier discussion, 

the waters of Lake Texoma have not been 

assessed specifically for full body contact recreation. However, several incidents of blue-green 

algae blooms have resulted in closure of the beach area in recent years. 

Park Residences 

A fairly inconspicuous entry drive, shown in Figure 3.41, extends south from the main drive into 

Ben’s Campground. This drive leads to two residences for park personnel. These residences are 

also shown in Figure 3.41. The entry drive is not marked by signs indicating “authorized 

personnel” or other limitations. However, the drive is of such a nature that most park visitors 

would not be attracted to enter. 

The park residences are served by a sewage lagoon 

located to the east of the entry drive. This sewage 

lagoon is also shown in Figure 3.41. 
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Figure 3.42 – Hiking trail 

Hiking/Walking/Biking Trails 

Although there are multiple footpaths at various locations 

in Lake Texoma State Park, there is only one designated, 

although unnamed, trail. This trail extends south from 

Ben’s Campground with a well-marked trailhead as shown 

in Figure 3.42. The trail is hard-surface, although multiple 

“volunteer” off-shoot routes have been developed by 

hikers. The hard-surface trail extends for approximately 

one-quarter mile leading to a seating area and loop. 

The volunteer trails appear to have been developed over-

time by local residents accessing the park property from 

adjoining private property. Some of these trails include 

bridges constructed across ephemeral streams. In other locations, carpet or sheet metal has been 

laid on hillsides in an apparent effort to reduce erosion. It is also apparent that several of these 

trails are utilized for mountain biking activity in addition to foot access. 

  

Figure 3.43 – Features along the Hiking 
trail 
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Property Summary at Lake Texoma State Park 

Lake Texoma State Park in its present configuration is slightly more than 1,000 acres. The 

property includes 92 acres of state-owned land plus additional USACE lands leased to the State 

of Oklahoma. Details related to the property and lease are included in Appendix A. In general, 

the federal properties are those that adjoin the actual lake up to 645 feet National Geodetic 

Vertical Datum (NGVD), although the boundary extends further. 

The southwest and southeast portions of the Lake Texoma State Park property have not been 

developed, and may not be developed due to limitations in access, elevation and flooding. 

However, these portions of the property serve as buffers between the park and adjoining 

residential development. These portions of the property are worthy of review. 

Figure 3.44 shows an aerial view of the southwest portion of Lake Texoma State Park. The 

southwest portion of the park extends up the flowage of Rooster Creek west of the Yellow 

Bridge. This area is truly limited for potential development due to elevation along Rooster Creek. 

Residential developments are located north and west of this flowage, as well as south of the park. 

On the southeast portion of the property, shown in Figure 3.45 on the following page, the 

boundaries essentially define the property below 645 NGVD. The property adjoins Catfish Bay 

on the north and opens to Lake Texoma on the east. This portion of the Lake Texoma State Park 

property is accessed via Old Indian Trail Drive extending north from McDuffie Road. Old Indian 

Trail Drive winds through a residential area which includes several large recreational properties. 

Most of this area is wooded. A few trails extend from the residential areas south of the property, 

indicating there is some use of the park land by local residents. Old Indian Trail Drive extends 

northward through the property 

allowing access to Lake Texoma. 

A railroad line and bridge are 

located at the extreme 

southeastern edge of the property. 

  

Figure 3.44 – Southwest 
portion of Lake Texoma State 
Park 
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Public Access and Entry Aesthetics 

As shown earlier in the RMP, there is one primary route of travel for access to Lake Texoma 

State Park. Most visitors enter the park from U.S. Highway 70 east of Kingston. Entry into the 

park is via a south turn onto State Park Road and then driving through the property now owned 

by the Chickasaw Nation and Pointe Vista. The only alternate route of access would be from the 

south via NS358 Road (State Park Road). Travelers coming from the west could take Highway 

70A or Highway 70B toward New Woodville southeast out of Kingston to intersect with 

McDuffie Road. McDuffie Road is an east-west route that intersects with Texoma Park Road at a 

local convenience store commonly known as “Dark Corners.” 

The southern routes are through rural agricultural lands, while U.S. Highway 70 traverses an area 

that has developed as residential, retail, and rural property. Upon entry into the Chickasaw 

Nation and Pointe Vista property from the north, the area is blighted due to lack of maintenance 

Figure 3.45 – Southeast portion of Lake Texoma State Park 
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or care of the abandoned property. From the south, the houses along Texoma Park Road provide 

an attractive residential route, but signage for access into Lake Texoma State Park is very 

limited. There is presently no true “front door” to Lake Texoma State Park. 

Park Visitation 

Attendance records have been kept since the opening days of the park. It should be noted that 

counting park visitors is an inaccurate process. Technically, every person entering the park is a 

park visitor – but not all of those visitors are recreational visitors. At Lake Texoma State Park, a 

certain percentage of the visitors recorded in the park would include park staff, vendors, and 

members of the general public entering the park to utilize the restroom or for other purposes. The 

physical location of Lake Texoma State Park along State Park Road, a public roadway, means 

that some motorists driving through without stopping would be park visitors. 

Other aspects of park visitation can be calculated more accurately. This would include those 

situations in which there is an exchange of a fee for a specific service. As a result, the following 

discussion reports total visitation to Lake Texoma State Park and specific usage of particular 

areas within the park. 

For clarity in understanding of visitation patterns, total park visitation is presented in the 

following discussion. This would include campers and day visitors. 

Recreational Use of Park Facilities 

Visitation for Lake Texoma State Park has varied considerably during the past five years based 

on comment from management and in reported numbers. This variability is linked to water levels 

in the lake, economic factors related to travel expenses, and possible influences of publicity 

related to “closing” of portions of Lake Texoma State Park. Another factor cited by park 

management that has affected attendance is temporary closing of USACE properties around Lake 

Texoma. Park visitors include pass-through sightseers, anglers, boaters, picnickers, and many 

other recreational visitors. Every vehicle driving State Park Road includes park visitors. 

Overnight visitors include campers who spend one or more nights within Lake Texoma State 

Park. 

Under traditional management practices, determining the number of campsites rented is more 

accurate than is the calculation of total visitors to the park. Total number of visitors should not be 

interpreted as “individuals” in that numerous individuals are repeat visitors to the park on a daily, 

weekly, monthly, or annual basis. In addition, guests may enter the park, leave the park, and 

return to the park multiple times on a single visit. In such cases, traffic counters would record 

each entry. At Lake Texoma State Park, the number of day visitors has been calculated using the 

traffic counter in recent years. As a result, the total visitation annually is an estimate based on an 

algorithm from that traffic count, whereas number of campsite rentals is much more accurate. 
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Table 3.6 – Camping and Total Visitation – Lake Texoma State Park 

Fiscal year Day visitors Campsites 

rented – 

improved 

Campsites 

rented – 

unimproved 

Total Visitation 

2012 37,914 5,453 1,158 315,950 

2013 35,447 5,972 1,138 295,394 

2014 NA 7,453 1,300 245,008 

2015 NA 3,907 771 194,971 

2016 NA 5,061 1,223 223,051 

Comment from park management related to these numbers aids in explaining some of the 

variation. For example, the prime visitation season for camping during summer 2014 was 

affected by closing of most USACE properties. As a result, campers had fewer local options for 

their campgrounds and Lake Texoma State Park benefited. By contrast, flooding events in 2015 

and 2016 adversely affected camping in the state park. In 2015, the flooding occurred in May 

and June, whereas the 2016 flooding occurred in July and August. Both events resulted in 

closing of many facilities at Lake Texoma State Park, as well as USACE areas. 

