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A G E N D A 

 

LEWISVILLE CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

NOVEMBER 21, 2016 

 

LEWISVILLE CITY HALL 

151 WEST CHURCH STREET  

LEWISVILLE, TEXAS 75057 

 

 

WORKSHOP SESSION - 6:00 P.M. 

REGULAR SESSION - 7:00 P.M. 
 

 

Call to Order and Announce a Quorum is Present. 

 

WORKSHOP SESSION - 6:00 P.M. 

 

A. Presentation of Planned Changes to Arts Support Grant Requirements 

 

B. Presentation of Results From the 2016 Resident Satisfaction Survey 

 

C. Discussion of Regular Agenda Items and Consent Agenda Items 

 

REGULAR SESSION - 7:00 P.M. 
 

A. INVOCATION: Deputy Mayor Pro Tem Vaughn  

 

B. PLEDGE TO THE AMERICAN AND TEXAS FLAGS: Councilman Jones 

 

C. PUBLIC HEARING:  Consideration of an Ordinance Granting a Zone 

Change Request From Single Family Residential District (R-7.5) to Old Town 

Mixed Use One District (OTMU1), on Approximately 0.206 Acres Legally 

Described as Lot 11, Block B, Degan Addition; Located on the West Side of 

Milton Street Approximately 90 Feet South of Edwards Street, at 503 and 

505 Milton Street; as Request by Gabriella Martinez, Roberto Martinez and 

Lidia Martinez, the Property Owners (Case No. PZ-2016-11-30). 
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ADMINISTRATIVE COMMENTS: 

 

The property is currently occupied by a duplex on a single lot.  Denton Central 

Appraisal District (DCAD) records indicate the dwelling unit was originally 

constructed in 1954.  The applicant would like to add onto the existing house. The 

proposed Old Town Mixed Use One (OTMU1) zoning is consistent with the 

zoning recommended by the Old Town Master Plan and allows a duplex.  The 

Planning and Zoning Commission recommended unanimous approval (7-0) of the 

zone change request at their meeting on November 1, 2016. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

  

That the City Council approve the proposed ordinance as set forth in the caption 

above. 

 

  AVAILABLE FOR       -  Richard Luedke, Planning Manager  

  QUESTIONS:            

 

 D. VISITORS/CITIZENS FORUM:  At this time, any person with business before 

the Council not scheduled on the agenda may speak to the Council.  No formal 

action can be taken on these items at this meeting. 

 

 E. CONSENT AGENDA:  All of the following items on the Consent Agenda are 

considered to be self-explanatory by the Council and will be enacted with one 

motion.  There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a Council 

Member or citizen so request.  For a citizen to request removal of an item, a 

speaker card must be filled out and submitted to the City Secretary. 

 

1. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  City Council Minutes of the 

November 7, 2016, Workshop Session and Regular Session. 

 

2. Approval of an Interlocal Cooperation Agreement for Library 

Services With Denton County; Designation of the Library Services 

Director as the Official Liaison for the City of Lewisville; and 

Authorization for the City Manager to Execute the Agreement. 
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 ADMINISTRATIVE COMMENTS: 

 

 Denton County has requested that the Lewisville Public Library provide library 

services to all residents of Denton County.  In exchange for such services 

October 1, 2016 – September 30, 2017, Denton County will pay the City of 

Lewisville $73,300 based upon Lewisville’s population per North Central Texas 

Council of Governments figures and a proportionate share of unserved Denton 

County residents. 

 

 RECOMMENDATION: 

 

 That the City Council approve the agreement for Library Services with Denton 

County; designate the Director of Library Services as the official liaison for the 

City of Lewisville; and authorize the City Manager to execute the contract. 

 

3. Approval of a Resolution Authorizing Agreements Between the City 

of Lewisville and Homeless Services Grant Recipients; and 

Authorization for the City Manager to Execute the Agreements. 

 

 ADMINISTRATIVE COMMENTS: 

 

 The City of Lewisville has budgeted $164,500 for social service agencies carrying 

out activities to provide services for the prevention of homelessness and services 

to homeless Lewisville residents. The funds are provided to continue essential 

human services following a loss of funding from the Emergency Solutions Grant 

Program to a coalition of Denton County agencies. Agreements have been 

prepared for execution in accordance with direction from the City Council at its 

budget workshop for FY 2016-2017. 

 

 RECOMMENDATION: 

 

 That the City Council approve the resolution and authorize the City Manager to 

execute the agreements. 

 

4. Acceptance of Property Located on a Portion of 867 Harbor Drive; 

Further Identified as a Portion of Lot 12, Block E, Lakeland Terrace 

Addition, Being Conveyed to the City of Lewisville, Texas by 

Donation Deed From Gregg Douglas Parsons and Sharon Elaine 

Parsons. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE COMMENTS: 

 

TxDOT schematics have identified certain properties that lie within the proposed 

future I-35E expansion area and have begun right-of-way acquisitions. The 

portion acquired by TxDOT bisected the existing house, which has since been 

demolished. The remaining portion of the General Business (GB) lot has also 

been left unbuildable. The property being donated is the remainder of the lot that 

fronts onto Harbor Drive.   

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

 

 That the City Council accept that Portion of Lot 12, Block E, Lakeland Terrace 

Addition being conveyed to the City of Lewisville, Texas by the Gregg Douglas 

Parsons and Sharon Elaine Parsons Donation Deed. 

 

 F. REGULAR HEARINGS: 

 

5. Third and Final Reading: Consideration of an Ordinance Granting a 

Zone Change Request From Agricultural Open-Space District (AO), 

Light Industrial District (LI) and Specific Use – Landfill Operations 

District (SU – Landfill Operations) to Specific Use – Landfill 

Operations and Accessory Uses District (SU – Landfill Operations 

and Accessory Uses); With Seven Associated Variances, on 

Approximately 470 Acres Situated in the P.O. Leary Survey, Abstract 

No. 974; A.J. Chowning Survey, Abstract No. 1638; P. Higgins 

Survey, Abstract No. 525; H. Harper Survey, Abstract No. 605; and 

the S. M. Hayden Survey, Abstract No. 537; Generally Located at the 

Southern Terminus of Huffines Boulevard and South of the Future 

Extension of East Corporate Drive, at 580 Huffines Boulevard; as 

Requested by Jason Edwards of Weaver Consultants Group, LLC on 

Behalf of the City of Farmers Branch and Camelot Landfill TC, LP, 

the Property Owners (Case No. PZ-2016-09-27). 

 

  ADMINISTRATIVE COMMENTS: 

 

At the October 17, 2016, City Council meeting, the Council approved the subject 

ordinance.  However, due to the lack of a 4/5's vote by the Council to adopt the 

ordinance on an emergency basis, the ordinance has to be read on three separate 

days to meet the City Charter requirements.  This will be the third and final 

reading. 

 

  RECOMMENDATION:  

 

That the City Attorney provide the third and final reading of the ordinance. 
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6. Consideration of a Variance to the Lewisville City Code Section 6-54 

(When an Engineering Site Plan is Required) Regarding a Waiver of 

Engineering Site Plan Requirements Relative to the Addition of a New 

Sanitary Sewer Service and a Variance to the Lewisville City Code, 

Section 2-201 (Fees) Regarding a Waiver of Variance Fees Related to 

the Sunbelt Rental Facility Located at 1750 Business 121 East, as 

Requested by Mark Ball, Director of Real Estate & Construction, 

Sunbelt Rentals, on Behalf of the Owner. 

 

 ADMINISTRATIVE COMMENTS: 

 

The subject site is a 4.725-acre lot zoned Light Industrial (LI) platted as Lot 1, 

Block A Nations Rent Addition.  The business owner leasing the property, 

Sunbelt Rentals is proposing to connect to the City sanitary sewer and abandon 

the on-site septic system. Staff has reviewed the proposal and recommends to the 

City Council approval of the two variances:  a) to waive the engineering site plan 

requirement relative to the utility change and b) to waive the $350 variance fee. 

The Lessor, Sunbelt Rentals proposes to pay for all construction relative to the 

connection to City sanitary sewer and abandonment of the septic system including 

associated City tap fees and the Capital Recovery fee.  

 

 RECOMMENDATION: 

 

That the City Council approve the variances as set forth in the caption above with 

the following two conditions: 1) connection to the sanitary sewer must be 

permitted and completed before a construction contract for Midway Road is 

approved; and, 2) missing hedge segments adjacent to Business 121 must be 

replanted before a permit is issued to connect to the City sanitary sewer. 

 

AVAILABLE FOR       -  David Salmon, P.E., City Engineer  

QUESTIONS:             

 

G. REPORTS:  Reports about items of community interest regarding which no 

action will be taken. 

 

 Third Quarter 2016 Boards/Commissions/Committees Attendance Reports 

 Quarterly Investment Report From July 1, 2016 – September 30, 2016 
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H. CLOSED SESSION:  In Accordance with Texas Government Code,  

Subchapter D,  

 

1. Section 551.071 (Consultation with Attorney): Legal issues related to 

special use permits 

 

2. Section 551.072 (Real Estate): Property Acquisition  

 

3. Section 551.087 (Economic Development): Deliberation Regarding 

Economic Development Negotiations 

 

 I. RECONVENE into Regular Session and Consider Action, if Any, on Items 

Discussed in Closed Session. 

 

J. ADJOURNMENT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The City Council reserves the right to adjourn into closed session at any time during the course of this 

meeting to discuss any of the matters listed above, as authorized by Texas Government Code Section 

551.071 (Consultation with Attorney), 551.072 (Deliberations about Real Property), 551.073 (Deliberations 

about Gifts and Donations), 551.074 (Personnel Matters), 551.076 (Deliberations about Security Devices) 

and 551.087 (Economic Development). 

 



September 12, 2016 
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 Arts Support Grant program began in 1996 

 Funded with Hotel Tax money under the “arts support” 
provision of Texas law, which is limited to 15 percent 
of annual Hotel Tax revenue

 Since its inception, the program has awarded more 
than $2.9 million in grants (including FY 16-17)

 Grant applications are reviewed by the Arts Advisory 
Board, which makes funding recommendations to 
Council (per ordinance)

 Previously administered by Greater Lewisville Arts 
Council

2
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TOTAL
1996 $53,500.00

1997 $83,250.00

1998 $99,615.00

1999 $113,500.00

2000 $139,831.00

2001 $139,831.00

2002 $139,831.00

2003 $139,831.00

2004 $139,831.00

2005 $38,452.25 $33,634.25 $9,536.25 $30,135.00 $28,073.25 $139,831.00

2006 $0.00 $38,452.25 $33,634.25 $9,536.25 $30,135.00 $28,073.25 $139,831.00

2007 $6,000.00 $37,712.00 $32,894.00 $6,497.00 $29,395.00 $27,333.00 $139,831.00

2008 $14,000.00 $40,000.00 $37,000.00 $4,331.00 $30,500.00 $29,000.00 $154,831.00

2009 $14,331.00 $40,000.00 $37,000.00 $4,500.00 $30,000.00 $29,000.00 $154,831.00

2010 $16,331.00 $38,000.00 $38,000.00 $4,500.00 $31,000.00 $27,000.00 $154,831.00

2011 $30,000.00 $36,000.00 $38,000.00 $5,831.00 $35,000.00 $10,000.00 $154,831.00

2012 $31,000.00 $37,000.00 $39,000.00 $6,500.00 $36,331.00 $5,000.00 $154,831.00

2013 $31,000.00 $37,000.00 $39,000.00 $10,000.00 $3,000.00 $36,400.00 $7,000.00 $5,000.00 $168,400.00

2014 $32,000.00 $36,000.00 $40,000.00 $11,000.00 $3,000.00 $37,400.00 $5,000.00 $4,000.00 $168,400.00

2015 $35,245.00 $36,000.00 $40,000.00 $0.00 $4,617.00 $40,000.00 $5,000.00 $7,500.00 $168,362.00

2016 $33,297.00 $34,000.00 $42,000.00 $3,603.00 $42,000.00 $6,000.00 $7,500.00 $168,400.00

TOTAL: $243,204.00 $448,616.50 $450,162.50 $21,000.00 $65,451.50 $408,296.00 $23,000.00 $207,479.50 $2,916,230.00
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 State law governs the use of Hotel Occupancy Tax

 Expenditures “may be used only to promote tourism 
and the convention and hotel industry”

 Among the list of permitted uses is “the 
encouragement, promotion, improvement, and 
application of the arts”

 Use of Hotel Tax for arts support purposes is capped 
at 15 percent of yearly revenue

 Lewisville uses arts support money for the grant 
program, public art fund, and certain operational 
costs at MCL Grand

4



 The grant program was started with the purpose of 
helping establish an arts presence in Lewisville that 
would provide cultural opportunities to residents

 This addresses a Council-adopted Priority: “Provide 
Opportunities for Cultural/Recreational Activities for 
Residents and Visitors”

 Once there were well-established groups operating, 
the purpose became focused on growing the arts 
community and creating additional opportunities

 Language to that effect was inadvertently dropped 
from the grant documentation during the transition 
from the Arts Council to the Arts Advisory Board
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 The number of grant recipients remained steady at 
five arts groups through 2006

 When oversight of the program was brought in-house 
through the Tourism office (2006), added emphasis 
was placed on expanding the applicant pool

 The program peaked at eight recipients in the 2013 
and 2014 granting cycles; there are seven recipients 
recommended for funding in FY 16-17

 Individual grant awards for FY 16-17 range from a low 
of $3,603 up to $42,000
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 Arts Advisory Board uses a standard evaluation form 
to assess grant applications

 The form includes 25 evaluation criteria divided into 
seven categories
◦ Benefit to the Community (5 criteria)

◦ Involvement of Citizenry (3 criteria)

◦ Fiscal Capability and Programming Support (5 criteria)

◦ Quality Programming (4 criteria)

◦ Organizational Governance (3 criteria)

◦ Support of Other Arts Organizations (2 criteria)

◦ Compliance (3 criteria)

 A copy of the form is included in Council packet
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 Staff reviews the grant program every few years to 
ensure that the intended purpose is being met

 Staff recently identified areas of potential concern that 
were shared with the Arts Advisory Board
◦ There have been no new applicants since 2013

◦ Many of the current grant recipients are proposing programs in 
FY 16-17 that are very similar to those of five years ago

◦ 50 percent of the grant fund is recommended for award to two 
groups; if that trend continues, it could limit the availability of 
grant money for other existing or new applicants

◦ Some recipients have shown very little fund-raising growth

◦ The connection of the grant program to measurable Tourism 
impact is very limited
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 Based on the identified concerns, staff presented the 
Arts Advisory Board with five potential changes to the 
application process and grant requirements