Public Perception of Lake Texoma State Park 

At the time of preparation of this resource management plan, the authors reviewed numerous 

websites and marketing sources related to Lake Texoma State Park, which were provided by 

private sources. Further, private citizens and visitors to Lake Texoma State Park maintain 

personal “blogs” and social networking sites that address their experiences and visits to the park. 

These blogs often were associated with activities such as hiking the various trails, camping, 

fishing, or boating, but addressed Lake Texoma State Park in some manner. 

It should be noted that Lake Texoma State Park has been a source of news and controversy 

related to sale of the property, closing of the lodge, closing of the original golf course, closing of 

the cabins, and failure of the private development company to act upon their acquisition. Various 

advocacy groups have been formed and been active for a variety of positions and futures for the 

property. This has included Friends of Lake Texoma State Park (http://defend-lake-texoma-state-

park.org/2013/04/05/a-call-to-action-take-back-the-park/), an organization not directly affiliated 

with park management as would be true with other “Friends” groups. 

In general, and based upon information available from news articles and online sources, the local 

populace has been disappointed with the loss of tourism, visitation, related expenditure and tax 

revenue. The economy of the Kingston area has been adversely affected by the closure of Lake 

Texoma Lodge – to the point that the name “Lake Texoma Lodge and Resort” has now been 

assumed by a private operation (http://www.laketexomalodge.com/).  

The following comments are examples of public perception of Lake Texoma State Park. These 

comments are taken directly from online sites and include verbatim comments which may also 

include errors. 

http://defend-lake-texoma-state-park.org/2013/04/05/a-call-to-action-take-back-the-park/
http://defend-lake-texoma-state-park.org/2013/04/05/a-call-to-action-take-back-the-park/
http://www.laketexomalodge.com/
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 This park is amazing. The sunrise is so beautiful and the wildlife is plentiful. It has 

wonderful campsites and the camp hosts are friendly and helpful. The park has several 

large shelters making it an ideal place for family and business gatherings. Many people 

come here to run, jog, or walk. They have several boat ramps and a handicapped fishing 

dock.... (Source: TripAdvisor) 

 This camp ground was very nice. I have to say one of the best in the area. 24 hours 

around the clock guards which is great, no loud parties. Fishing is only allowed from 

banks no fishing from boat docks allowed. Although they do have one designated pier for 

fishing, it’s kind of small. (Source: TripAdvisor) 

 Great place to camp and go fishing. Lake is very beautiful, great for boating. Awesome 

family place. (Source: TripAdvisor) 

 You don’t have to spend the day on the lake to have a good time. The state park offers the 

lake setting as well as a place to relax and reset your day. Motorcyclist friendly as well. 

(Source: TripAdvisor) 

 This was such a fun place to hang out on Saturday. We found a great spot under some 

trees. We made breakfast, lunch and dinner on the grills in the park. The kids swam in the 

lake all day long. The bathrooms were clean and they have showers as well. Hopefully 

we get to come back next year!! (Source: TripAdvisor) 

 Everything about Lake Texhoma is fantastic. The state park is a great place to spend the 

week end or an entire week. Clean!!! (Source: TripAdvisor) 

 We always have a girls trip to lake Texoma and always have a great time! Nice lake and 

good fishing. (Source: TripAdvisor) 

 Absolutely loved this camping destination! The staff were all so friendly and even carried 

my firewood to my car for me! Ask them about the perks of each spot! Even on a busy 

weekend there was enough distance for privacy. Fishing, hiking, and if you forgot any 

essentials there are a couple of gas stations & stores around not too far away. Also, there 

are shower facilities! Hot water for days. They have park rangers patrolling frequently, 

which was comforting for a first time visitor. Would love to see those old cabin spots 

either cleaned up or used in a horror movie, they looked soooo awesome! We will 

definitely be back when it’s warmer. (Source: Yelp) 

 I love, love, love going to the swim beach at Ben’s campground. However, today was the 

4th time this summer that I had to leave because of jet skiers doing donuts and figure 8s 

right on top of the bouies and the 2nd time a boat has actually pulled up and parked in the 

swim area while I was there. I know this is totally a 1st world problem, but let the 

swimmers have the designated area. Boat and jet ski people, there is a whole big old lake 

out there for you. Go explore it! (Source: Facebook) 

 

Park Management 

Over the years of operation, the management structure for Lake Texoma State Park has changed 

at the direction of leadership within OTRD from Oklahoma City. The most dramatic changes in 

management structure and personnel occurred with the closing and sale of the golf course and 
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lodge. However, in recent years, Lake Texoma State Park has been quite stable in organization 

and operation. 

Lake Texoma State Park is included in the Southeast Region of Oklahoma State Parks. This 

intermediate management structure allows park management to work with regional oversight as 

an intermediary or in direct contact with the Oklahoma City office. 

Staffing 

Staffing for Lake Texoma State Park has been stable over the past five years, with minor 

adjustments in the full-time-equivalent seasonal staff appointment during that time and the loss 

of one full-time position. Table 3.7 documents the staffing pattern for Lake Texoma State Park in 

recent years. 

Table 3.7 – Staffing at Lake Texoma State Park 

Fiscal year Permanent salaried 

staff 

Seasonal staff Park Total park staff 

2012 7 9 positions (5.0 FTE) 16 positions (12.0 FTE) 

2013 7 9 positions (5.0 FTE) 16 positions (12.0 FTE) 

2014 7 9 positions (5.5 FTE) 16 positions (12.5 FTE) 

2015 7 9 positions (5.5 FTE) 16 positions (12.5 FTE) 

2016 6 9 positions (5.5 FTE) 15 positions (11.5 FTE) 

 Most state parks in Oklahoma experienced similar staffing adjustments in response to budgetary 

appropriations. Lake Texoma State Park has sustained a dedicated, loyal staff over the years. 

Revenue and Expenses 

Data related to revenue and expense at Lake Texoma State Park was provided by the park 

manager. Table 3.8 on the following page reports this revenue and expense data for the past five 

years. 

The principal revenue sources for Lake Texoma State Park are campsite rentals and 

concessionaire contracts. The park manager did note “REA refunds” (rural electric cooperative) 

as additional revenue in 2012 ($5,900) and 2016 ($20,000). These revenues earned on-site are 

detailed in Table 3.8. As a result of operating conditions including flooding, the difference 

between revenue earned on-site combined with expense for operation of Lake Texoma State Park 

has varied over the past five years. On average over the past five years, Lake Texoma State Park 

showed an annual net loss of $350,000 which requires state appropriation as a subsidy to operate 

the park.  
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Table 3.8 – Expense and Revenue at Lake Texoma State Park 

Fiscal year Expense Revenue on-site Net gain (loss) 

2012 Total 

Personnel Expense 

Operating Expense 

 

$435,793 

$183,391 

$229,782 ($389,402) 

2013 Total 

Personnel Expense 

Operating Expense 

 

$375,401 

$206,274 

$252,677 ($328,998) 

2014 Total 

Personnel Expense 

Operating Expense 

 

$388,182 

$204,694 

$302,122 ($290,754) 

2015 Total 

Personnel Expense 

Operating Expense 

 

$426,237 

$177,871 

$205,944 ($398,164) 

2016 Total 

Personnel Expense 

Operating Expense 

 

$399,319 

$189,163 

$247,613 ($340,869) 

 

Hazards Analysis – Natural and Operational 

Any recreational activity includes the exposure to hazards, and the probability of specific risks 

may increase in many outdoor settings. In most current discussions related to hazard and risk, 

hazards are defined as conditions or events. Risk is the likelihood of injury resulting from a 

given hazard and is typically defined as a probability of adverse effects from those conditions or 

events. Everything people do exposes them to hazards. It is how people conduct themselves that 

determines the risk. An agency or site risk management plan addresses potential loss from 

anticipated hazards. 

Natural Hazards 

As with all natural areas, Lake Texoma State Park includes a number of hazards. Some of those 

hazards are natural and related to such things as topography, flora, and fauna. Some of the 

hazards are structural or related to design; other hazards are operational in nature. 

Natural hazards in Lake Texoma State Park include the steep and rocky terrain along the 

shoreline, flora and fauna, as well as a number of other natural conditions or events. In addition, 

the development of facilities encourages visitors to interact with the natural environment, 

encouraging people to participate in recreation in an outdoor setting. For example, trails invite 

visitors to engage the varied terrain and, while signage exists, distressed and lost hikers are 

possible. Boating, swimming, and other aquatic activity present greater risks for most visitors. 

Among the natural hazards present in the park are those associated with weather events. The 

National Climatic Data Center reports a variety of such hazards by county over several years. 

These hazards include hail, floods, thunderstorms with accompanying wind and lightning, 

tornadoes, snow, ice, excessive heat, and drought. Staff members are prepared to notify park 

visitors in the event of severe weather, but appropriate shelter is limited. At the present time, 

neither signage nor printed visitor materials provide severe weather information to park visitors. 
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Other natural hazards are related to life forms in the natural environment. Any time people are 

hiking and recreating in an outdoor environment, a chance exists that they will inadvertently 

encounter such wildlife; this is the case in Lake Texoma State Park. The park environment 

encompasses habitat suitable for venomous snakes including the copperhead, rattlesnake, and 

water moccasin. There are no recent records of any adverse encounters between people and 

snakes within the park. 

A number of mammals common to the park are subject to rabies. They include raccoons, 

opossums, skunks, badgers, and bats. Additional animals in this environment include armadillos 

and the possibility of black bears, bobcats, and mountain lions – although these are less likely. 

The wooded and grassland environment in and around Lake Texoma State Park is home to 

mosquitoes, ticks, and spiders—all of which may be hazards or present hazards to recreational 

visitors. The Brown Recluse spider and the Black Widow are native to Marshall County. Both 

spiders have produced adverse effects for humans in recreational settings (and other 

environments). Both types of spiders were observed within the park making it likely that these 

spiders may occur in structures throughout the park. In addition, ticks are known carriers of a 

number of serious diseases in humans. 

The 2002 Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (Caneday, 2002) stated: 

An “environmental problem” of increasing occurrence in Oklahoma in recent 

years is related to ticks and tick-transmitted diseases. Although there are a number 

of tick-transmitted diseases, the most frequent occurrence is shown by Rocky 

Mountain spotted fever, Lyme disease, and Tularemia. A number of factors are 

related to this increased occurrence of disease including demographics, living 

preferences, and recreational behavior. Oklahoma has experienced significant 

increases in tick-transmitted diseases over the past decade. While most of these 

diseases can be treated, the diseases can also be life threatening. Participants in 

outdoor recreation are among those who encounter the ticks and who contract the 

tick-transmitted diseases. A concerted, unified effort is necessary to educate the 

recreational visitor regarding the results of recreational behaviors. 

At the time of the writing of the 2002 SCORP, the author contacted the Centers for Disease 

Control (CDC) in Atlanta regarding rumors (at that time) of a mosquito borne virus – West Nile 

virus. The CDC assured Caneday that Oklahoma would not experience West Nile virus within 

the five-year period covered by the 2002 SCORP (2002-2007). However, by summer 2003, 

Oklahoma was experiencing cases of West Nile virus among horses and humans. Often these 

resulted from outdoor recreation activity, and that pattern is continuing. 

Some plants are also hazardous to some individuals and the risk varies by degree of exposure and 

response to that exposure. Poison ivy is among those potentially hazardous plants at Lake 

Texoma State Park. 

Another potential natural hazard in a recreation environment is waterborne disease. As stated in 

the 2002 Statewide Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) for Oklahoma (Caneday, 2002): 

Since 1971, Federal agencies (CDC and EPA) have maintained a collaborative 

surveillance system for collecting and reporting data related to occurrences and 

causes of waterborne-disease outbreaks (WBDOs). As an environmental hazard, 

waterborne diseases have always been present in the United States; however, 
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outbreaks linked to drinking water have steadily declined since 1989. By contrast, 

the number of outbreaks linked to recreation activity has increased (Center for 

Disease Control). It is not clear whether this is due to increased outdoor recreation 

activity, larger numbers of people involved in outdoor recreation, or greater 

hazard present in the water environment. CDC reports for 1995 – 1996 have 

shown that the exposure to the disease occurred in lakes in 59% of waterborne-

disease outbreaks of gastroenteritis associated with recreational water. Equal 

percentages (27%) of Cryptosporidium parvum and Escherichia coli as the 

etiologic agent were reported during that period. 

Lake Texoma State Park receives its potable water from approved public water supplies through 

Marshall County rural water district. As with all water supplies, there is the potential to be a host 

for waterborne disease through the drinking water provided on-site. Such a risk is no greater for 

a park visitor than would be true in a private residence. By contrast, surface waters, in streams, 

and in ponds have a greater chance of being a source of a waterborne-disease. 

Operational Hazards 

Operational hazards include those vulnerabilities to park staff, the park system, or the state of 

Oklahoma that exist as a result of management or operation of the resource and application of 

policy. Management and operational decisions are made on a daily basis and are affected by 

budgets, prioritization within the state park system, staffing patterns, local and state politics, and 

other external influences.  

At present, emergency fire service and other emergency services are provided by several local 

volunteer fire departments. The Oklahoma Department of Forestry provides secondary support in 

a fire emergency, especially in those cases of wildfire. Emergency response time from the local 

fire departments is estimated to be about 20 minutes. Emergency medical service is available in 

Kingston or in Durant including ambulance service. 

As part of the data collection for the development of this RMP, the researchers conducted several 

on-site visits to Lake Texoma State Park. Common issues that could be dangerous for visitors 

include play structures which utilize a variety of surfacing materials, most of which are natural. 