 Arts Advisory Board meet on June 14, 2016, to discuss 
the issues and the potential changes

 After discussion, the board voted in favor of five 
changes to the Arts Support Grant program

 The changes would take effect with spring 2017 
applications for FY 17-18 funding, giving current 
recipients most of a year to prepare for the new 
requirements

9



 Require ZIP code tracking for grant-funded programs
◦ Grant recipients have been strongly encouraged to track 

attendee ZIP codes for the past several years; this change 
would require ZIP code tracking and reporting

◦ Tracking ZIP codes for attendees could strengthen the tie to 
Tourism impact by showing an out-of-town audience

◦ Grant recipients could devise their own method for collecting 
ZIP codes, with input available from staff if desired

◦ Quarterly reports already required from grant recipients would 
have an additional sub-section to list ZIP code counts for 
grant-funded programs held during the preceding quarter

◦ This requirement is fairly common among public granting 
bodies

10



 Tie grant awards to specific events or shows
◦ Three years ago, grant applications were shifted toward event-

based awards as a way to encourage public activities and 
reduce the level of sustainability funding that had been 
provided in the past; this change would complete that process

◦ Currently, an applicant can request funding for an entire 
season as a single package. The proposed change would 
require the applicant to list each performance individually with 
an associated grant amount request (the entire season would 
still be on a single application)

◦ This also will make it easier for staff and the board to react if a 
grant recipient cancels a single performance or moves it 
outside Lewisville – the amount of grant money to be forfeited 
would be detailed in the application

11



 Cap grant awards as a percentage of event budget
◦ Currently, a grant recipient cannot receive an award that is 

greater than 50 percent of the group’s annual operating budget

◦ With the change (described above) to event-based granting, the 
50 percent cap would need to be applied to individual events 
rather than to an overall agency or season budget

◦ This limitation should encourage grant recipients to increase 
their outside fund-raising efforts as a way to increase overall 
event budgets

◦ This also reduces the possibility that grant money might be 
used for sustainability expenses rather than programming
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 Cap grant award given to a single applicant
◦ There is no limit currently to how much of the city’s grant 

money can be given to a single grantee, other than the 
percentage of total agency budget 

◦ Many public granting bodies do set a limit, most often a hard 
dollar-figure cap, as a way to spread limited grant money 
among as many groups as possible without diluting the return

◦ Staff recommended a percentage cap that would automatically 
reflect any future change to the overall pool of grant money

◦ The board voted to adopt a 25 percent cap, meaning no single 
entity could receive grant awards totaling more than 25 percent 
of the total available pool

◦ If applied to the FY 16-17 grant awards, no group would 
exceed that 25 percent cap ($42,100)

13
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Art Support Grants - yearly allocations (2005-2016)

The Actors Conservatory Theatre Greater Lewisville Community Theatre

LakeCities Ballet Theatre Lakeside Arts Foundation

Lewisville Civic Chorale

(nee Musical Feast Chorale Society of Texas)

Lewisville Lake Symphony

Our Productions Theatre Company

(nee Flower Mound Performing Arts Theatre)

Visual Arts League of Lewisville
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 Require grant awards to include regional advertising
◦ The board voted to require that 3 percent of each grant award 

be used for marketing or advertising expenses reaching 
outside Lewisville and adjacent cities

◦ This change is intended to create a stronger tourism 
connection for grant-funded events

◦ The largest recommended grant award for the FY 16-17 cycle 
is $42,000; this measure would require that $1,260 of that be 
spent on out-of-market advertising or marketing

◦ A grantee could pool its regional advertising money for an 
entire season, or multiple grantees could pool their regional 
advertising money to make larger collective buys

◦ Staff would be available to advise on advertising options, and 
will schedule a marketing workshop for grantees

15



 The Arts Advisory Board also directed staff to research 
a possible Artist Micro-Grant program for local 
individual artists

 Denton has a similar program that offers up to $1,000 
for individual artists meeting certain criteria

 Intent of this program would be to encourage local 
artists in various media to practice their craft within 
Lewisville, including opportunities for public 
engagement

 Program would not require new funding at this time

 Target is to launch this program in Spring 2017
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 To clarify Council’s intended purpose for the Arts 
Support Grant program, staff proposes adding 
language to the ordinance that assigns oversight of 
the program to the Arts Advisory Board:

"The primary intent of the Arts Support Grant program
is to grow the Lewisville arts community and provide new
and innovative ways for residents and visitors to experience 
the arts in Lewisville. Because the program is funded through 
Hotel Occupancy Tax, potential tourism impact must be a 
consideration in the grant review and award process."

 A revised ordinance can be presented for Council 
consideration at a future meeting

17
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CITY OF LEWISVILLE ARTS ADVISORY BOARD 

HOTEL OCCUPANCY FUND REVIEW INSTRUMENT 

Date ___________ Organization _____________________________________________________ 

The application must reflect the intent and spirit of the lawful use of City of Lewisville Hotel Occupancy Tax Funds. Each 

application will be judged and scored on the following factors, as presented in the application. The total score will be used to 

establish a rank order upon which funding recommendations will be based. Scoring will be based on a range of zero (0) to four 

(4) for each question with four (4) being the highest score per question. 

SCORE EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

Benefit to the Community 

  1.  Has the applicant identified a potential audience and the means to reach that audience? 

  

2.  Will this program enhance the image of the City of Lewisville and enrich the cultural resources of 

the Lewisville community? 

  

3.  Will it promote cultural tourism in the City, as measured by room nights in hotels and meals in 

restaurants? 

  
4. Is the proposed program consistent with the City of Lewisville's objectives as stated in the City of 

Lewisville Hotel Occupancy Fund Request Policies and Procedures document? 

  5.  Will the program make use of facilities at the city-run Medical Center of Lewisville Grand Theater? 

Involvement of Citizenry 

  

1. Does the proposed program provide access to quality arts events/performances, exhibitions and 

participation regardless of race, income, age, sex, handicap, or social barriers? 

  

2. Does the arts organization provide activities and/or community outreach programs that respond to the 

cultural diversity of the City of Lewisville? 

  

3. Does this program and/or its preparation encourage opportunities of community gatherings within the 

City of Lewisville? 

Fiscal Capability and Programming Support 

  

1.  Is there demonstrated evidence of public and private financial commitment for this organization 

other than its request to the City of Lewisville Hotel Occupancy Tax fund?                                                          

Ticket Sales                                                                             Donations                                                          

Contributions                                                                          Fundraising                                                            

Grants                                                                                      Number of local sponsor businesses     

  

2.  Is there demonstrated evidence of public and private support for the programming of this 

organization?  

Critical Reviews                                                                    Advertising                                                                 

Press Releases                                                                      Attendance Numbers                                                    

Letters of Support                                                                 Audience Growth                                            

  

3.  Has the organization historically demonstrated administrative and financial capability necessary to  

realize the proposed agenda? 

  4.  Is the amount requested reasonable in relation to the total scope of the organization's program? 

  

5.  Does the organization exhibit the potential to achieve the administrative and financial goals of the 

proposed program? 

Quality Programming 

  

1.  Will support of the organization promote excellence in the arts in Lewisville and the surrounding 

communities by providing events/performances/exhibitions of artistic merit? 

  2.  Will support of the organization foster support for artists of meritorious standing? 

  3. Does the organization’s history demonstrate having provided quality artistic programming? 

  4. Does the organization currently demonstrate the potential to achieve quality artistic programming? 
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Organizational Governance 

  

1. Does the Board of Directors of this organization represent the cultural diversity of the City of 

Lewisville? 

  2. Is the Board of Directors kept apprised of the financial stability of the organization? 

  

3. Are there other “supporting” organizations besides the Board of Directors for this arts organization, 

showing a broader interest by the community? 

Support of Other Arts Organizations 

  1.  Does this organization promote the other arts organizations supported by the HOT funds?     

  

2.  Does this organization do any joint programming with the other HOT funds supported 

organizations?                                           

Compliance 

  1.  Is the proposal request compliant with state law governing use of Hotel Occupancy Tax funds? 

  2.  Are the organization’s programs clearly defined and supported by relevant statistical data? 

  3.  Is the proposal compliant with the Policies and Procedures for Hotel Occupancy Tax Fund Requests? 

 TOTAL SCORE  -   100 is the highest possible total 

 

 

 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  
 

Signature of  Arts Board Reviewer:  ____________________________________________________ 

Date:  __________________________________ 
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Signature of Arts Board Chair:  ___________________________________________ 

Date:  __________________________________ 



2016

Resident

Satisfaction

Survey



Survey Methodology
 Attitudinal surveys are a snapshot of perceptions at a 

particular moment in time; attitudes can change quickly

 Random-sample telephone surveys give the highest degree 

of accuracy and remain the industry standard ($15,000+)

 Opt-in online surveys can draw higher levels of participation 

but sacrifice scientific validity (SurveyMonkey is $300/year)

 Opt-in surveys can provide useful data with a high response 

rate to partially overcome lack of a representative sample

 Online surveys tend to produce positive ratings 5 to 8 points 

lower than ratings from a random-sample telephone survey

 This survey was conducted online only from July 15 through 

August 5, 2016, and received 1,257 responses
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Survey Uses
 The annual Resident Satisfaction Survey is used to find 

problem areas within services provided to the public, to 

watch for emerging issues, and to identify public demand 

that might exist for new or expanded services

 Survey results are used during budget planning (example: 

the 2016 City Appearance and Property Maintenance Survey 

showed high public demand for increased sidewalk 

maintenance, so funding was increased in FY 2016-17)

 Data marks that can trigger a staff response include ratings 

that are below acceptable marks, ratings that show a 

sudden decrease from the previous year, or ratings that 

show a steady decline over time



Survey Respondents
 Comparable to Census data, but not a true sampling

 Strongly skewed toward female participants (62 percent)

 Majority are age 45 or older (68 percent)

 Two-thirds have no children in the home (68 percent)

 Most have lived in Lewisville at least 10 years (61 percent)

 Most own their residence (89 percent) – actual rate of home 

ownership citywide is closer to 50 percent

 ZIP codes:

o 75057 = 10 percent

o 75067 = 59 percent

o 75077 = 30 percent

o 75056 = 2 percent

4
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66%
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2016 Survey

Very Satisfied Satisfied

Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied

Overall Resident Satisfaction
 Question: “In general, how satisfied or 

dissatisfied are you with the quality of life in 

the community?”

 Results in 2016 survey:

o Very Satisfied = 25.18% (315 people)

o Satisfied = 65.87% (824 people)

o Dissatisfied = 8.23% (103 people)

o Very Dissatisfied = 0.72% (9 people)

 Overall Satisfaction Rating of 91.05%

 Satisfaction Ratio of 10.2 (there were 10.2 

positive responses for each negative response)
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Overall Resident Satisfaction
 Question: “In general, how satisfied or 

dissatisfied are you with the quality of life in 

the community?”

 Same question has been asked in all previous 

Resident Satisfaction Surveys.

 Three-year results for Overall Satisfaction:

o 2016 = 91.05 percent

o 2015 = 89.25 percent

o 2014 = 88.24 percent

 Three-year results for “Very Satisfied”:

o 2016 = 25.18 percent

o 2015 = 22.23 percent

o 2014 = 24.62 percent
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47%

34%

18%

1%

2016 Survey

Improved Stayed the Same

Gotten Worse No Opinion

Perception of Community Change
 Question: “During the time you have lived 

here, do you think that as a community 

Lewisville has improved, stayed the same or 

gotten worse?”

 Results in 2016 survey:

o Improved = 46.81% (587 people)

o Stayed the Same = 33.57% (421 people)

o Gotten Worse = 18.10% (227 people)

o No Opinion = 1.52% (19 people)

 Satisfaction Ratio of 2.6 (there were 2.6 

positive responses for each negative response)
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Gotten Worse Stayed the Same Improved

Perception of Community Change
 Question: “During the time you have lived 

here, do you think that as a community 

Lewisville has improved, stayed the same or 

gotten worse?”

 Same question has been asked in the three 

most recent Resident Satisfaction Surveys

 Three-year results for “Improved”:

o 2016 = 46.81 percent

o 2015 = 41.66 percent

o 2014 = 43.07 percent

 Three-year results for Satisfaction Ratio:

o 2016 = 2.6

o 2015 = 2.3

o 2014 = 2.2 8
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42%
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2016 Survey

Very Likely Likely Unlikely Very Unlikely

Community Endorsement
 Question: “If a friend or relative were 

considering a move to the North Texas area, 

how likely would you be to encourage them to 

consider Lewisville?”

 Results in 2016 survey:

o Very Likely = 41.04% (433 people)

o Likely = 41.71% (440 people)

o Unlikely = 13.08% (138 people)

o Very Unlikely = 4.17% (44 people)

 Satisfaction Rating of 82.75%

 Satisfaction Ratio of 4.8 (there were 4.8 

positive responses for each negative response)
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Community Endorsement
 Question: “If a friend or relative were 

considering a move to the North Texas area, 

how likely would you be to encourage them to 

consider Lewisville?”

 Same question has been asked in the three 

most recent Resident Satisfaction Surveys

 Three-year results for “Very Likely”:

o 2016 = 41.04 percent

o 2015 = 34.79 percent

o 2014 = 40.63 percent

 Three-year results for Satisfaction Rating:

o 2016 = 82.75 percent

o 2015 = 82.06 percent

o 2014 = 81.26 percent

81.26
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82.75

40.63

34.79

41.04
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Results

Positive Intensity Satisfaction Rating
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19%

2%

2016 Survey

Very Satisfied Satisfied

Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied

Perceived Value of Services
 Question: “How satisfied or dissatisfied are 

you with the level of City Services you receive 

in return for the City property taxes you pay?”

 Results in 2016 survey:

o Very Satisfied = 16.88% (211 people)

o Satisfied = 62.48% (781 people)

o Dissatisfied = 18.80% (235 people)

o Very Dissatisfied = 1.84% (23 people)

 Three-year results for Satisfaction Rating :

o 2016 = 79.36 percent

o 2015 = 75.38 percent

o 2014 = 62.90 percent
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Satisfaction with Specific Services
 Respondents were asked to rate each of 16 listed service as 

excellent, good, fair or poor. The adjusted Satisfaction 

Rating is determined by removing the “no opinion” 

responses and adding the two positive responses.