The play structures in Lake Texoma State Park are currently out of compliance with Consumer 

Product Safety Commission guidelines or accessibility guidelines. 

Further, weather-related events (e.g., ice storms, strong winds) in Oklahoma often result in tree 

and limb damage throughout the park. The locations in which downed trees and limbs have 

immediate impact on visitors include the camping areas, trails, and day use areas. Currently, 

Lake Texoma State Park does not have a formal limb management or tree replacement program; 

this is common throughout the state park system. Park staff members attend to downed trees and 

limbs as they discover them and/or are notified of the hazard. However, as the RMP was being 

developed, park management personnel were working with arborists related to the loss of trees 

throughout the park. A plan is needed to address the loss of tree canopy and replacement of what 

once was in place. Trees are an important enhancement to the park environment. 

Law Enforcement 

In most state parks in Oklahoma, the CLEET certified rangers and reserve-CLEET certified 

rangers are responsible for primary activity related to law enforcement within the boundaries of 
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the park. At present at Lake Texoma State Park, there are three CLEET certified rangers as 

shown in Table 3.9. It is common for law enforcement units to have mutual aid agreements with 

other law enforcement agencies, but no memorandum of agreement has been established with 

any local law enforcement agency. As a result, enforcement of applicable laws at Lake Texoma 

State Park relies on the support and cooperation of the Marshall County sheriff in the appropriate 

jurisdiction. 

Table 3.9 – Ranger Staff at Lake Texoma State Park 

Fiscal year CLEET Certified Reserve CLEET Total ranger staff 

2012 
1 permanent 

1 seasonal 
1 seasonal 3 

2013 
1 permanent 

1 seasonal 
1 seasonal 3 

2014 
1 permanent 

1 seasonal 
1 seasonal 3 

2015 
1 permanent 

1 seasonal 
1 seasonal 3 

2016 
1 permanent 

1 seasonal 
1 seasonal 3 

 

Law enforcement within Lake Texoma State Park does result in encounters between park 

management and visitors. In addition, law enforcement from the Oklahoma Highway Patrol or 

Marshall County may occasionally overlap with that within the State Park. The actual record of 

citations and incidents reported by state park law enforcement at Lake Texoma State Park is 

shown in Table 3.10. 

Table 3.10 – Citation and Incident Reports at Lake Texoma State Park 

Calendar year Incident Reports Citations Issued Arrests Combined Total 

2012 11 35 2 48 

2013 11 24 4 39 

2014 11 27 1 39 

2015 10 11 0 21 

2016 19 9 1 29 

Policy-Related Exposures  

Some aspects of management of hazard risk are incorporated into law enforcement. Park rangers 

are the law enforcement personnel for the Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation Department, 

although they frequently have cooperative (mutual aid) agreements with county sheriffs and the 
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Figure 3.46 – Dumpster 
in a campground 

Oklahoma Highway Patrol. Law enforcement authority for Oklahoma State Park Rangers is 

authorized by state statute as follows (Title 74 § 2216, 2005): 

Park rangers, when commissioned, shall have all the powers of peace officers 

except the serving or execution of civil process, and shall have in all parts of the 

state the same powers with respect to criminal matters and enforcement of the 

laws relating thereto as sheriffs, highway patrolmen [sic] and police officers in 

their respective jurisdictions and shall possess all immunities and matters of 

defense now available or hereafter made available to sheriffs, highway patrolmen, 

and police officers in any suit brought against them in consequence of acts done 

in the course of their employment, provided, however, they shall comply with the 

provisions of Section 3311 of Title 70 of the Oklahoma Statutes. 

In parks with CLEET certified or reserve certified personnel, written logs are maintained by park 

staff to document incidents. In addition to the regular log, staff complete incident reports when 

notified of property damage or personal injury to visitors or staff. While the incident reporting 

form requires information regarding personal injury or property damage, the process does not 

appear to require follow-up with the reporting party. 

In terms of wildlife, while a formal management plan does not exist, staff operates under an 

agreed-upon plan approved by the Oklahoma Division of Wildlife Conservation (ODWC). As an 

important natural resource in the park, the vulnerable and endangered species in the area lack a 

management plan other than classification by ODWC. 

Perhaps one of the most essential operational hazards related to the public is the concern that cell 

phones and radios have limited to sporadic service in rural areas, and possibly within the park. 

During the preparation of the RMP, research staff members were able to acquire and maintain 

cell phone signals throughout Lake Texoma State Park. Thus, in case of injury, illness, fire, or 

other emergency, park visitors with personal cell phones may be able to contact necessary 

emergency services. 

Waste Management 

The relatively concentrated area of development at Lake Texoma State Park requires multiple 

programs in waste management. There are two primary concerns related to waste management 

within the park: solid waste and liquid waste. 

Solid waste is transported off-site for disposal. Dumpsters as shown in Figure 3.46 have been 

located at strategic points within the park. Visitors are expected 

to dispose of waste properly in these dumpsters. 

Liquid waste is managed on-site through sanitary lagoon systems 

for developed areas in Lake Texoma State Park. The lagoon 

systems serve multiple buildings and campgrounds. While some 

of the lagoons are gravity fed, the larger lagoon system west of 

the airstrip requires lift stations to transport liquid wastes from 

the respective development to the lagoons. Most of the sewage 

from facilities in the Rooster Creek area of the park flows by 

gravity to the various lagoons distributed in Joe’s Campground, 

Ben’s Campground, and near the park residences. Most of the 
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facilities north of Rooster Creek require lift stations to transport the sewage to the lagoon system 

west of the airstrip. However, there is a separate small lagoon south of the maintenance 

compound that does flow by gravity. These lift stations and associated sewer lines may present 

problems in that they cross property that now belongs to other entities – either Pointe Vista or the 

Chickasaw Nation. 

As with any area that is utilized by the public, some trash and litter is present within the park. 

This solid waste presents a visual detraction, but presents limited problems other than clean-up 

of the area. In Lake Texoma State Park, the presence of Catfish Bay Marina includes 

considerable trash and waste associated with storage and operation of the marina. As shown in 

Figure 3.11 on page 52 and Figure 3.31 on page 65, the marina operation requires maintenance 

and general clean-up. However, the greatest eye-sore associated with Lake Texoma State Park is 

the condition of the Pointe Vista property, the poorly maintained buildings and open spaces, near 

the park office and Two Rivers Nature Center. 
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Chapter 4 – Alternatives and Preferred Plans 

 

Overview and Summary 

In this Resource Management Plan, background is provided related to Lake Texoma State Park. 

This background information was gained through review of literature, interviews and meetings 

with park management personnel, input from the public, multiple on-site visits, and through 

other sources. When analyzed, this information raises several issues for consideration with 

alternatives for possible management action. These issues are presented in the following 

discussion with alternatives for management to consider. In each case, based on the available 

information a preferred alternative is identified. 

Issues and Alternatives 

 

Issue Statement 1: Qualification and branding as a state park 

One of the central issues for consideration related to each of the properties being reviewed 

during the Resource Management Plan project is qualification and branding as a state park. That 

question is applicable for Lake Texoma State Park as for other properties. 