 Ratings for all listed services:
o Fire Services = 99.24

o Ambulance Services = 94.93

o Library Services = 93.23

o Police Services = 89.82

o Water Service = 88.26

o Curbside Recycling = 85.66

o Sewer Service = 83.90

o Trash Collection = 81.52

12

o Special Events = 80.20

o Park Facilities = 80.02

o Recreation Programs = 75.99

o Storm Water Drainage = 74.95

o Sidewalks = 56.63

o Code Enforcement = 54.26

o Street Maintenance = 52.91

o Street Lighting = 45.11



Satisfaction with Specific Services
 Question: “In the past 12 months, what contacts have you 

had with the Animal Shelter and Adoption Center or an 

Animal Services employee?”

o Reporting a stray animal/encroaching wildlife 12.70%

o Looking to adopt a new pet 6.18%

o Donating to the Animal Adoption Center 5.00%

o Reporting a dead animal in a public roadway 4.49%

o Looking for a lost or missing pet 3.30%

o Volunteering at the Animal Adoption Center 1.52%

o No contact 75.61%
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Satisfaction with Specific Services
 Question: “Regarding the Lewisville Animal Shelter and 

Adoption Center and Animal Services staff, how satisfied 

or dissatisfied are you with the following?”

o Physical appearance of the Animal Shelter 94.82%

o Facilities at the Animal Shelter 94.54%

o Friendliness of staff at the Animal Shelter 94.20%

o Ease of adopting a new pet 92.78%

o Professionalism of staff at the Animal Shelter 92.31%

o Volunteer programs at the Animal Shelter 88.89%

o Assistance with finding a lost or missing pet 88.76%

o Response to reports of stray animals 88.14%

o Response to reports of dead animals in roadways 86.21%

o Cost of adopting a new pet 82.73%

o Response to reports of wildlife 82.26%

14
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Satisfaction with Specific Services
 Question: “Regarding the Library, how satisfied or 

dissatisfied are you with the following?”

o Courtesy of Library staff 96.10%

o Classes & Events for Children 94.75%

o Hours of Operation 92.82%

o Public-use computers 91.59%

o Selection of books and materials 91.32%

o Classes & Events for Teens 87.36%

o Classes & Events for Adults 84.08%

o Technology classes and services 82.83%
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Satisfaction with Specific Services
 Question: “Regarding the Library, how satisfied or 

dissatisfied are you with the following?”

 Three-year data trend:

16

2014 2015 2016

Classes and events for children 95.42% 94.00% 94.75%

Classes and events for teens 89.95% 86.13% 87.36%

Classes and events for adults 88.05% 85.00% 84.08%

Courtesy of library staff 95.18% 94.90% 96.10%

Hours of operation 92.26% 91.70% 92.82%

Public-use computers 91.94% 90.48% 91.59%

Selection of books and materials 92.11% 90.30% 91.32%

Technology classes and services 89.23% 84.84% 82.93%



Satisfaction with Specific Services
 Question: “Regarding Parks and Recreation in Lewisville, 

how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following?”

o Classes & Events for Children 94.75%

o Athletic fields 91.65%

o The location of city parks 90.79%

o Availability of open space 89.62%

o The appearance of city parks 88.62%

o Playgrounds 88.17%

o Senior Activity Center 85.05%

o City aquatic parks 83.47%

o Hike and bike trails 80.43%

o Recreation centers 79.43%

o Recreation programs and classes 77.01%
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Satisfaction with Specific Services
 Question: “Regarding the Parks and Leisure Services 

Department special events, how important are the 

following factors in your attendance and enjoyment?”

o Day/Time of Event 96.19%

o Location of Event 91.53%

o Cost of Event Activities 88.25%

o Cost of Event Admission 87.91%

o Food/Beverage for Sale 87.71%

o Vendor Booths 82.14%

o Information Booths 75.68%

o Games for Children 66.62%

o Crafts for Children 63.52%

o Pet-Friendly Events 55.87%

o Door Prizes/Giveaways 45.55%
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Satisfaction with Communication
 Question: “In regard to specific communications, please 

tell me”

o Have you read the Horizon e-newsletter? 75.02%

o Do you have Spectrum or Frontier

television service at home? 70.65%

o Have you accessed the City's website 

in the past 12 months? 87.82%

o Have you signed up to receive the 

electronic Horizon e-newsletter? 62.00%

o Have you interacted with the City on

Facebook during the past 6 months? 25.13%

o Have you downloaded the city’s free mobile app? 12.98%

o Do you remember receiving the printed Horizon

newsletter in the mail within the past 3 months? 42.59%
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Satisfaction with Communication
 Question: “In regard to specific communications, please 

tell me”

 Three-year data trend:

20

2014 2015 2016

Have you read the Horizon e-newsletter? 84.08% 78.17% 75.02%
Do you have Spectrum (Time Warner) 

or Frontier (Verizon Fios) television service? 75.11% 75.33% 70.65%
Have you accessed the City's website 

(www.cityoflewisville.com) in the past 12 months? 89.38% 90.23% 87.82%
Have you signed up to receive the electronic Horizon 

e-newsletter delivered to your email every other week? 66.30% 66.82% 62.00%
Have you interacted with the City of Lewisville 

on Facebook during the past 6 months? 25.39% 26.48% 25.13%
Have you downloaded the city's free mobile app

to your phone or mobile device? 12.98%
Do you remember receiving the printed Horizon 

newsletter in the mail within the past three months? 42.59%



Satisfaction with Communication
 Question: “How familiar are you with the Lewisville 2025 

vision plan?”

 Overall awareness in 2016 survey = 61.95%

 Overall awareness in 2015 survey = 50.24%

 Two-year results:

21

2015 2016

I do not know anything about the Lewisville 2025 vision plan 49.76% 38.05%
I have heard about the Lewisville 2025 plan 

but do not know what it contains 28.25% 28.39%
I have heard about the nine "Big Moves" in the plan 

but do not know any specific action steps 6.66% 7.74%
I am familiar with the contents of the Lewisville 2025 plan 

but do not know what progress has been made on action steps 9.39% 17.97%
I am keeping up with website postings and other information about 

progress and accomplishments related to the Lewisville 2025 vision 

plan 5.94% 7.84%



Satisfaction with Specific Services
 Question: “Which of the following tools have you used 

to give feedback or input to the city during the past 12 

months?”

o Online Survey 42.46%

o Telephone 27.56%

o Social Media 15.08%

o Email to city staff 14.00%

o In-person visit 12.75%

o Website comments 9.16%

o Email to City Council 3.50%

o Mailed a letter 1.35%

o None 35.19%
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Satisfaction with Communication
 Question: “Which of the following tools have you used 

to give feedback or input to the city during the past 12 

months?”

 Three-year data trend:

23

2014 2015 2016

In-person visit 9.30% 12.60% 12.75%

Telephone 23.40% 24.32% 27.56%

Mailed a letter 1.50% 1.47% 1.35%

Email to City Council 5.50% 5.64% 3.50%

Email to city staff 12.20% 14.51% 14.00%

Website comments 11.90% 14.07% 9.16%

Social media 12.60% 16.70% 15.08%

Online Survey - - 42.46%

None 53.60% 50.11% 35.19%



Satisfaction with Communication
 Question: “How easy is it for you to give 

feedback or input to the City?”

 Results in 2016 survey:

o Very easy = 26.62% (296 people)

o Somewhat easy = 34.17% (380 people)

o Somewhat difficult = 6.92% (77 people)

o Very difficult = 3.42% (38 people)

o No opinion = 28.87% (321 people)

 Satisfaction Rating of 85.46%

 Satisfaction Ratio of 5.9 (there were 5.9 

positive responses for each negative response)
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Satisfaction with Communication
 Question: “How easy is it for you to give 

feedback or input to the City?”

 Same question has been asked in three 

previous Resident Satisfaction Surveys.

 Three-year results for Overall Satisfaction:

o 2016 = 85.46 percent

o 2015 = 80.48 percent

o 2014 = 84.81 percent

 Three-year results for “Very Easy”:

o 2016 = 37.42 percent

o 2015 = 37.39 percent

o 2014 = 41.02 percent
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Satisfaction with Communication
 Question: “How responsive do you think the 

City is to public feedback or input?”

 Results in 2016 survey:

o Very responsive = 17.61% (196 people)

o Somewhat responsive = 29.65% (330 people)

o Somewhat unresponsive = 10.42% (116 people)

o Very unresponsive = 5.84% (65 people)

o No opinion = 36.48% (406 people)

 Satisfaction Rating of 74.40%

 Satisfaction Ratio of 2.9 (there were 2.9 positive 

responses for each negative response)
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Satisfaction with Communication
 Question: “How responsive do you think the 

City is to public feedback or input?”

 Same question has been asked in three 

previous Resident Satisfaction Surveys.

 Three-year results for Overall Satisfaction:

o 2016 = 75.50 percent

o 2015 = 73.28 percent

o 2014 = 78.30 percent

 Three-year results for “Very Responsive”:

o 2016 = 27.72 percent

o 2015 = 25.94 percent

o 2014 = 30.18 percent
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Satisfaction with Communication
 Question: “When you or any member of your household 

contacted the City of Lewisville by telephone, how 

satisfied or dissatisfied were you with the following 

customer service activities?”

o Courtesy of the Person Answering 92.25%

o Was Asked Adequate Questions 85.60%

o Directed to the Correct Department 85.58%

o Represented City in a Positive Manner 83.70%

o Employee Seemed Concerned 83.33%

o Showed Pride and Concern for Quality 78.12%

o Call Returned in a Reasonable Time 77.97%

o Problem Adequately Dealt With 76.82%

o Follow-up from the City 56.64%
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Satisfaction with Communication
 Question: “When you or any member of your household 

contacted the City of Lewisville by telephone, how 

satisfied or dissatisfied were you with the following 

customer service activities?” 

 Three-year data trend:

29

2014 2015 2016

The courtesy of the person answering the telephone 89.92% 92.46% 92.25%

Directed to the correct department 87.84% 91.02% 85.58%

Employee seemed concerned about my problem 75.68% 80.35% 83.33%
Asked adequate questions to determine 

the nature of the problem 80.16% 80.47% 85.60%
If not available, the correct employee 

returned my call in a reasonable time 70.14% 75.95% 77.97%
The problem was adequately dealt with 

by the employee responding 67.49% 70.00% 76.82%

Follow up from City to ensure my concerns were addressed 46.59% 52.26% 56.64%
The people I worked with showed pride and concern 

for quality of the work 70.13% 74.72% 78.12%
Through his/her actions, the primary employee I worked 

with represented the City in a positive manner 76.64% 78.54% 83.70%



2016 Resident Satisfaction Survey
 The survey also included questions about road conditions, 

awareness of LLELA, and awareness of social media, website 

use, and the online service request system that are not 

detailed here

 Detailed analysis and executive summary (with 

recommendations) has been provided to City Council

 While overall results are positive, there always is room for 

improvement in service delivery and public perception

Questions?
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MEMORANDUM 
 

 

TO: Donna Barron, City Manager 

 

FROM: James Kunke, Community Relations & Tourism Director 

 

DATE: November 17, 2016 

 

SUBJECT: 2016 Resident Satisfaction Survey – Executive Summary 

 

 

The 2016 Resident Satisfaction Survey was conducted from July 15 through August 5 of this year as a way 

to measure public perception of city services and quality of life in Lewisville. A full analysis is attached. 

This executive summary focuses on overall public perceptions and key recommendations drawn from survey 

results. 

 

The survey was conducted exclusively online, which does have some bearing on the results as described in 

the full analysis. Generally, online surveys tend to produce lower overall satisfaction ratings than are 

generated by random-sample telephone surveys, and online survey results tend to have a higher percentage 

of “high intensity” responses at both ends of the scale. 

 

More than 1,200 responses were received for the 2016 Resident Satisfaction Survey, a decrease of about 20 

percent from the 2015 online survey but still more than three times as many responses as were collected for 

most previous surveys. The lack of random sampling makes the results somewhat anecdotal in nature, but the 

large response rate does add to the reliability of the results. 

 

A surprisingly high 61 percent of respondents said they had lived in Lewisville 10 years or longer, and 89 

percent described themselves as homeowners. This lends added value to “change over time” assessments, but 

also means newer residents (particularly apartment dwellers) are under-represented in the survey results. 

 

Overall Public Perception 

 

Survey results show a population that is generally satisfied with life in Lewisville and supportive of recent 

and ongoing public efforts to improve the city. Overall, 91.05 percent of respondents said they are “satisfied” 

or “very satisfied” with the quality of life in Lewisville, and positive responses outpaced negative responses 

by an 10.2-to-1 ratio. This result has increased slightly each of the past two years, but within the expected 

statistical margin. Only nine respondents described themselves as “very dissatisfied.” 

 

When asked how Lewisville has changed, nearly half (46.81 percent) said it has improved and another 33.57 

percent said it has stayed the same while they have lived here. Only 18.10 percent said it has gotten worse, a 

positive comparison ratio of 2.6-to-1. 

 

More than 82 percent of respondents said they would recommend Lewisville to a relative or friend who was 

looking for a place to live in North Texas (with 41.04 percent very likely), and 79.36 percent of respondents 

said they were satisfied or very satisfied with the city services they receive for property taxes paid. 

 

Most individual city services received a “passing” satisfaction rating better than 70 percent, including three 

(Fire Services, Ambulance Services and Library Services) scoring in the 90s. Four services received rating 

between 45 and 56 percent; action steps already have been proposed for each of those areas. 
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Public awareness of the Lewisville 2025 vision plan jumped significantly from 2015 to 2016, likely due in 

part to the annual report that was mailed to all Lewisville and Castle Hills addresses in February. Overall, 

61.95 percent of respondents this year indicated some awareness of the vision plan (25.81 percent at a high 

level), compared to 50.24 percent awareness last year. 

 

In the area of public communication, 85.46 percent of respondents said it is “very easy” or “somewhat easy” 

to give feedback or input to the city, and 74.40 percent of respondents said the city is “very responsive” or 

“somewhat responsive” to public feedback or input. Both of those results are slightly higher than in the 2015 

survey. 

 

Key Recommendations 

 

Note: Some recommendations (marked with an *) are repeated from the 2016 Police Operations and Code 

Enforcement Survey. 

 

Connecting Taxes with Services. Nearly 80 percent of respondents were satisfied with the level of City 

services receive in return for property taxes paid, but positive intensity rated at just 16.88 percent. City 

services received high ratings in nearly every portion of the 2016 survey, so a stronger emphasis is needed on 

communicating the value of those services. This should start with the 2017 Annual Report, and should 

continue with periodic information distributed throughout the year. 

 

Telephone Training for Employees. Survey results make clear that telephone interaction is not going away 

any time soon. Continued emphasis needs to be given on telephone procedures, and front-line call-takers 

need to continue being included in the public information cycle. More widespread employee training should 

be considered that focuses specifically on telephone etiquette and tactics for handling angry telephone 

callers. In addition, steps should be taken to ensure that all employees (and especially front-line call takers) 

have easy access to a staff telephone directory and a basic understanding of department responsibilities, so 

that re-directed telephone calls are sent to the correct office as often as possible. 