What is a state park? Jordan and Caneday addressed this question in an earlier report for OTRD 

as a part of the state park visitor study in 2003 (Caneday and Jordan). As stated in that report – 

The research team believes that the term “state park” should mean something 

specific. The term, “state park,” should identify a property distinctively through 

management practices, quality of experience and appearance to the public. The 

research team believes that visitors to Oklahoma “state parks” should know 

immediately that they are in a State Park because of the distinctive “branding” 

apparent to the visitor and deliberately intended by management. The research 

team believes that the Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation Department must 

jealously guard the use of the term “state park” in much the same manner as 

companies protect symbols of intellectual property. 

An example of resource qualifications for specific classifications can best be demonstrated 

through the National Park Service. For a property to be classified as a National Park there must 

be (1) evidence of national significance for a natural, cultural, or recreational resource,  

(2) management of the property must be feasible, and (3) the property must be suitable within the 

mission, purpose, and system of the National Park Service. 

By contrast, other classifications of National Park Service properties include National 

Monuments, National Recreation Areas, and National Preserves. National monuments must be 

significant natural, cultural, or recreational resources, but may be managed by entities other than 

the National Park Service. National preserves are limited to significant environmental resources 

and may vary in ownership and management of the resource. National recreation areas, including 

Chickasaw National Recreation Area in south-central Oklahoma, are managed for more intensive 

recreation in outdoor settings. 
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OTRD policy related to acquisition of property uses some of this language, thereby establishing 

a general pattern of resource qualification. These criteria include (1) state-wide significance for 

natural beauty, uniqueness, or other recreational and resource preservation purposes, and (2) sites 

which will improve the overall availability of public recreation facilities to the recreating public 

while possessing resource significance (Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation Commission, 1988). 

In addition, branding and classification of properties within the Department has varied over the 

years. Minutes of the Oklahoma Planning and Resource Board (a precursor to the Oklahoma 

Tourism and Recreation Commission) from September 18, 1953 record the passing of a motion 

defining state parks, state recreation areas, state memorials, and state monuments. That variation 

in descriptive classification was changed by legislation during the 1980s. 

Applying the national concepts to state parks in Oklahoma and utilizing the earlier definitions in 

Oklahoma, it could be concluded that a state park must (1) have a significant statewide natural, 

cultural, or recreation resource, (2) be feasible to manage by the agency, and (3) be suitable 

within the mission, purpose, and statewide system of state parks. If this set of qualifications is 

applied to Lake Texoma State Park, it could be concluded that: 

1. Lake Texoma State Park offers recreational and environmental resources of regional 

significance with the additional benefit of being located on one of the largest lakes in the 

Tulsa District of the Army Corps of Engineers. At one time, Lake Texoma State Park was 

truly a destination park, with statewide significance, encompassing facilities and offering 

experiences of multi-state significance, capable of attracting visitors from a multi-state 

region. In its present configuration and structure, Lake Texoma State Park is similar to 

several USACE properties including Johnson Creek, Lakeside, and Buncombe Creek on 

Lake Texoma. As a result, Lake Texoma State Park, in its present configuration and 

structure does not rise to the level of significance expected of a state park. 

2. Lake Texoma State Park is feasible to manage within the agency and fits within the 

mission of Oklahoma State Parks. Lake Texoma State Park is located in an under-served 

region of Oklahoma from the perspective of State of Oklahoma recreation resources, with 

supporting legislation to sustain a state park on Lake Texoma. The park offers the only 

state park access to Lake Texoma, a large interstate lake with high demand for recreation 

resources serving a large population base. 

3. Lake Texoma State Park property fits within the mission of OTRD. Oklahoma State 

Parks will conserve the natural, cultural, scenic, historic and environmentally-based 

recreational resources within the park, and make them forever available for the education 

and enjoyment of all people. 

Alternatives 

A. Plan for the re-design and development of Lake Texoma State Park to establish its quality 

and significance within the Oklahoma State Park system; 

B. No change – Retain Lake Texoma State Park as a property in the Oklahoma State Park 

system because of its history and setting. 

Preferred alternative: 

Alternative A: Plan for the re-design and development of Lake Texoma State Park to 

establish its quality and significance within the Oklahoma State Park system. 
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Issue Statement 2: Condition of the adjoining property 

As stated in the RMP, the vast majority of visitors entering Lake Texoma State Park must enter 

through the Chickasaw Nation and Pointe Vista property. That property has not been maintained 

in recent years leading to overgrowth of grass, dangling tree limbs, deteriorating buildings, and 

an appearance reminiscent of “a war zone” – to use a characterization from an online blog. The 

multi-year failure of the private investor to deliver on their promise of development of the 

property following purchase from the State of Oklahoma has resulted in severe disappointment 

in the local community and inaccurate perceptions of Oklahoma State Parks. 

As the RMP process developed in the fall 2016, discussions and agreements progressed between 

the Commissioners of the Land Office, Pointe Vista, and the Chickasaw Nation (Chickasaw 

Nation Plans Resort Hotel, Casino at Lake Texoma, http://newsok.com/article/5524445; 

Chickasaw Nation seeking land trust for hotel, casino near Lake Texoma, 

http://kfor.com/2016/11/07/chickasaw-nation-seeking-land-trust-for-hotel-casino-near-lake-

texoma/). By December 2016, the Chickasaw Nation was seeking approval and license for a 

casino at this location. Clearly the property that now belongs to Pointe Vista and that which 

belongs to the Chickasaw Nation is important to Lake Texoma State Park. Representatives from 

Oklahoma State Parks, the Tourism Commission, and possibly elected representatives 

representing the interests of the people of Oklahoma must communicate the importance of the 

neighboring property to Lake Texoma State Park. Being in close proximity to each other, these 

property owners rely upon the same roadways, shared utility corridors, and shared visual 

resources. 

Alternatives 

A. Increase communication with and public pressures on Pointe Vista and Chickasaw Nation 

to improve the visual conditions of their property; 

B. No change – continue management as it is. 

Preferred alternative:  

Alternative A: Increase communication with and public pressures on Pointe Vista and 

Chickasaw Nation to improve the visual conditions of their property. 

 

Issue Statement 3: Location of the Park Office and Nature Center 

In addition to the blighted entry route, the current “front door” to Lake Texoma State Park is the 

park office and Two Rivers Nature Center. As stated in the earlier discussion, the condition of 

the surrounding park structures belies the expectations and branding of an Oklahoma State Park. 

While the average park visitor does not need to go to the park office, the official business for 

Lake Texoma State Park is conducted there. However, visitors to the park should be encouraged 

to enjoy Two Rivers Nature Center. In its present location and condition, separated from the 

prime public areas of the park, the nature center is inconvenient and inconspicuous for most 

visitors. 

The concession agreement with Catfish Bay Marina requires anchorage on property owned or 

managed by the State of Oklahoma. As a result, it is important that Oklahoma State Parks 

maintain a presence on the north side of Catfish Bay. However, the primary visitation and 

greatest development potential for the future is on the south side of Catfish Bay – the Rooster 

http://newsok.com/article/5524445
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Creek area. Relocating the park office and Two Rivers Nature Center to the Rooster Creek Area 

would enhance park operations. 