 

* Research Options for Improved Follow-Up. Follow-up is a challenge for most cities. Research should be 

conducted to see if comparable cities elsewhere have found effective ways to provide timely follow-up to 

residents who report an issue, and suitable methods for Lewisville should be developed and adopted. This 

might be an appropriate task for the new Community Liaison position added as part of the 2016-17 budget. 
 

Recreation Programs. While ratings for Recreation Programs remain in an acceptable range, there has been 

some decline in those rankings during the past two years and positive intensity is lower than for other rated 

services. A review of recreation class offerings would be useful in determining what classes would be most 

successful. This should include a follow-up survey focused only on recreation. This could be timed in 

conjunction with the hiring of a new PALS director next spring. 

 

Adult and Tech Classes at the Library. Survey results show a steady decline since 2014 for satisfaction 

ratings related to technology classes and adult classes at the library, with ratings in low 80s for the 2016 

survey. By comparison, ratings for children’s programming have stayed in the mid-90s each survey year. 
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With new computers and other technology being purchased for the library as part of the FY 2016-17 budget, 

this seems to be a good time to review current offerings and partner with other city departments or other 

local agencies (such as Lewisville ISD) on expanded tech and adult classes. 

 

Wildlife Education. Animal Services had an expanded presence in the 2016 survey and received positive 

ratings overall, but “response to reports of wildlife” received the lowest satisfaction rating at 82.26 percent. It 

is the opinion of staff that part of that lower rating is caused by the public’s misunderstanding about what 

Animal Services is able to do when encountering indigenous wildlife, and about the threat (or lack of threat) 

posted by those animals. Some public education efforts have been made, but increased information should be 

made available through online outlets (website and social media), printed materials, and classes. 

 

Promotion of Lewisville 2025. Survey results show increased public awareness of the Lewisville 2025 

vision plan, but also increased public interest in seeing regular updates about plan goals and 

accomplishments. The annual report should be continued, but the website presence for Lewisville 2025 

should be redesigned to ensure more frequent updates and easier public navigation. In addition, efforts 

should be made to directly link appropriate public projects to Lewisville 2025 through signage, newsletter 

articles, website content, and news media materials. 

 

* Review Sidewalk Maintenance Program. The city’s sidewalk maintenance program should be reviewed 

to ensure resident needs are being met in a timely and efficient manner. The 2016-17 city budget does 

include increased funding for sidewalk maintenance, which is an important step. A more detailed review 

might reveal ways to prioritize projects and reduce the current time lag between a project being scheduled 

and a project being completed. In addition, to the extent possible, a real-time online map showing current 

and scheduled sidewalk projects could be a valuable way to increase public awareness about program 

demands. 

 

* Encourage Online Issue Reporting. Residents who use the online reporting system (website or mobile 

app) are able to track the status of their reported issues through completion. Increasing the number of people 

who use this option also would increase the level of follow-up they receive. A citywide public education 

effort is needed to encourage use of the online reporting system, focusing on the tracking benefits. The 

current reporting system also should be reviewed to assess ease of use. 

 

Hike & Bike Trails Map. Every survey taken in Lewisville since at least 2002 has shown strong public 

interest in trails, especially since the Lewisville 2025 Public Input Survey. The satisfaction rating for trails 

has increased each of the past two years as new trails are added to the City’s system. When the new Garden 

Ridge trail opens, a dedicated marketing effort should be made to promote awareness and use of the trail 

system. This should include a printed trails map, an online trails map, and consideration of an interactive 

trails map on the City’s mobile app. 

 

* Review Street Light Requirements. Current requirements for street lights in residential developments 

should be reviewed to ensure that public safety is the top priority. In addition, street light installations in 

existing residential neighborhood should be reviewed to ensure developers complied with the requirements. 

Where there is a deficiency identified, a suitable response should be prepared. 
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* Public Reporting of Burned Out Street Lights. Lewisville PD launched a low-key effort in spring 2016 

asking residents to report broken or burned-out street lights. A more comprehensive effort should be made 

later in 2016, using the mobile app and a telephone hotline to make it easy for residents to report street light 

issues. The campaign needs to emphasize maintenance, not requests for new installations. 
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City of Lewisville – 2016 Resident Satisfaction Survey 
 

A resident satisfaction survey was conducted online from July 15 through August 5 of this year as a way to measure public perception of city services and quality 

of life in Lewisville. This report contains the results of that survey and an analysis of those results. 

 

The city previously conducted resident satisfaction surveys in 2000 and 2002 through the University of North Texas, and in 2003 and 2004 through a private firm 

Turco & Associates. We also have conducted a variety of surveys focused on specific service areas or topics, including Code Enforcement (2006) and MCL Grand 

(2012). All of these surveys were random-sample telephone surveys. 

 

The Resident Satisfaction Survey was first conducted entirely online in August-October 2014 and again in July-August 2015. Previously, the city performed the 

Lewisville 2025 Input Survey online in April-July 2013. The online surveys were conducted using the SurveyMonkey website and were promoted through media 

releases, website and social media postings, and electronic newsletters. A total of 1,257 responses were received for the 2016 Resident Satisfaction Survey, a slight 

reduction from the two previous years but still enough to lend validity to the aggregated results. 

 

There were 33 potential questions in the survey, but the use of screening questions meant most respondents only saw about 30 questions. The first question 

received 1,251 responses and the last question drew 1,100 responses, an attrition rate of 12.07 percent that is better than the industry norm and better than was seen 

in the two previous years’ satisfaction surveys. 

 

 

Differences in survey types 
 

There are many different types of surveys, but cities typically use one of four types based on the target audience and the intended uses for survey data. Lewisville 

has, at various times, used elements of all four of these survey types. 

 Attitudinal – This is the most common survey type used by cities (the 2016 Resident Satisfaction Survey falls into this category). The intent of an 

attitudinal survey is to take a snapshot of public impressions related to a topic or series of topics. Respondents are asked to share their views on importance 

or quality. However, these surveys usually do not ask respondents to explain the reasons behind those opinions. Results of an attitudinal survey can point 

out areas of perceived strength or weakness, and when conducted several times over a period of months or years, can identify positive and negative trends 

in public perception. 

 Analytic – This type of survey is used more often in academic circles and is designed to find out how people perform certain behaviors or why they hold 

specific opinions. In most cases, the behavior or opinion itself already has been established through an attitudinal survey or respondent screening process, 

or is an accepted societal norm. The city’s 2016 survey focusing on Police Operations and City Appearance was largely analytic in nature. 



2 
 

 Marketing – Retailers and service providers often use this type of survey to find out from customers and potential customers how best to influence 

behaviors. An example is a survey asking what laundry detergent you purchase, why you purchase it, and what you look for in a laundry detergent. Results 

of a marketing survey are used to develop advertising campaigns, product packaging, and product placement. Cities sometimes use marketing surveys in 

connection with tourism, business development, or promotion of paid services. The 2012 MCL Grand survey was primarily a marketing survey. 

 Educational – This type of survey uses the content of the questions themselves to impart information to respondents. For example, a question might list 

three or four little-known facts, then ask the respondent to rate those facts. The primary intent of the question is to deliver those facts, not necessarily to 

gather input. Educational surveys often start and end with the same question as a means to measure whether respondents gained knowledge or awareness 

while taking the survey. 

 

Most surveys incorporate elements of multiple survey types, although the core purpose and content falls into a single category. While the 2016 Resident 

Satisfaction Survey is primarily an attitudinal survey, we did include some elements of the other three survey types where it was possible to do so without 

distracting respondents from the main topic or making the survey so long people would quit before finishing. 

 

 

Differences in survey methodology 
 

Random-sample telephone surveys are the preferred method for conducting a public opinion survey. Telephone numbers can be sorted geographically, and 

respondents can be screened with the first couple of questions to ensure a demographic mix that closely mirrors known demographics of the survey area. 

Randomly selecting respondents removes personal bias in participant selection. All of these factors combine to give random-sample telephone surveys a high 

degree of scientific validity and a relatively low margin of error (about 4.5 percent for the city’s surveys in 2003 and 2004). 

 

Because the surveys rely on telephone connections, and usually do not reach mobile numbers, there is ongoing debate as to the continued validity of telephone 

survey results. However, telephone surveys have so far retained demography consistency and are still the industry standard for gathering public opinion. 

Opt-in surveys tend to be more anecdotal because there is no demographic sampling. An opt-in survey might produce a demographic spread that closely resembles 

the population of the survey area, but it is not certain to happen. Opt-in surveys can provide useful data with a high response rate. Mail and online are common 

ways to conduct an opt-in survey. Researchers have found little difference between responses to mail surveys versus online, except mail respondents tend to trend 

slightly older and female (still within the statistical margin).  

 

In-person surveys are another option, one that the city uses at Western Days and other special events to learn about attendees and their behavior patterns. In-person 

surveys are designed to have the same demographic accuracy as random-sample surveys; questioners are given a list of demographic “types” to include in specific 

ratios. These surveys can be very accurate if conducted properly, but selection bias can be a concern. For example, some research firms avoid using college-aged 

men to conduct on-site surveys because “secret shopper” observation studies have shown they sometimes favor attractive respondents. 
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The 2016 Resident Satisfaction Survey was an opt-in survey conducted exclusively online. This choice was largely an economic one. Past random-sample 

telephone surveys have cost about $15,000 and have not been included in the operating budget since 2006. This choice does have an impact on the survey results. 

 

 

Results variations based on survey methodology 
 

Multiple studies have found that phone survey responses are more toward the positive end of the rating scale than are online survey responses. The evidence 

suggests that responses to “straight answer” type questions are less likely to differ significantly between the survey types than are responses to subjective 

questions, particularly those questions with a greater range of response options. One such study, released in November 2011 by the University of California at 

Davis, suggested that random-sample telephone surveys and online surveys have the potential to produce significantly different results when respondents are asked 

to select from a list of answers or to assign a rating to a list of items. 

 

While researchers have not offered a uniform explanation of that difference, there are several theories. One is that online users are interacting only with their 

computer while telephone respondents are interacting with a human being, and people have a natural inclination to want to please the person on the other end of 

the telephone line and thus are less critical. 

 

Another theory that applies to opt-in online surveys is that people with stronger opinions, and especially people with stronger negative opinions, are more highly 

motivated to share their views and thus are more likely to take and complete an opt-in survey than people with less intense opinions. 

Regardless of the reasons behind this behavioral trend, online surveys produce a higher percentage of “intense” ratings at both end of the scale, and positive ratings 

tend to be 5 to 8 percent lower than ratings collected from a random-sample telephone survey. This makes it highly deceiving to compare results of an online 

survey with past results from a random-sample telephone survey. 

 

As a result, staff has not included direct comparisons between the 2016 survey results and the results of random-sample telephone surveys conducted in 2000-

2004. While past results are mentioned in passing a few times in the ensuing analysis, those references are contextual in nature and should not be viewed as a valid 

baseline for benchmarking or trending. 

 

 

Use and filtering of “no opinion” responses 
 

Another documented variation found when comparing results of telephone and online surveys is the frequency of “no opinion” responses. This option typically is 

included in a survey as a way to give respondents with no strong view a chance to respond without significant impact on the overall results. However, people 

answering online surveys are four to five times more likely to select “no opinion” than people answering a telephone survey. 
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There are several theories that attempt to explain this behavior, but the most frequently cited is that respondents do not want to appear uninformed or apathetic 

when interacting with a live person over the telephone, whereas they have no such reluctance when interacting only with their computer screen.  The inherent 

desire to “please” the questioner is another potential factor, but the self-interest of wanting to appear aware and knowledgeable is generally considered to be the 

most significant factor causing this statistical trend. 

 

Regardless of the reason for the behavior, it is documented fact that “no opinion” responses are much more common with online surveys, frequently to the point of 

having a dramatic impact on the final results. As a quick example:  If 100 people answer a survey and only 20 provide a positive answer, that would generate a 20 

percent satisfaction rating. However, if 60 respondents offered no opinion, then the satisfaction rating among people who did voice an opinion is 50 percent. 

While some online surveys account for this by removing the “no opinion” answer option, the industry standard is to include “no opinion” as an option (specific 

wording can vary) but to filter out those responses when calculating results of the survey. The problem with removing the “no opinion” option entirely is that 

people are forced to provide some sort of answer, even though they truly do not have an impression of the topic. Several recent studies have shown that forced 

responses tend to mirror the answer given to the previous question, which means survey results could be manipulated by the order in which questions are listed. 

Staff follows the industry standard and includes “no opinion” responses in the Resident Satisfaction Survey, but filters out those responses when analyzing results. 

Therefore, the survey results included in this report have been adjusted in the analysis portion to remove the “no opinion” responses unless otherwise indicated. 

We believe this provides a more accurate snapshot of public perception related to city services and quality of life. 

 

 

Benchmarking and competitive market comparisons 
 

Attitudinal surveys work best when the same survey questions are asked of random audiences over a period of months or years. This allows trends to be identified 

by tracking how results of a question change over time. That is why the city conducted four attitudinal surveys in 2000-2004 using largely the same questions and 

the same methodology. Trends identified through those three surveys were useful in seeing where residents had concerns. 

 

The most recent attitudinal survey prior to 2014 was conducted 10 years earlier. That is considered too long of a gap between surveys to develop accurate trends 

because of resident turnover and changes within the community (including some changes that were made partly in response to those earlier survey results). Also, 

changing survey methodology from random-sample telephone to opt-in online prevents accurate trending. 

 

The 2016 survey marked the third straight year for the online Resident Satisfaction Survey, using many of the same questions each time. This creates the 

opportunity to compare results from all three years and develop some trending information, which points out areas where scores are changing (up or down) over 

time and helps identify areas where follow-up action might be warranted. Trending data is included in the analysis below for all questions that have three years of 

data available. 
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Another way survey results can be assessed is by comparing results among similar communities within the competitive market. For that to be effective, each 

community must ask essentially the same question using the same survey methodology. Our comparison cities either have not conducted a recent satisfaction 

survey at all, or have not used the same questions and methodology. This mean comparisons between Lewisville’s survey results and those gathered in other 

communities might be entertaining, but would not be particularly useful. 

 

 

Analysis of survey results 
 

Following is an analysis of results from the 2016 Resident Satisfaction Survey. Questions are presented in a different order than the original survey document in 

order to draw comparisons between related results. Each question is labeled with its numerical position in the original survey. Data shown are the raw results for 

each question, but the analysis beneath the raw numbers is based on results with “no opinion” responses filtered out unless otherwise noted. 