If the park office and Two Rivers Nature Center are determined to be in their best location, it 

will be essential that the surrounding property within the park boundary be cleaned up and 

restored to a park-appropriate appearance. If the park office and Two Rivers Nature Center are 

relocated, their present site will also have to be cleaned up and restored to a park-appropriate 

appearance. 

Alternatives 

A. Review other locations within Lake Texoma State Park as better sites for the park office 

and Two Rivers Nature Center; 

B. Clean up the property surrounding the park office and Two Rivers Nature Center to 

achieve an appearance consistent with Oklahoma State Park standards; 

C. No change – keep the park office and Two Rivers Nature Center in their present location 

and condition. 

Preferred alternative: 

Alternatives A and B: Review other locations within Lake Texoma State Park as better sites 

for the park office and Two Rivers Nature Center; and clean up the property 

surrounding the park office and Two Rivers Nature Center to achieve an appearance 

consistent with Oklahoma State Park standards.  

 

Issue Statement 4: A new “front door” to Lake Texoma State Park 

As has been stated, the current “front door” to Lake Texoma State Park is from the north via 

State Park Road through the Pointe Vista property which will now include property owned by 

the Chickasaw Nation. The current condition of that property is inappropriate in appearance and 

maintenance to be the main drive into an Oklahoma State Park. If either the Pointe Vista 

property or the Chickasaw Nation property is developed, such development will increase 

construction traffic on roads that are inadequate for such weight. Park traffic mixing with 

construction traffic will become complicated, undesirable, and potentially unsafe. 

At some point in the future, the Pointe Vista property promises an upscale, private development 

for which “through” traffic will be a disadvantage. Similarly, at some point in the future, casino 

and hotel traffic to the Chickasaw Nation property will conflict with “through” traffic entering 

Lake Texoma State Park. There may be some mutual traffic, primarily between the park and the 

casino/hotel/restaurant, but there will also be visitors to each property that will be exclusive to 

that respective property. 

Lake Texoma State Park needs a new “front door” – an entrance that brands the property and that 

is fitting for an Oklahoma State Park. That may require a new entrance from Texoma Park Road 

into the Rooster Creek area. The southern portion of the current park property shows the greatest 

promise for future development. That would re-direct traffic from U.S. 70 onto State Park Road 

with a right turn to the south and southwest on Texoma Park Road, leading across Rooster Creek 

bridge. The one-lane bridge is inadequate for a significant increase in traffic or for uncontrolled 

access from both directions. 
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Several state parks in Oklahoma have multiple entries. However, in each cases, one of those 

entries is identified as the main entrance – truly the “front door.” Other entries are secondary, but 

are properly signed and branded indicating entrance into an Oklahoma State Park. Those portions 

of Lake Texoma State Park that would be retained on the north side of Catfish Bay would require 

signage branding them as part of the state park system. This would include Catfish Bay 

campground, the current office/nature center areas and Catfish Bay Marina. 

Alternatives 

A. Review traffic flow, plans for property development, and consideration of adjacent 

property development with the intent of defining a new main entrance into Lake Texoma 

State Park; 

B. Keep the present office location as the main park entrance, but improve signage to other 

park entrances; 

C. No change – traffic patterns and signage as is. 

Preferred alternative: 

Alternative A: Review traffic flow, plans for property development, and consideration of 

adjacent property development with the intent of defining a new main entrance into Lake 

Texoma State Park. 

 

Issue Statement 5: Revegetation and replacement of tree canopy 

In late 2016, three-hundred or more trees were dead or dying within Lake Texoma State park and 

were removed for safety of visitors and aesthetics. Flooding and resulting loss of oxygen to the 

roots of trees, salinity of flood waters, or some other factor had adversely affected trees 

throughout the park. This loss of tree canopy has produced a very open landscape, with little or 

no shade for much of the park. Climatic relief is essential to a good recreational experience. This 

loss of tree canopy has also reduced privacy within the park and lack of definition of spaces for 

particular activities (i.e. camping, picnicking, trails, or other activity). 

Lake Texoma State Park needs a revegetation plan as part of the master plan for the property. 

Professional arborists and foresters should be included in analysis of the soils and flooding 

conditions, the preparation of a vegetation plan, and management of replacement vegetation. 

Alternatives 

A. Seek professional assistance to analyze soils, review flooding events, prepare a 

vegetation plan, and plan for management of revegetated areas; 

B. Remove trees that are dead or dying for safety of visitors and, thus, continue the 

reduction of canopy within the park; 

C. No change – continue management as it is, letting natural processes occur. 

Preferred alternative: 

Alternative A: Seek professional assistance to analyze soils, review flooding events, prepare 

a vegetation plan, and plan for management of revegetated areas. 
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Issue Statement 6: Feasibility study and Master Plan 

As has been mentioned, discussions in 2016 during preparation of the RMP included sale of 

portions of the former state park property, involving the Commissioners of the Land Office, 

Pointe Vista Development, and the Chickasaw Nation. As reported in several newspapers, “The 

Chickasaw Nation purchased about 62 acres of land near the lake and wants to develop a hotel, 

300-game casino, restaurant and gift shop, and as many as 10 lakefront/boating cottages” 

(Chickasaw Nation seeking land trust for hotel, casino near Lake Texoma, 

http://kfor.com/2016/11/07/chickasaw-nation-seeking-land-trust-for-hotel-casino-near-lake-

texoma/). The property acquired by the Chickasaw Nation includes the site of the lodge, some 

cabins and a part of the original golf course (about 50 acres). There is a second separate site with 

11.7 acres of land located west of the airstrip which is intended to allow construction of 

wastewater disposal facilities to serve the new hotel and casino development. With this 

transaction and acquisition of the necessary permits for operation of a casino, it is expected that 

the Chickasaw Nation will begin development of its planned facilities and do so quite quickly. 

At the same time, discussions with representatives from Pointe Vista indicated plans to begin 

activities on their property. This may include simply demolition and removal of current 

structures, but may also include new development. 

With either neighboring property development, Lake Texoma State Park is going to experience 

change. These changes offer an opportunity for Oklahoma State Parks to develop a preferred 

future for Lake Texoma State Park. At the time of the initial sale of portions of Lake Texoma 

State Park, legislation authorized replacement of lost recreation development. That authorization 

remains in effect. 

First, a feasibility study should be conducted to determine the market segments that are likely to 

be attracted to the adjacent properties and those segments that would utilize an adjoining state 

park. This feasibility study should encompass the practicality of developing a state park that may 

focus on specific market segments drawn to the adjoining properties. This feasibility study 

should also address the role and significance of Lake Texoma State Park in the state park system, 

a status that is marginal at present as addressed in Issue Statement 1. 

Second, Lake Texoma State Park needs a master plan. Such a master plan should address the 

following: (1) a new main entrance into the park, (2) improvement of traffic patterns leading into 

the park and within the park, (3) redesign of campgrounds, picnic areas, lake access, trails, and 

other facilities in an updated park, (4) a vegetation plan which allows for revegetation of the area 

to permit increased shade and climatic relief, separation and definition of recreation space, and 

enhancement of the park environment, and (5) additional enhancements to provide a purpose and 

significance for Lake Texoma State Park as a premier property in the state park system. 