 

  



6 
 

Overall levels of satisfaction 
 

Q1. In general, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the quality of life in the community? 

 

Answer Options   2016 Responses 2016 Percentage 2015 Percentage 2014 Percentage 

Very Satisfied     315     25.18 %        22.23 %    24.62 %  

Satisfied   824     65.87 %   67.02 %   63.62 % 

Dissatisfied   103     8.23 %    8.74 %    10.23 %  

Very Dissatisfied   9     0.72 %    2.00 %    1.54 % 

SATISFACTION RATING      91.05 %   89.25 %   88.24 % 

SATISFACTION RATIO       10.2    8.3     7.5 

 

This question has been included in all of our past satisfaction surveys. In the random-sample surveys conducted through 2004, our goal was to attain a 90 percent 

or higher overall satisfaction rating. This is determined by adding the two positive responses (“very satisfied” and “satisfied”). In addition, the goal was to have at 

least 25 percent positive intensity and a 9:1 or better ratio between positive and negative ratings. Because of expected differences due to survey methodology as 

described previously, staff did not initially set a goal for this question; based on the three-year results shown above, staff has determined that the same goals 

remain valid. 

 

The actual satisfaction rating received is 91.05 percent, a very strong result for an opt-in online survey and a slight increase over the 2015 rating (which itself was a 

slight increase over the 2014 rating). The total increase of less than 3 percentage points is within the expected margin, so the three results are statistically 

indistinguishable. However, the positive trend is encouraging. Results also showed a high degree of positive intensity, with 25.18 percent of respondents 

describing themselves as “very satisfied” (315 people out of 1,251 respondents). In addition, only 9 people (0.72 percent) described themselves as “very 

unsatisfied” with the quality of life in Lewisville. The positive response ratio was 10.2:1 (which means there were 10.2 positive responses for every one negative 

response). 

 

These are strong results and compare favorably to other cities in North Texas that conduct surveys. The results show that a large majority of Lewisville residents 

are satisfied with the quality of life they experience here. It is important that the city organization continue providing high levels of service in order to maintain that 

satisfaction, but there is little doubt that most Lewisville residents have a positive view of their community. 
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Q2. During the time you have lived here, do you think that as a community Lewisville has improved, stayed the same or gotten worse? 

 

Answer Options 2016 Responses 2016 Percentage 2015 Percentage 2014 Percentage 

Improved    587     46.81 %   41.66 %   43.07 %  

Stayed the Same 421     33.57 %   37.25 %   35.29 % 

Gotten Worse 227     18.10 %   17.76 %   19.26 %  

No Opinion 19     1.52 %    3.34 %    2.39 % 

SATIS. RATIO      2.6     2.3     2.2 

 

This question was new in the 2014 survey, and results have been very consistent during the three survey periods with changes within the expected margin. 

Responses to “improved” increased 3.74 percentage points from 2014 to 2016, and responses to “gotten worse” decreased 1.16 percentage points during that same 

time. The positive ratio was 2.6 in the 2016 survey, a notable improvement over the two previous surveys. 

 

As additional projects related to the Lewisville 2025 vision plan and the 2015 bond election are completed, staff would hope to see this result continue to improve, 

perhaps even surpassing the 50 percent mark. It is important, therefore, that those projects be promoted to residents and that their connection to Lewisville 2025 or 

the bond election is made clear. 

 

Cross-tabulation of these results with the length of residency results in Q32 once again showed that respondents who have lived in Lewisville longer were more 

likely to report a change, either positive or negative, while newer residents were more likely to report no change. 

 

 

Q33. If a friend or relative were considering a move to the North Texas area, how likely would you be to encourage them to consider Lewisville? 

 

Answer Options   2016 Responses 2016 Percentage 2015 Percentage 2014 Percentage 

Very Likely      433     41.04 %   34.79 %   40.63 %  

Likely   440     41.71 %   47.26 %   40.63 % 

Unlikely   138     13.08 %   11.96 %   13.10 % 

Very Unlikely   44     4.17 %    5.98 %    5.64 % 

SATISFACTION RATING      82.75 %   82.06 %   81.26 % 

SATISFACTION RATIO       4.8     4.6     4.3 

 



8 
 

This question was first asked in the 2014 survey. It mirrors a question used for many years in on-site surveys for Western Days and other special events. The idea 

is that just because a resident is generally satisfied with life in Lewisville does not mean they are willing to endorse Lewisville to their friends and family. 

Commercial marketers will tell you that a product endorsement by consumers is tough to get, but is the most valuable sales tool they can have. Staff wanted to 

know if Lewisville has earned consumer endorsements from its residents. 

 

Results are strongly positive. Adjusted to remove the “no opinion” responses, 82.75 percent of respondents said they would recommend Lewisville to a family 

member or friend moving to North Texas (41.04 percent with intensity). That compares to 17.25 percent who would not (4.17 percent with intensity) for a positive 

ratio of 4.8:1. 

 

Looking at results from all three annual surveys, there is a slight positive trend that is within the expected margin. The percentage of respondents who would 

recommend Lewisville has increased by 1.49 percentage points and the positive intensity has increased by 0.41 percentage points. Neither of those changes would 

be considered statistically significant and represent overall stable results for this survey question. 

 

 

Q3. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the level of City Services you receive in return for the City property taxes you pay? 

 

Answer Options  Response Percent Response Count 

Very Satisfied 16.88 %   211 

Satisfied 62.48 %   781 

Dissatisfied 18.80 %   235 

Very Dissatisfied 1.84 %    23 

SATIS. RATING 79.36 % 

 

Another question first asked in the 2014 survey, this was intended to determine whether residents see value for their property taxes. In the 2016 survey, 79.36 

percent said they do, with a positive ratio of 3.8:1. This represents a statistically significant increase from 62.90 percent satisfaction in 2014 and 75.38 percent 

satisfaction in 2015, although it should be noted that the question in the 2014 survey only presented two answer options (satisfied or dissatisfied) rather than the 

standard four-point scale. 

 

Perhaps even more encouraging was that only 1.84 percent of respondents (23 out of 1,250 people) said they are “very dissatisfied” with the level of city services 

received in return for city property taxes paid. 
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Although not reflected in the survey, staff has anecdotal experience that indicates a portion of Lewisville residents do not realize the breakdown of property tax 

bills among taxing agencies. In addition, in some cases residents are unclear as to which level of government provides specific services (e.g. vehicle registration, 

driver’s licenses, and public health clinic). Improved awareness of those items might impact the responses to this question, although as an attitudinal question it is 

assumed that some respondents will be uninformed about the topic being surveyed. 

 

A cross-tabulation of results between responses to Q3 (satisfaction for services for taxes) and Q1 (overall satisfaction) shows a very strong correlation, especially 

for the intense responses on each end of the rating scale. 

 

Of the 1,381 people who answered both questions, 949 gave a positive answer to both questions (76.16 percent) and 70 gave negative responses to both questions 

(5.62 percent) for a plus ratio of 13.6:1. The remaining 227 people gave mixed responses, the majority of those (169 people) saying “satisfied” to Q1 and 

“dissatisfied” to Q3, indicating that they are generally happy with quality of life in Lewisville but do not equate that to the relative value of municipal services. 

 

As a comparison, results of the 2015 survey showed 71.83 percent giving positive responses to both questions and 7.31 percent giving two negative responses for a 

plus ratio of 9.8:1. 

 

There were 144 survey respondents (11.56 percent) who could be called enthusiastic fans of Lewisville, with intense positive responses to both questions; and 5 

(0.40 percent) who could be called strong critics who gave intense negative responses to both questions. The unusual outliers are the two people who said they 

were “very satisfied” overall but “very dissatisfied” with services received for taxes paid; and the one survey respondent who was “very dissatisfied” overall but 

“very satisfied” with services received for taxes paid. 

 

The full cross-tabulation between Q1 and Q3 is shown on the following page. 
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Q1. In general, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the quality of life 
in the community? 
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Very Satisfied 
144 45.71% 62 7.56% 3 2.94% 1 11.11% 

210 16.85% 
68.57%  29.52%   1.43%   0.48%   

Satisfied 
159 50.48% 584 71.22% 35 34.31% 2 22.22% 

780 62.60% 
20.38%   74.87%   4.49%   0.26%   

Dissatisfied 
10 3.17% 169 20.61% 53 51.96% 1 11.11% 

233 18.70% 
4.29%  72.53%   22.75%   0.43%  

Very Dissatisfied 
2 0.63% 5 0.61% 11 10.78% 5 55.56% 

23 1.85% 
8.70%   21.74%   47.83%   21.74%   

 
TOTAL 315 820 102 9 1246 

 
  

  25.28% 65.81% 8.19% 0.72% 
  

    

            

                        

 CHART KEY --> 
RAW NUMBER OF 

RESPONDENTS 

% of the Q1 
responses that fit 

this Q3 group 

This percentage compares to the total results on the right of the 
chart; it can be read as "This percentage of people giving this Q1 

response also gave this Q3 response." 
  

  

  % of the Q3 group 
that gave this Q1 

response 
  

      

        

        

            

  This percentage compares to the total results on the bottom of the 
chart; it can be read as "This percentage of people giving this Q3 

response also gave this Q1 response." 

   

     

     

            

 Purple = 8 percentage points or more above the norm              Red = 8 percentage points or more below the norm 
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Satisfaction with specific city services 
 

Q4. Rate the following City Services     

        

Answer Options    2016 Rating 2015 Rating 2014 Rating    

Ambulance Services    94.93 %  95.16 %  94.17 %         

Code Enforcement    54.26 %  50.51 %  50.05 %         

Curbside Recycling    85.66 %  83.30 %  82.38 %         

Fire Services    99.24 %  97.46 %  97.74 %      

Library Services    93.23 %  90.65 %  92.64 %    

Park Facilities    80.02 %  75.93 %  81.08 %       

Police Services    89.82 %  86.33 %  86.73 %        

Recreational Programming   75.99 %  68.88 %  72.95 %         

Sewer Service    83.90 %  79.56 %  79.12 %        

Sidewalks    56.63 %  53.93 %  54.70 %         

Special Events Organized by City 80.20 %  74.74 %  75.56 %         

Storm Water Drainage    74.95 %  72.44 %  77.16 %         

Street Lighting in Neighborhoods 45.11 %  46.57 %  42.72 %        

Street Maintenance    52.91 %  48.81 %  54.74 %         

Trash Collection    81.52 %  76.08 %  73.62 %         

Water Service    88.26 %  86.95 %  83.51 %        
 

Respondents were asked to rate each listed service as excellent, good, fair or poor. The adjusted Satisfaction Rating is determined by removing the “no opinion” 

responses and adding the two positive responses. 

 

Compared to survey results from 2015, ratings in the 2016 survey were higher for 14 of the 16 listed services. This year’s ratings are very similar to results from 

the 2014 survey in most cases, and most changes are within the expect margin so do not represent significant improvement. One notable exception is Trash 

Collection, which increased nearly eight percentage points from 2014 (73.62 percent) to 2016 (81.52 percent) as residents became more accustomed to the 

collection schedule change that took place shortly before the 2014 survey was conducted. 
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Ratings in this question are topped by Fire Services (99.24 percent) and Ambulance Services (94.93 percent). The only other city service receiving a positive rating 

of better than 90 percent is Library Services (93.23). Seven others received satisfaction ratings above 80 percent, compared to 2015 results when there were only 

three services rated in the 80s. 

The complete list of evaluated services in order of Satisfaction Rating: 

1. Fire Services   99.24 

2. Ambulance Services 94.93 

3. Library Services  93.23 

4. Police Services   89.82 

5. Water Service   88.26 

6. Curbside Recycling  85.66 

7. Sewer Service   83.90 

8. Trash Collection  81.52 

9. Special Events   80.20 

10. Park Facilities   80.02 

11. Recreation Programs 75.99 

12. Storm Water Drainage 74.95 

13. Sidewalks   56.63 

14. Code Enforcement  54.26 

15. Street Maintenance  52.91 

16. Street Lighting   45.11 

 

The four service categories receiving the highest satisfaction ratings – Fire Services, Ambulance Services, Police Services, and Library Services – all received 

positive intensity (“excellent” ratings) better than 50 percent. 

 

The “no opinion” filter came heavily into play on this question, as four service categories (Ambulance Services, Fire Services, Recreational Programming, and 

Library Services) received no rating from 20 percent or more of respondents. For example, 54.91 percent of respondents did not rate Ambulance Services. If the 

“no opinion” responses are not filtered out, Ambulance Services would receive a satisfaction rating of just 42.81 percent, far below the ratings received in any 

previous random-sample surveys. The high “no opinion” response in certain areas could reflect a lack of direct experience with those specific services by large 

segments of the population. 

 

It is important to understand that this question only asks respondents for their overall impression of each service category, but does not ask for reasoning behind 

each rating. That information is collected in other questions later in the survey for some services (Park Facilities, Library, Recreation Programs, and Street 

Maintenance). For most city services, however, those questions are not asked in this survey. If that information is desired for a particular service or set of services, 

a follow-up survey would be needed. 

 

Several of the listed services were addressed in more detail in the 2016 Police Operations and City Appearance/Property Maintenance Survey conducted earlier 

this year. Recommendations were made at the conclusion of that survey for Police Services, Code Enforcement, Sidewalks, and Residential Street Lighting. Note 

that this includes three of the four service areas receiving the lowest satisfaction ratings in this survey. 
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These numbers, while positive overall, do contain some points of concern. For example, the low rating for Residential Street Lighting was expected based on past 

survey results; but that item also received 24.59 percent intense negative responses, marking it as an area of extreme dissatisfaction among residents. No other 

service area received as much as 15 percent intense negative responses.  

 

There also are some “soft” positive numbers, especially those received for Park Facilities and Recreational Programming. While both of those service areas 

received higher satisfaction ratings than in the 2015 survey, the rating for Park Facilities was down compared to 2014 results (still within the expected margin). In 

addition, both of these service areas received lower positive intensity than other service areas – 29.17 percent for Park Facilities and 24.01 percent for Recreational 

Programming. These results are analyzed in greater detail later in this report (Q10 and Q11). Storm Water Drainage also raises some concern, with a 74.95 percent 

satisfaction rating that is down from 2014; staff believes the flooding experienced during 2015 contributed to the lower rating. 

 

 

Q5. Rate the overall condition of the following types of roadways in Lewisville. 

        

Answer Options   Excellent Good Fair Poor No Opinion Adj. Satisfaction 

Alleys   68   378  321  145  225    48.90 

Federal highways (35E)   35   246  350  490  41    25.07 

Main thoroughfares   175   676  271  52  10    72.49 

In your neighborhood   222   626  234  98  3    71.86 

In other neighborhoods   101   623  293  83  83    65.82 

State highways   166   679  259  74  6    71.73 

Traffic intersections   122   653  309  86  5    66.24 

 

This question was included in the 2014 survey and will be used in alternate years, so there is not the same three-year data trend available with these results. 

However, the results in hand do provide some useful insight into public perception of roadway conditions in Lewisville. 

 

Overall, streets in Lewisville are viewed as being in “good” condition, but leaning more toward “fair” then “excellent” for each roadway type. Streets controlled by 

the city (main thoroughfares and residential streets) received satisfaction ratings between 65.82 and 72.49 percent with low positive intensity (from 9.18 to 18.81 

percent). That indicates a general satisfaction with city streets, but also some concern about streets potentially deteriorating with age. 

 

Main thoroughfares received the highest satisfaction rating (72.49 percent) followed by residential streets within the respondents’ own neighborhoods (71.86 

percent), however respondents gave their highest positive intensity to their own residential streets (18.81 percent). Comparing that to the statistically significant 

lower ratings for residential streets in other neighborhoods (65.82 percent overall, 9.18 percent positive intensity) could be a product of Familiarity Bias as 
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described in past surveys – people are more familiar with the streets in their own neighborhood, and are more likely to have a negative view of streets in unfamiliar 

neighborhoods. 

 

A breakdown of results by ZIP code shows higher overall satisfaction with residential streets within their own neighborhood residents among residents in 75067 

(77.30 percent) and 75077 (72.81 percent). Residents living in the 75056 ZIP code were almost evenly split, with 53.27 percent satisfaction among the 107 

respondents.  

 

The lowest rating by far was received by Federal Highways at just 25.07 percent satisfaction. This almost certainly is a reflection of the ongoing construction 

project on Interstate 35E. Further evidence of that impact is found in the tremendous drop from a 40.73 percent satisfaction rating received in the 2014 survey. 

 

 

Q6. In the past 12 months, what contacts have you had with the Animal Shelter and Adoption Center or an Animal Services employee? 

 

Answer Options        Response Percent Response Count 

Reporting a stray animal or encroaching wildlife  12.70%    150 

Looking to adopt a new pet       6.18%    73 

Donating to the Animal Adoption Center   5.00%    59 

Reporting a dead animal in a public roadway   4.49%    53 

Looking for a lost or missing pet     3.30%    39 

Volunteering at the Animal Adoption Center   1.52%    18 

No contact        75.61%    893 

 

This question is new to the 2016 survey and primarily was used as a qualifier for the following question that asked respondents to rate aspects of the Animal 

Services operation. The list of contacts did not include every possible interaction, but included the most frequent items. One notable omission that will be added in 

future years is “Voluntary dropoff of a pet” because staff at the shelter reports that this contact is on the rise. 

 

Results for this question show what staff already knew to be true – most Lewisville residents do not have direct contact with Animal Services (75.61 percent of 

survey respondents). Among those who do, the most frequent contact is reporting a stray animal or encroaching wildlife (12.70 percent) followed by those visitors 

looking to adopt a new pet (6.18%). 
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Q7. Regarding the Lewisville Animal Shelter and Adoption Center and Animal Services staff, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following? 

 

Answer Options         Satisfaction Rating  

Response to reports of stray animals      88.14% 

Response to reports of wildlife       82.26% 

Response to reports of dead animals in public roadways 86.21% 

Assistance with finding a lost or missing pet    88.76% 

Ease of adopting a new pet        92.78% 

Cost of adopting a new pet        82.73% 

Physical appearance of the Animal Shelter    94.82% 

Facilities at the Animal Shelter and Adoption Center  94.54% 

Professionalism of staff at the Animal Shelter   92.31% 

Friendliness of staff at the Animal Shelter    94.20% 

Volunteer programs at the Animal Shelter    88.89% 

 

As with the qualifying question Q6 above, this question is new to the 2016 survey. Only 292 respondents saw this question, and because of “No Opinion” 

responses some of the categories were rated by fewer than 100 people. However, these results still help assess the rating categories against one another and five of 

the criteria received more than 150 responses each to create some statistically validity to those ratings. 

 

Overall, ratings ranged from a low of 82.26 percent to a high of 94.82 percent, presenting a very positive set of scores for Animal Services operations. The five 

categories with more than 150 responses ranged from 88.14 percent to 94.54 percent. 

 

The center itself received the highest satisfaction ratings, with 94.82 percent satisfaction for the physical appearance of the building and 94.54 percent satisfaction 

for facilities within the building. Significantly more than 70 percent of respondents marked “Very Satisfied” for those categories, demonstrating an intense positive 

perception of the shelter building. 

 

Respondents gave their lowest satisfaction rating to “Response to reports of wildlife” at 82.26 percent. This could result from the fact that Animal Services staff 

generally is not able to trap and remove wildlife in residential areas, although that is the response some residents are seeking when they make a report. 

Nevertheless, a satisfaction rating above 80 must be considered a positive mark. 

 

Because this question has not been asked previously, there is no trending data for comparison. This question likely will be asked in alternate years in order to track 

changes over time. 
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Satisfaction with recreation and events 
 

Q8. In the past 12 months, how many times have you or a member of your household visited the Lewisville Public Library? 

 

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count 

None 41.28 %   485 

1 -3 times 24.94%    293 

4 -6 times 11.23%    132 

7 -10 times 7.40%    87 

More than 10 times 13.87%    163 

Decline to answer 1.28%    15 

 

This also was used as a qualifier question. Only people who indicated they had visited the library were asked to evaluate the facility in Q9. 

 

This question shows that awareness and use of the library is high, with 58.72 percent of respondents indicating that they had visited Lewisville Public Library 

within the previous year and nearly one-fourth visiting frequently (7-10 times or more). However, the percentage of respondents who say they had not visited the 

library at all during the previous 12 months has increased each survey year, from 33.39 percent in 2014 to 41.28 percent in 2016. In addition, the percentages of 

people visiting 1-3 times, 3-6 times, or more than 10 times within the preceding 12 months have all decreased slightly each survey year. 

 

The Library's usage statistics do not reflect a decrease in the number of visitors that we might expect from the increase in survey participants stating that none of 

their family members have visited the Library in the past year. The number of library visits, new cards, and total circulation has held steady or gone up during the 

past three years. 

 

Results for this question might be a case where the demographics of the survey respondents had a measurable impact on the data, specifically the fact (as detailed 

in Q30 below) that survey respondents tended to be older overall than the city’s census figures show. The highest use rate of the library is among residents with 

children living at home, according to these results; older respondents are less likely to fit into that group.  

 

As shown in the chart below, more than three-fourths (76.24 percent) of the people who said they had not visited the library at all during the preceding 12 months 

also indicated on Q31 that they had no children under the age of 18 living in their home. The same cross-tabulation shows that 37.24 percent of people with 

children age 6 or younger in their home and 45.45 percent of people with children ages 7-12 in their home had visited the library 7 or more times during the 

preceding 12 months. Overall, households with no children living at home were far less likely to visit the library than households with children at home, especially 
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children ages 12 or younger. These numbers show the library’s strong appeal to families with young children. Boosting visitation by households with older 

children or no children at home is a potential growth opportunity. 

 

 
 

Q31. Do you have any children under the age of 18 living in your home?   If yes, in which 
of the following age categories would your children be classified?   

   No children Under age 6 Ages 7-12 Ages 13-18 TOTAL  
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None 
353 47.64% 46 31.72% 30 20.69% 34 23.61% 

463 39.40% 
76.24%  9.94%   6.48%   7.34%   

1-3 times 
197 26.59% 26 17.93% 27 18.62% 37 25.69% 

287 24.43% 
68.64%   9.06%   9.41%   12.89%   

4-6 times 
67 9.04% 19 13.10% 21 14.48% 20 13.89% 

127 10.81% 
52.76%  14.96%   16.54%   15.75%  

7-10 times 
42 5.67% 9 6.21% 22 15.17% 26 18.06% 

99 8.43% 
42.42%   9.09%   22.22%   26.26%   

More than 10 times 
71 9.58% 45 31.03% 43 29.66% 25 17.36% 

184 15.66% 
38.59%  24.46%   23.37%   13.59%  

Decline to answer 
11 1.48% 0 0.00% 2 1.38% 2 1.39% 

15 1.28% 
73.33%   0.00%   13.33%   13.33%   

 TOTAL 741 145 145 144 1175  
  

  63.06% 12.34% 12.34% 12.26% 
  

    

            

                        

 CHART KEY --> 
RAW NUMBER OF 

RESPONDENTS 

% of the Q8 
responses that fit 

this Q31 group 

This percentage compares to the total results on the right of the chart; it 
can be read as "This percentage of people with Q34 children living at 

home gave Q12 response." 
  

  

  % of the Q31 group 
that gave this Q8 

response 
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This percentage compares to the total results on the bottom of the chart; it can be read as "This 
percentage of people giving this Q12 response have Q34 children living at home."  

            

 Purple = 8 percentage points or more above the norm              Red = 8 percentage points or more below the norm 

Q9. Regarding the Library, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following? 

 

Answer Options    Satisfaction Rating  

Classes & Events for Children  94.75%   

Classes & Events for Teens   87.36% 

Classes & Events for Adults   84.08% 

Courtesy of Library staff   96.10% 

Hours of Operation    92.82% 

Public-use computers    91.59% 

Selection of books and materials  91.32% 

Technology classes and services  82.83% 

 

This question was asked only of 672 survey respondents who indicated on the preceding Q8 that they had visited the library during the preceding 12 months. 

 

All eight program groups listed received a satisfaction ranking of higher than 82 percent, with five landing in the 90s. These are very consistent with the overall 

satisfaction rating of 93.23 that Library Services received in Q4. The order of service ratings was unchanged from the 2015 survey. Library programs listed in 

order of positive ratings (combines “very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied”) and adjusted to remove “no opinion” responses: 

1. Courtesy of Library Staff (96.10) 

2. Classes & Events for Children (94.75) 

3. Hours of Operation (92.82) 

4. Public-use Computers (91.59) 

5. Selection of Books and Materials (91.32) 

6. Classes & Events for Teens (87.36) 

7. Classes & Events for Adults (84.08) 

8. Technology Classes and Services (82.83) 

 

The highest positive intensity was for Courtesy of Library Staff (67.01 percent very satisfied; 73.01 percent adjusted to remove “no opinion” responses); and 

Classes/Events for Children (55.41 percent adjusted). Two other categories – Public-Use Computers and Hours of Operation – received positive intensity of 

greater than 50 percent. The greatest negative intensity was for Classes/Events for Adults at 4.50 percent, representing 13 people out of 289. 

 

These results show a potential demand for expanded adult classes, especially in the area of technology. Alternately, current classes might need to be better 

promoted in order to increase awareness and participation. Either of these steps could have budget and staffing impacts, but would address the areas of greatest 

perceived weakness in current Library service offerings. 
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Below are ratings for each of the eight categories for all three survey years. 

 

 2014 2015 2016 

Classes and events for children 95.42% 94.00% 94.75% 

Classes and events for teens 89.95% 86.13% 87.36% 

Classes and events for adults 88.05% 85.00% 84.08% 

Courtesy of library staff 95.18% 94.90% 96.10% 

Hours of operation 92.26% 91.70% 92.82% 

Public-use computers 91.94% 90.48% 91.59% 

Selection of books and materials 92.11% 90.30% 91.32% 

Technology classes and services 89.23% 84.84% 82.93% 

 

Most rating categories have remained consistent within the expected statistical margin of 4 percentage points. Ratings for Technology Classes/Services have 

declined by a significant 6.3 percentage points since 2014, a trend that should be reversed with the new computer equipment and technology packages approved 

for the library in the 2016-17 budget. Classes/Events for Adults also has declined overall by 3.97 percentage points, which is within the expected statistical margin 

but bears watching. 

 

 

Q10. In the past 12 months, how many times have you or a member of your household visited a Lewisville Parks and Recreation facility, such as a 

recreation center or public park? 

 

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count 

None 19.83%    230 

1 - 3 times 26.98%    313 

4 -6 times 14.91%    173 

7 - 10 times 9.74%    113 

More than 10 times 28.10%    326 

Decline to answer 0.43%    5 
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Results for this question have remained consistent during the three survey years, with about 80 percent of 2016 respondents saying they had visited a Lewisville 

park or recreation facility within the previous 12 months. More than 35 percent have visited frequently (7-10 times or more). Comparing to the 2014 survey results, 

all responses this year were within two percentage points of the earlier numbers. 

 

As with results for Q8 about library visits, results for this question showed lower frequency of visitation by respondents with no children under age 18 living in 

their home. Boosting visitation by childless households would have the most immediate impact on overall visitation of the city’s parks and recreation facilities. 

 

This response was used to screen respondents for the following question seeking ratings for specific aspects of city parks. 

 

 

Q11. Regarding Parks and Recreation in Lewisville, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following? 

 

Answer Options    Satisfaction Rating 

Athletic fields    91.65%   

Availability of open space   89.62% 

City aquatic parks    83.47% 

Hike and bike trails    80.43% 

Playgrounds    88.17% 

Recreation centers    79.43% 

Recreation programs and classes  77.01% 

Senior Activity Center    85.05% 

The location of city parks   90.79% 

The appearance of city parks  88.62% 

 

This question was asked only of the 926 survey respondents who indicated on the preceding Q10 that they had visited a park facility during the preceding 12 

months. 

 

All 10 elements of city park and recreation facilities received satisfaction ratings above 77 percent (compared to a low of 73 percent in 2015), with two in the 90s 

and six more in the 80s. As previously stated, the satisfaction ratings only give overall impressions and do not explain why each area received the rating that it did. 

A more detailed survey will be used to identify specific areas of interest during the public input phase of planning and design for the new Multi-Generational 

Recreation Center. 
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Parks and Recreation categories listed in order of positive ratings (combines “very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied”) and adjusted to remove “no opinion” 

responses: 

1. Athletic Fields (91.65) 

2. Location of City Parks (90.79) 

3. Availability of Open Space (89.62) 

4. Appearance of City Parks (88.62) 

5.  Playgrounds (88.17) 

6. Senior Activity Center (85.05) 

7. City Aquatic Parks (83.47) 

8. Hike and Bike Trails (80.43) 

9. Recreation Centers (79.43) 

10. Recreation Programs and Classes (77.01) 

 

The two lowest-rated categories should receive a significant boost in 2018 when the new Multi-Generational Recreation Center opens, offering larger facilities and 

the opportunity for expanded recreation programs and classes. It is important to note that Recreational Programming received a soft positive score in Q4, which 

asked respondents to rate overall satisfaction with a variety of city service areas. In order to improve that rating and the public perception it represents, it will be 

important to give significant attention to recreation programs and classes when the new facility opens. This rating also could be impacted by the online registration 

system for recreation classes, which has drawn some criticism from the public in the past. 