Alternatives 

A. Conduct a feasibility study as proposed; 

B. Develop a master plan as proposed; 

C. No change – continue management as it is. 

Preferred alternative: 

Alternatives A and B: Conduct a feasibility study as proposed; and develop a master plan as 

proposed. 

http://kfor.com/2016/11/07/chickasaw-nation-seeking-land-trust-for-hotel-casino-near-lake-texoma/
http://kfor.com/2016/11/07/chickasaw-nation-seeking-land-trust-for-hotel-casino-near-lake-texoma/
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Issue Statement 7: Marina at Lake Texoma State Park 

As presented in the RMP, Catfish Bay Marina is a concession including the full service marina 

and the Marina Mart. In addition, Catfish Bay Marina is a component of Pointe Vista 

Development. As a result, one of the primary adjoining property owners for Lake Texoma State 

Park is also a concessionaire within the park. Catfish Bay Marina is important to many visitors to 

Lake Texoma, although it is also true that many customers of the marina do not utilize other park 

facilities or services. Due to contractual restrictions, Lake Texoma State Park as an entity of the 

State of Oklahoma is an important property manager for compliance with USACE requirements 

related to operation of the marina. 

In return, as a good contractual partner, Catfish Bay Marina must maintain an appearance fitting 

within the boundaries of Lake Texoma State Park. This will require clean-up of areas associated 

with storage and access to the marina, as well as shielding of unsightly areas that detract from the 

appearance desired within Lake Texoma State Park. 

Alternatives 

A. Work with management of Catfish Bay Marina to identify specific items that can be 

cleaned up or shielded from public view to achieve the desired appearance from within 

the park; 

B. No change – continue management as it is. 

Preferred alternative: 

Alternative A: Work with management of Catfish Bay Marina to identify specific items that 

can be cleaned up or shielded from public view to achieve the desired appearance from 

within the park. 

 

Issue Statement 8: Interpretive Services at Lake Texoma State Park 

Lake Texoma State Park has a story to tell in many locations. The story of Lake Texoma State 

Park would include the natural and geological history of the area, the human history, the history 

of the lake, and the environmental processes that remain in relatively natural conditions. The 

interpretive message of Lake Texoma State Park should be told on property and off, to any 

interested audience, and to audiences yet uninformed. Two Rivers Nature Center serves as one 

point of delivery, but should not be the only point of interpretive programming. 

Interpretive services are variously defined depending upon the source or the agency involved. 

The classic definition of interpretation was given by Freeman Tilden (1977) as “An educational 

activity that attempts to reveal meaning and relationships through the use of original objects, by 

firsthand experience, and by illustrative media, rather than to simply communicate factual 

information.” 

William E. Brown (1971), in Islands of Hope, presented the role of parks in the interpretive 

process. His definition of interpretation encompassed technology as well as process, as he stated 

that interpretation is “That body of communications, devices and facilities that conveys 

environmental knowledge, stimulates discourse on environmental problems and results in 
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environmental reform.” Brown also indicated that interpretation has a distinct purpose, especially 

in a sensitive natural environment. Brown argued that “Environmental interpretation not only 

informs; it motivates to action – sometimes it is action. Even at the informing level, it ceases to 

be innocent nature study or whitewashed history. It questions value systems, folk heroes, and 

conventional wisdom.” 

The National Association for Interpretation (2008) has developed a professional, contemporary 

definition of interpretation that incorporates the theory from Tilden, the purpose from Brown, 

and the mission of the agency delivering the service. “Interpretation is a mission-based 

communication process that forges emotional and intellectual connections between the interests 

of the audience and the meanings inherent in the resource.” 

Lake Texoma State Park offers multiple resources with inherent meaning and interest for the 

audience, allowing for forging of emotional and intellectual connections. The story includes the 

people, the place, the organizations, the events, the habitat, the wildlife, and much more.  

Properly developed and delivered programming could be presented on a fee-for-service basis. 

These programs could and should be delivered on-site and off-site. These programs become the 

educational foundation and outreach for Lake Texoma State Park and the state park system more 

broadly. This would require staff at a time when finances are limited for employing personnel. 

Lake Texoma State Park could host one or two collegiate interns continually to create and 

deliver interpretive messages. Such interns could possibly be shared between the state parks in 

the general area, including Lake Murray State Park and possibly McGee Creek State Park. This 

would accomplish several goals for Lake Texoma State Park and Oklahoma State Parks: (1) it 

would bring creative and energetic personnel into the park system; (2) it would achieve an 

educational goal for the park and the park system; (3) it would provide a link between the park 

system and the formal college and university education system; and (4) it would provide a 

message that Oklahoma’s state parks serve an educational role as well as a recreational role. 

Alternatives 

A. When finances permit, expand the interpretive programming within and beyond the park; 

B. Encourage the development of internship agreements focused on interpretive services and 

other aspects of park management; 

C. No change – continue management as it is. 

Preferred alternatives:  

Alternative A and B: When finances permit, expand the interpretive programming within and 

beyond the park; encourage the development of internship agreements focused on 

interpretive services and other aspects of park management. 

 

Issue Statement 9: Green practices related to energy and conservation 

Within the past few years Americans have begun to take conservation practices seriously. On 

behalf of citizens and as a representative of the park and recreation profession – a field with a 

strong connection to the environment – Oklahoma State Parks has initiated several practices that 

are intended to conserve energy and other resources. This has been initiated with energy efficient 
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lighting in the lodge and office structures, and needs to be expanded to other management 

practices. 

Among the many possible areas that would benefit from conservation practices are: (1) park 

policies related to mowing, maintenance, debris removal, and waste disposal; and (2) recycling 

opportunities for the entire operation and its guests. 

At present, state laws do not encourage a state agency to recycle waste or trash products, 

especially when private citizens generate (and thereby ‘own’) those materials. Inventory 

management and accounting procedures prevent the sale of, or revenue production from, 

recycled materials. However, volunteer groups such as a possible “Friends of Lake Texoma State 

Park” are permitted to serve as an agent for the collection and sale of recyclable materials. 

However, since that organizational name has been taken by an advocacy group, a different name 

will have to be considered. Another challenge to the establishment of a recycling program is the 

difficulty in finding a consistent market for the various products that might easily be recycled: 

glass, aluminum, and paper. These challenges do not lessen the desirability of establishing a 

recycling program in the state park system. 

Lake Texoma State Park can have a significant role in modeling and educating other managers 

and guests regarding best management practices. One state park in Oklahoma – Keystone State 

Park – has been eco-certified. Lake Texoma State Park should be a leader in this effort as well. 

Alternatives 

A. Seek to change state accounting regulations to permit operation of the recycling program 

by park staff; 

B. Encourage the development of a “Friends of Lake Texoma State Park” to create, 

implement, and evaluate a comprehensive recycling program throughout the park; 

C. No change – continue management as it is. 

Preferred alternative: 

Alternative B: Encourage the development of a “Friends of Lake Texoma State Park” to 

create, implement, and evaluate a comprehensive recycling program throughout the park. 