 

The 80.43 percent satisfaction rating for “hike and bike trails” showed noticeable improvement from last year’s 74.43 rating. This likely is a result of new trails 

that have started or completed construction during the past year, including the DCTA trail, trails at Lake Park, and a lakeside trail at Copperas Branch Park East. 

This rating should continue to improve as additional trails come on line, along with the regional connector trail along Garden Ridge and Valley Parkway. At that 

point, a marketing piece dedicated to city trails could further increase public awareness and use of the system. 

 

Because of a software glitch in the 2014 survey, there are only two years’ worth of data for this question so no reliable trending information is available. 

Satisfaction ratings were generally higher in the 2016 survey than in 2015, but until a third year of results can be compiled that should be considered inconclusive. 

 

 

Q12. Parks and Leisure Services Department offers multiple special events for the community each year. During the past 12 months, which of the 

following events have you attended? 

 

This question is a one-time addition to the 2016 survey and is largely educational in nature, making survey respondents aware of the variety of events PALS offers 

during the year. It also was used to prepare survey respondents for the subsequent question in which they were asked to rate the importance of various event 

elements. 
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The results of this question show attendance ranging from 5.18 percent (Spooktacular Trails) down to 0.98 percent (Daddy-Daughter Dance), and largely reflect 

the actual attendance counts or estimates for each event. A total of seven events were listed:  Daddy-Daughter Dance, Funny Bunny Festival, Teddy Bear Picnic, 

Ducky Derby, Doggie Dive-in, Spooktacular Trails, and Family Fun Pumpkin Walk. 

 

 

Q13. Regarding the Parks and Leisure Services Department special events, how important are the following factors in your attendance and enjoyment? 

 

Answer Options  Very Imp.  Somewhat Imp. Somewhat Unimp. Very Unimp. No opinion  Importance Rating 

Location of Event  427    373     46     28    245    91.53%  

Day/Time of Event  601    257     15     19    227    96.19% 

Games for Children  250    209     73     157    423    66.62% 

Crafts for Children  204    233     89     162    428    63.52% 

Door Prizes/Giveaways  114    229     236     174    357    45.55% 

Pet-Friendly Event  166    272     147     199    334    55.87% 

Cost of Event Admission 399    379     76     31    228    87.91% 

Cost of Event Activities  394    387     76     28    233    88.25% 

Food/Beverage for Sale  346    432     74     35    230    87.71% 

Vendor Booths  285    428     110     45    249    82.14% 

Information Booths  226    415     151     55    264    75.68% 

 

This question also is a one-time addition in the 2016 survey and was used to assess the relative importance of various event elements in attracting potential 

attendees. The question was asked of all survey respondents, not just those who indicated in Q12 that they had attended a PALS event, because staff wanted to 

capture results from people who had not attended but might attend in the future. 

 

Below are all 11 categories listed in order of Importance Rating: 

1. Day/Time of Event (96.19) 

2. Location of Event (91.53) 

3. Cost of Event Activities (88.25) 

4. Cost of Event Admission (87.91) 

5. Food/Beverage for Sale (87.71) 

6. Vendor Booths (82.14) 

7. Information Booths (75.68) 

8. Games for Children (66.62) 

9. Crafts for Children (63.52) 

10. Pet-Friendly Events (55.87) 

11. Door Prizes/Giveaways (45.55) 

 

At first glance, the relatively low ratings for children’s games and crafts (both less than 70 percent) might be surprising, but a cross-tabulation of these results with 

the results of Q31 (children in the home) gives a great deal of perspective. For example, while Games for Children only received a 66.62 percent importance rating 

overall, it received a 97.79 rating from respondents with children ages 6 and younger – 133 of the 136 people who gave an opinion. That includes a positive 
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intensity of 75.00 percent (102 out of 136 rating children’s games as “Very Important”). Importance of children’s games becomes lower as the ages of the children 

increase. Parents of children ages 7-12 gave a 93.89 percent overall rating, with 61.83 intensely positive; and parents of children ages 13-18 gave a 72.82 percent 

overall rating, with 33.98 percent intensely positive. Meanwhile, nearly half (350 out of 721) of respondents with no children at home gave no opinion to this 

rating category. 

 

Similar, although slightly lower, numbers are seen when analyzing the results for children’s crafts. What these results tell us is that people with no children don’t 

care all that much about having children’s activities at a PALS event, but those activities are extremely important to parents with young children and should be 

considered a primary motivator for their attendance. In other words, despite the relatively low importance given to those categories in the overall survey results, 

reducing or eliminating those activities almost certainly would negatively impact event attendance while retaining them has no negative impact. 

 

The survey does not ask respondents whether they own pets, but a similar correlation is likely between pet owners and respondents who give high importance to 

Pet-Friendly Events. In this case, however, it is possible that some potential attendees choose not to attend events where there could be multiple animals, so event 

staff should remain sensitive to that possibility and continue taking responsible steps to ensure animals remain under owner control when they are allowed at an 

event. 

 

The one element that could be eliminated with virtually no negative impact on attendance is Door Prizes and Giveaways. This can be a useful tool for increasing 

the exposure received by event sponsors, and should continue being used for that purpose. However, these survey results indicate that there should be minimal 

monetary investment made by the city in obtaining additional door prizes and giveaways. 

 

 

Q14. In August 2015, the city assumed gate operations at the 2,000-acre LLELA nature area (Lewisville Lake Environmental Learning Area). During the 

past 12 months, how many times have you or a member of you household visited LLELA? 

 

Answer Options   Response Percent Response Count 

None   60.07%    683 

None (did not know it existed) 20.67%    235 

1 - 3 times   14.51%    165 

4 -6 times   2.29%    26 

7 - 10 times   0.53%    6 

More than 10 times   1.32%    15 

Decline to answer   0.62%    7 
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This first-time question served two purposes – to educate survey respondents about the city’s relatively new involvement with LLELA, and to assess public 

awareness of the preserve. In future surveys, this will be the first question in a couplet, with the following question used to measure interest and satisfaction in 

various LLELA programs and amenities. The follow-up question was not used in the 2016 survey because LLELA had been closed due to flooding for much of the 

12 months preceding the survey window, so accurate assessments would have been highly unlikely. 

 

Results for this question indicate a public awareness of nearly 80 percent for LLELA. However, it is possible that the order of responses influenced those results – 

some people who do not know about LLELA might have marked “none” and moved on without seeing the second option. As a result, staff is not comfortable with 

an 80 percent awareness rating. Those two responses will be switched for the 2017 survey. These results also show a low rate of frequent visitors to LLELA. It is 

very possible this was influenced in part by the flood-induced closings at the preserve. 

 

These results will serve as a baseline for future trending data, but should not be considered fully reliable due to the circumstances explained above. 

 

 

Satisfaction with getting information from the city 
 

Q15. In regard to specific communications, please tell me: 

 

Answer Options                       Yes  No  % Yes 

Have you read the Horizon e-newsletter?                  841  280  75.02% 

Do you have Spectrum or Frontier television service at home?             792  329  70.65% 

Have you accessed the City's website (www.cityoflewisville.com) in the past 12 months?       988  137  87.82% 

Have you signed up to receive the electronic Horizon e-newsletter delivered to your email every other week?  695  426  62.00% 

Have you interacted with the City of Lewisville Facebook during the past 6 months?        282  840  25.13% 

Have you downloaded the city’s free mobile app?                145  972  12.98% 

Do you remember receiving the printed Horizon newsletter in the mail within the past 3 months?     477  643  42.59% 

 

A third answer option of “Don’t Remember” was included with this question; for analysis purposes, those responses were combined here with the “No” answers. 

In most cases, the statistical impact was minimal. 

 

This question is repeated from past surveys, but the last two categories are new to the 2016 survey. The intent of this question is to measure use rather than 

effectiveness. The website is used by 87.82 percent of respondents and has been our highest-rated communication tool in every survey since the printed Horizon 

newsletter was discontinued. According to the most recent data compiled by Pew Research Center, 82 percent of internet users (representing 61 percent of U.S. 
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adults) had looked for information or conducted a transaction on a government website within the past 12 months; Lewisville’s website user rate, while possibly 

inflated somewhat by the nature of the surveying tool, is nevertheless an encouraging figure. 

 

The result here showing 62.00 percent of respondents have signed up to receive the electronic newsletter is likely inflated due to the online-only nature of the 

survey. As of September 15, 2016, the subscriber list for the electronic Horizon newsletter contained 14,885 email address, which would be about 40 percent of the 

adult population (but nearly double the number of subscribers as of Jan. 5, 2015). There also is one contradiction within the survey results, which show 62.00 

percent of respondents have signed up to receive the electronic newsletter while 75.02 percent have read it. The electronic newsletter also is posted to the city’s 

Facebook page, but it is unlikely that 13 percent of survey respondents accessed the electronic newsletter through Facebook. However, as seen in the three-year 

trend data below, this anomaly has existed every year. 

 

The percentage of respondents who said they subscribe to cable is 75.02 percent, which is statistically comparable to the actual household penetration rate of just 

over 70 percent reported by Spectrum (formerly Time Warner Cable) and Frontier (formerly Verizon FIOS). The 12.98 percent of respondents who have 

downloaded the city’s mobile application roughly corresponds with the current total of 1,049 downloads, but should increase next year after the new website and 

expanded mobile app launch later this year. 

 

The percentage of respondents who remembered receiving the printed Horizon newsletter (42.59 percent) might seem low since the newsletter is mailed to every 

residential address in Lewisville, including Castle Hills, but is actually encouraging since the June issue of the Horizon was the first printed newsletter distributed 

by the city in nearly a decade. In past surveys, the printed newsletter was the highest-rated source for city information, and staff expects this percentage to increase 

significantly in the 2017 survey. 

 

The three-year data trend for this question: 

 2014 2015 2016 

Have you read the Horizon e-newsletter? 84.08% 78.17% 75.02% 

Do you have Spectrum (Time Warner) or Frontier 

(Verizon Fios) television service? 75.11% 75.33% 70.65% 

Have you accessed the City's website 

(www.cityoflewisville.com) in the past 12 months? 89.38% 90.23% 87.82% 

Have you signed up to receive the electronic Horizon 

e-newsletter delivered to your email every other 

week? 66.30% 66.82% 62.00% 

Have you interacted with the City of Lewisville on 

Facebook during the past 6 months? 25.39% 26.48% 25.13% 
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Have you downloaded the city's free mobile app to 

your phone or mobile device?   12.98% 

Do you remember receiving the printed Horizon 

newsletter in the mail within the past three months?   42.59% 
 

These results show a steady decline in the public use of all the city’s major communication tools. This supports national survey findings by Pew Research Center 

that show the public continues to use a wider range of communication sources than in the past, with individual tools becoming less prevalent over time. This is a 

difficult trend to overcome, although restoration of the printed Horizon newsletter might be successful in creating a single trusted information source. 

 

 

Q16. The City maintains an active presence on the following social media outlets.  How aware or unaware are you of these outlets? 

 

Answer Options Very Aware Somewhat Aware Somewhat Unaware Very Unaware  No opinion   Awareness 

Facebook  306    226     124      316     148     47.50% 

Twitter 102    141     115      444     315     21.75% 

YouTube 75    111     135      534     257     16.73% 

NextDoor 458    145     69      287     155     54.13% 

Instagram 36    91     144      546     297     11.40% 

 

Since having no opinion to an awareness question essentially is the same as answering “unaware,” we have combined “no opinion” with the unaware counts for the 

purpose of analysis. This does result in Awareness Ratings that are about 8 percentage points lower than would be obtained by discarding the “no opinion” 

responses, but gives a more accurate picture. 

 

NextDoor and Instagram had not been included in previous surveys. NextDoor received the highest level of awareness (54.13 percent) among respondents to this 

question and the highest positive intensity (41.11 percent), demonstrating the rapid popularity of this relatively new social media outlet. This also was the first year 

staff posted the survey link on NextDoor. The survey link was posted to NextDoor a few hours before the electronic Horizon newsletter was sent out with the 

survey link; this appears to have contributed to the fact that 39.86 percent of all survey responses came through the NextDoor link. The largest source of survey 

responses still was the electronic Horizon at 49.01 percent. Overall sources of 2016 survey responses are detailed below. 
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 Outlet  Count Percentage 

 Twitter  20  1.59% 

 Facebook 37  2.94% 

 NextDoor 501  39.86% 

 Horizon 616  49.01% 

 Website 83  6.60% 

 

This question first was asked in the 2014 survey but has been revised each year, so full three-year tending data is not available for all responses. Trending for the 

city’s three most-used outlets does show a steady increase in public awareness for all three. The addition of an Electronic Communications Specialist position in 

2014 is the likely cause of the increased use and awareness of all three social media outlets. 

 

 2014 2015 2016 

Facebook 39.83% 42.55% 47.50% 

Twitter 15.36% 20.57% 21.75% 

YouTube 12.33% 15.13% 16.73% 
 

These numbers show that Facebook continues to be a strong communication outlet for the city, with NextDoor helping to expand the online audience despite some 

challenges in the user interface. Twitter and YouTube are still building a reliable audience, while Instagram is the city’s newest social media outlet and is not likely 

to become a viable communication tool for at least another year or two. In addition, this question also could have an education effect on survey respondents, 

prompting them to investigate outlets of which they were unaware. 

 

 

Q17. How effective or ineffective do you feel the City's social media presence is when communicating information about the City to residents? 

 

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count 

Very effective 17.08%    192 

Effective 40.08%    450 

Ineffective 8.54%    96 

Very ineffective 4.80%    54 

No opinion 29.54%    332 
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This question differs from the preceding Q16 in that it asks respondents to evaluate the city’s social media presence rather than simply stating their awareness of it. 

Results show a satisfaction rating of 81.06 percent and a plus ratio of 4.3:1 when “no opinion” responses are filtered out. About three out of 10 respondents had no 

opinion on effectiveness of the city’s social media efforts, which would seem to be tied to the awareness ratings described above in Q16. 

 

The three-year trend for this question shows some improvement over 2014 and significant improvement over 2015, when there was a noticeable dip in the results. 