 

Issue Statement 10: Erosion control and landscaping 

Water quality in Lake Texoma Reservoir is dependent upon activities that occur on land. Within 

Lake Texoma State Park, several campsites, picnic areas, and play areas reveal considerable 

erosion from loss of ground cover, soil compaction, and normal human activity, particularly on 

the soil type and topography present in Lake Texoma State Park. Several campsites show 

significant compaction and erosion, particularly around tables; much of this is due to flooding 

and resulting wave action and run-off. Some remediation of erosion and run-off is accomplished 

through the grassy median maintained along the shoreline. 

Beyond the concern for water quality, erosion leads to uneven surfaces for campsites, play areas, 

and walking. As a result, landscaping of campsites, cabin areas, and play areas should be 

considered as a means to reduce the adverse effects of erosion.  
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Alternatives 

A. Landscape campsites, cabin areas and play areas to reduce erosion potential and provide 

safe footing for guests, while complying with accessibility guidelines; 

B. No change – continue management as it is. 

Preferred alternatives:  

Alternative A: Landscape campsites, cabin areas and play areas to reduce erosion potential 

and provide safe footing for guests, while complying with accessibility guidelines. 

 

Issue Statement 11: Park roads and signage 

The roadways within Lake Texoma State Park and those providing access to the various sections 

of Lake Texoma State Park vary in quality and durability. The main entry drives, State Park 

Road and Texoma Park Road, are appropriate in width and construction to handle vehicles that 

enter the park. However, the spurs leading into the developed portions of the park vary in 

quality, width, and ability to handle larger vehicles. In addition, Rooster Creek bridge is one-

lane, weight-limited, and restricted for size of vehicle. Asphalt that has been laid on these 

roadways is inadequate to support the traffic or weight of vehicles that utilize the park. Tree 

roots and shifting rock bases have resulted in uneven surfaces. Inadequate design of water flow 

has resulted in ponding and erosion. 

All the roadways in Lake Texoma State Park need to be redesigned, properly engineered, 

properly routed and properly surfaced. The size and weight of recreational vehicles in use 

demand better roadways in a state park. It is acknowledged that this would be expensive. 

As roads are re-routed or developments continue within Lake Texoma State Park, it will also be 

necessary to update the signage. At present, signage is very limited for entry into the park from 

the south. In addition, the signage presently within the park must be updated to match signage 

used in other Oklahoma State Parks. This is an important feature of branding. 

Alternatives 

A. Design and develop properly engineered roadways within Lake Texoma State Park; 

B. Update signage to that utilized within other Oklahoma State Parks; 

C. No change – continue management as it is. 

Preferred alternative: 

Alternatives A and B: If it is financially feasible, design and develop properly engineered 

roadways within Lake Texoma State Park; and update signage to that utilized within 

other Oklahoma State Parks. 

 

Issue Statement 12: Playgroups in Lake Texoma State Park 

As noted in the RMP, all playgroups within Lake Texoma State Park are of an age and design 

that is no longer compliant with Consumer Product Safety Commission guidelines or 

requirements for accessibility. Fall zones and other safety features are inadequate. Several of 

these playgroups are in locations that are subject to flooding, thus complicating the design, 
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installation, and maintenance of equipment. However, safe and accessible playgroups have 

become part of the “branding” of Oklahoma State Parks. Lake Texoma State Park needs to be 

updated and branded appropriately as one of the premier Oklahoma State Parks. Playgrounds and 

playgroups should be incorporated into a new master plan for Lake Texoma State Park. 

Alternatives 

A. Remove the existing playgroups and do not replace them; 

B. Remove the existing playgroups, plan for, purchase, and install new playgroups based 

upon a distinct plan for each use area; 

C. No change – continue to maintain the existing playgroups. 

Preferred alternative: 

Alternatives B: Remove the existing playgroups, plan for, purchase, and install new 

playgroups based upon a distinct plan for each use area. 

 

Issue Statement 13: Easements and Rights-of-Way 

As noted in the RMP, ownership for critical components of what once was a unified property has 

changed over the past decade. These changes in ownership have resulted in roadways, water 

lines, sewer lines, power lines, and other important services crossing from one property owner to 

another. As a result, agreement regarding traffic flow and rights-of-way for critical services will 

be necessary. Utility corridors serving Lake Texoma State Park will require protection by 

adjoining property owners. This may also require re-routing of various utilities within the 

contiguous property of Lake Texoma State Park to accommodate all services. 

Alternatives 

A. Re-route utilities to remain within the contiguous property of Lake Texoma State Park; 

B. Negotiate easements and rights-of-way for the various utility lines and roads with 

adjacent property owners; 

C. No change – continue management as at present. 

Preferred alternative: 

Alternatives A and B: Re-route utilities to remain within the contiguous property of Lake 

Texoma State Park, and negotiate easements and rights-of-way for the various utility 

lines and roads with adjacent property owners. 

 

Issue Statement 14: Clean-up of Texomaland structures 

As noted in the RMP, the northwest corner of the Lake Texoma State Park property is dominated 

by structures once utilized by a private concession as Texomaland. This area includes a go-kart 

track, a batting cage, retail space, and structures re-creating a western town. The area includes a 

constructed fishing pond with shallow water remaining in the impoundment. While the 

individual structures are fenced, the fencing has been breached in the past. The entire area is 

poorly maintained, overgrown with grass and shrubs, and presents hazards for anyone who may 

enter the property. As a result, this area is an attractive nuisance in legal terminology. However, 
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there is nothing attractive about the property. The structures are fully visible for travelers on U.S. 

Highway 70 at the north end of the park. Many visitors would not associate these structures with 

the park, but these structures are within the boundary of Lake Texoma State Park and the 

responsibility of Oklahoma State Parks. 

Alternatives 

A. Seek a new concessionaire to repair, replace, and improve the structures; 

B. Remove the structures and clean-up the property to make it aesthetically pleasing and to 

remove hazards; 

C. No change – continue management as at present. 

Preferred alternative: 

Alternative B: Remove the structures and clean-up the property to make it aesthetically 

pleasing and to remove hazards. 

 

Recommendations beyond the Issues 

Recommendation 1: Fisherman’s Huts 

The Fisherman’s Huts located near the current park office and Two Rivers Nature Center were 

the first of this type of accommodation in the Oklahoma state park system. Similar units were 

later constructed at several other parks, including McGee Creek State Park. These huts are rented 

to visitors as a rustic sleeping cabin and have no plumbing (no bathroom or kitchen facilities). 

Due to their current condition, these huts at Lake Texoma State Park were removed from rental 

service and are currently used for storage. There has been discussion about repairing them and 

returning them to rental service, which is why they have not been demolished. There is some 

evidence of a need for lodging accommodations in the Lake Texoma beyond camping facilities, 

but such evidence may be provided through a feasibility study. These Fisherman’s Huts need to 

be demolished and the area cleaned up or the huts need to be repaired, renovated, and replaced in 

service. 
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