 

 2014 2015 2016 

Very effective 24.79% 20.11% 24.24% 

Effective 53.03% 54.16% 56.82% 

Ineffective 15.15% 17.19% 12.12% 

Very ineffective 7.02% 8.54% 6.82% 

OVERALL SATISFACTION RATING 77.82% 74.27% 81.06% 

SATISFACTION RATIO 3.5 2.9 4.3 

 

 

Q28. How familiar are you with the Lewisville 2025 vision plan? 

 

Answer Options                   Response Percent Response Count 

I do not know anything about the Lewisville 2025 vision plan         38.05%    398 

I have heard about the Lewisville 2025 plan but do not know what it contains      28.39%    297 

I have heard about the nine “Big Moves” in the plan but do not know any specific action steps 7.74%    81 

I am familiar with the contents of the Lewisville 2025 plan but do not know what progress has 17.97%    188 

   been made on action steps 

I am keeping up with website postings and other information about progress and accomp-   7.84%    82 

    lishments related to the Lewisville 2025 vision plan 

 

These results show that more than one-third of respondents (33.55%) have some degree of awareness not only about the existence of the Lewisville 2025 vision 

plan but about some of its contents. Because the overwhelming majority of survey respondents live in single-family homes (detailed in Q26 below), this 

percentage likely is not true of apartment residents. However, it is a remarkably high level of awareness for a government planning document and shows that the 

plan has gotten the attention of a large segment of residents. 
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Nearly two-fifths (38.05 percent) still report no knowledge of the Lewisville 2025 plan. Reducing that number will require repeated references to the Lewisville 

2025 plan in all the city’s communications outlets, especially the printed Horizon newsletter that is the city’s only regular communications tool that reaches every 

household in the city. Linking major projects to Lewisville 2025 recommendations will spark increased awareness of the plan, even among residents who have not 

yet expressed any interest in the plan. 

 

While two-year trending is often unreliable, a comparison of 2016 survey results to those from the 2015 survey is very encouraging.  

 2015 2016 

I do not know anything about the Lewisville 2025 vision plan 49.76% 38.05% 

I have heard about the Lewisville 2025 plan but do not know what it contains 28.25% 28.39% 

I have heard about the nine "Big Moves" in the plan but do not know any specific action steps 6.66% 7.74% 

I am familiar with the contents of the Lewisville 2025 plan but do not know what progress has 

been made on action steps 9.39% 17.97% 

I am keeping up with website postings and other information about progress and 

accomplishments related to the Lewisville 2025 vision plan 5.94% 7.84% 

 

As these numbers show, the level of public awareness about the Lewisville 2025 vision plan increased significantly from 2015 to 2016, especially among 

respondents who reported some knowledge about the Big Moves and related action steps. An annual report on the vision plan that was mailed to all Lewisville and 

Castle Hills residential addresses in February 2016 probably contributed greatly to this increased awareness, but other factors include signage at Lewisville 2025 

project sites, social media posts connecting various projects to Lewisville 2025 recommendations, and public attention given to the bond election and early design 

discussions related to the Multi-Generational Recreation Center. 

 

Regardless of the cause, these numbers appear to show that the public is paying attention to Lewisville 2025 and has a growing interest in following progress 

toward plan goals. This creates a demand for the city to actively talk about Lewisville 2025 as often as is reasonable. 
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Q25. During the past six months, have you accessed the City website to conduct any of the following activities? 

 

Answer Options            Yes  No  User % 

Contact City Council or staff          92  996  8.46% 

Review City job opportunities or apply for a job      206  883  18.92% 

Search for special events or activities sponsored by the City   663  425  60.94% 

Search for special events or activities not sponsored by the City  293  794  26.95% 

Review commercial or residential development information   282  803  25.99% 

Review Agendas or Minutes           148  933  13.69% 

Pay a Lewisville water bill           554  534  50.92% 

Pay a Lewisville municipal court fine        26  1054 2.41% 

Look up or create a map of Lewisville        212  873  19.54% 

Look up information about holding a garage sale      103  979  9.52% 

Find information about the Neighbors Leading Neighbors program 112  970  10.35% 

Look at updates on the Lewisville 2025 vision plan     269  815  24.82% 

 

This question is a repeat from past surveys, again with some adjustments to reflect changes in website tools and strategies. The intent of this question is to measure 

how many people used various tools on the city website, a figure that is used in conjunction with usefulness and satisfaction ratings determined in other questions. 

Results of this question also can be combined with actual traffic counts from the website when making decisions about site navigation and content prioritization. 

 

Because there was no screening question used to limit these responses, these results include people who have not visited the city website within the previous 12 

months (12.18 percent of respondents according to results of Q15 above). Presumably, those respondents should be included in the “no” responses for each answer 

option listed with this question. 

 

The top website functions used by respondents were searching for special events or activities sponsored by the city (60.94 percent) and paying a water bill (50.92 

percent). The least-used function, according to respondents, was paying a municipal court fine (2.41 percent). Historic use patterns do show that most people 

paying tickets online live outside the area, while Lewisville residents are more likely to appear in person. 

  

Listed in order of “yes” responses, the 12 website services presented in the survey are: 

1. Search for special events or activities sponsored by the city  60.94 

2. Pay a Lewisville water bill          50.92 

3. Search for special events or activities not sponsored by the city 26.95 

4. Review commercial or residential development information  25.99 

5. Look at updates on the Lewisville 2025 vision plan    24.82 
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6. Look up or create a map of Lewisville       19.54 

7. Review city job opportunities or apply for a job     18.92 

8. Review agendas or minutes          13.69 

9. Find information about Neighbors Leading Neighbors program 10.35 

10. Look up information about holding a garage sale     9.52 

11. Contact City Council or staff         8.46 

12. Pay a Lewisville municipal court fine       2.41 

 

Since this question was not included in the 2015 survey, there is only two years’ worth of data and trending is unreliable. However, results changed very little from 

2014 to 2016, dropping slightly in most cases. Three response options – garage sales, Neighbors Leading Neighbors, and Lewisville 2025 – are new to the 2016 

survey. 

 

The relatively high percentage of respondents who reported visiting the website to look for updates to the Lewisville 2025 plan (24.82 percent, fifth overall) 

underscores the analysis included with Q28 and shows that expanded, timely updates on Lewisville 2025 projects need to be given more priority on the city 

website. 

 

 

Satisfaction with providing input to the city 
 

Q18. Which of the following tools have you used to give feedback or input to the city during the past 12 months? (check all that apply) 

        

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count     

In-person visit 12.75%    142      

Telephone 27.56%    307      

Mailed a letter 1.35%    15      

Email to City Council 3.50%    39     

Email to city staff 14.00%    156      

Website comments 9.16%    102      

Social Media 15.08%    168 

Online Survey 42.46%    473      

None 35.19%    392      
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Much discussion about city communication efforts during the Lewisville 2025 process focused on receiving input from residents, rather than delivering 

information to residents. To get a better understanding for what that might entail, five questions were included in the 2014 Resident Satisfaction Survey. Two had 

been used on previous surveys, but three were new. All five feedback-related questions were repeated in the 2015 and 2016 surveys. 

 

This question asked respondents to mark all feedback tools they had used within the previous 12 months to provide input to the city. In past years, the top response 

was “none,” given by more than half of respondents in 2014 and 2015 even though responding to the online survey was in itself a form of providing feedback. 

Staff addressed that in the 2016 survey document by adding “online survey” as a response option. That option was selected by 42.46 percent of respondents (which 

technically should have been 100 percent since this survey was conducted exclusively online), and “none” dropped to 35.19 percent. 

 

Percentages for the other seven listed choices total 83.40, which means a significant number of respondents (as many as 25.86 percent) had used more than one 

feedback tool during the previous year. This underscores the need to provide multiple feedback options to residents. 

 

The next highest number for a specific feedback tool was telephone, used by 27.56 percent of respondents. This percentage has increased each of the past two 

years. That might seem unexpected in a digital age, but it is the same result seen in nearly every other similar survey conducted by government agencies 

nationwide at the local, state or national levels. The most recent Government Interaction Study performed by Pew Research as part of its Internet & American Life 

Project asked people to name their preferred method of contacting government officials. Among people who had contacted the government, the largest group (35 

percent) said telephone and only 28 percent said web or email. Those numbers do change when filtered to include only Internet users (37 percent online, 33 percent 

phone) and broadband users (39 percent online, 32 percent phone). But in all cases, about one-third of respondents listed telephone as their preferred method for 

interacting with the government. 

 

The clear lesson for Lewisville is that telephone interaction is not going away any time soon, so continued emphasis needs to be placed on telephone procedures 

and front-line call-takers need to continue being included in the public information cycle.  Two more items below (Q21 and Q22) provide additional information 

on telephone contact with the public. 

 

These results also show that residents are far more likely to email city staff (14.00 percent) than they are to email a council member (3.50 percent), and are least 

likely to provide feedback with a mailed letter (1.35 percent). 

 

Three-year trending results for this question show little change, other than changes caused by adding the “online survey” response option in 2016. 
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 2014 2015 2016 

In-person visit 9.30% 12.60% 12.75% 

Telephone 23.40% 24.32% 27.56% 

Mailed a letter 1.50% 1.47% 1.35% 

Email to City Council 5.50% 5.64% 3.50% 

Email to city staff 12.20% 14.51% 14.00% 

Website comments 11.90% 14.07% 9.16% 

Social media 12.60% 16.70% 15.08% 

Online Survey - - 42.46% 

None 53.60% 50.11% 35.19% 

 

Other than the response change already discussed, the only category close to a statistically significant change over time is “telephone,” which increased 4.16 

percentage points from 2014 to 2016. Overall, responses to this question have remained extremely stable. This question might be shifted to an alternate-year 

pattern going forward, since there are such small changes over time. 

 

 

Q19. How easy is it for you to give feedback or input to the City? 

   

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count 

Very easy 26.62%    296 

Somewhat easy 34.17%    380 

Somewhat difficult 6.92%    77 

Very difficult 3.42%    38 

No opinion 28.87%    321 

 

This question was included in an effort to measure public perception of accessibility for municipal employees and officials. Similar surveys in other areas have 

shown that local government scores considerably higher on this question than state and federal government, supporting Lewisville’s long-standing position that 

local government is the most connected with the people it serves. 

 

Here, we received an 85.46 percent approval rating (combining “very easy” with “somewhat easy” and filtering out the “no opinion” responses) with an intensity 

score that represents 27.72 percent of all respondents (37.42 percent adjusted). In contrast, only 3.42 percent of total respondents (4.80 percent adjusted) gave an 

intensely negative response of “very difficult,” representing 38 people out of 958. The overall response ratio was a strong 5.9:1 positive. No opinion was given by 
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28.87 percent of respondents, which largely reflects the 35.18 percent who said in Q18 above that they had not attempted to give feedback to the city during the 

previous 12 months. (Of the people who said “no opinion” here, 243 selected “none” for Q7.) 

 

There always is room for improvement. In this case, the two areas most likely to see significant positive movement is taking people from “somewhat easy” to 

“very easy” or increasing awareness among the large “no opinion” group. The three-year trend for this question shows slight slippage in the “very easy” responses, 

but no significant change in the “very difficult” responses. 

 

 2014 2015 2016 

Very easy 41.02% 37.39% 37.42% 

Somewhat easy 43.78% 43.09% 48.04% 

Somewhat difficult 11.19% 14.58% 9.73% 

Very difficult 4.01% 4.93% 4.80% 

OVERALL SATISFACTION RATING 84.81% 80.48% 85.46% 

SATISFACTION RATIO 5.6 4.1 5.9 

 

The overall results are trending in a positive direction, as shown by the Satisfaction Ratio, but increasing the “very easy” responses should be a goal. The city 

already offers a range of feedback opportunities; increased visibility and easier access to those feedback tools could improve the numbers associated with this 

question. The new Mobile City Hall project could boost these survey results. Emerging technologies also should be reviewed periodically to watch for new 

feedback tools to offer Lewisville residents. 

 

 

Q20. How responsive do you think the City is to public feedback or input? 

   

Answer Options  Response Percent Response Count 

Very responsive  27.72%    196 

Somewhat responsive  46.68%    330 

Somewhat unresponsive  16.41%    116 

Very unresponsive  9.91%    65 

 

This question in included as a way to measure public perception of how well the city responds to feedback received. Results show a Satisfaction Rating of 74.40, 

which means three-fourths of respondents have a positive view of how the city responds to public feedback. The three-year trend detailed below shows some slight 
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erosion of those numbers from 2014 to 2016. It is possible that the timing of the 2014 survey, coming immediately after the Lewisville 2025 planning process, had 

a positive bump in that year’s survey results.  

 2014 2015 2016 

Very responsive 30.18% 25.94% 27.72% 

Somewhat responsive 48.12% 47.37% 46.68% 

Somewhat unresponsive 11.82% 17.04% 16.41% 

Very unresponsive 9.87% 9.68% 9.19% 

OVERALL SATISFACTION RATING 78.30% 73.28% 74.40% 

SATISFACTION RATIO 3.6 2.7 2.9 

 

 

Q21. Have you or any member of your household contacted the City of Lewisville by phone with a complaint, a request for service or other information 

during the past 12 months? 

 

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count 

Yes 37.95%    422 

No 55.49%    617 

Don't remember 6.56%    73 

 

In Q18 (above), we saw that 27.56 percent of total respondents had used the telephone to provide feedback to the city during the preceding 12 months. We see a 

similar result here, with 37.95 percent of respondents saying they or a member of their household had called the city with a complaint, question or service request 

within the preceding 12 months. The raw number of 422 people is higher than the 307 people who selected “telephone” on Q18. That difference could be a result 

of the “or any member of your household” language used in this question. 

 

This result emphasizes the importance of telephone contacts for the city, as nearly two out of five resident households can be expected to call the city during the 

course of a year. The question also was used to screen respondents, with only those who answered “yes” being given the subsequent Q22 to evaluate the service 

they received by phone. 

 

 

Q22. When you or any member of your household contacted the City of Lewisville by telephone, how satisfied or dissatisfied were you with the following 

customer service activities? 
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This question, and the preceding qualifier, were used in past satisfaction surveys and are repeated here with minimal changes. The intent is to evaluate how well 

city staff handles telephone calls from the public and identify areas of possible improvement. Because a screening question was used, only 417 respondents were 

directed to this question. 

 

Eight of the nine items rated by survey respondents received a Satisfaction Rating better than 75 percent, topped by “Courtesy of the Person Answering the Phone” 

at 92.25 percent. In order of satisfaction rating (combining “very satisfied” with “somewhat satisfied” and filtering out the “no opinion” responses), the nine 

service categories are: 

1. Courtesy of the Person Answering  92.25 

2. Was Asked Adequate Questions   85.60 

3. Directed to the Correct Department  85.58 

4. Represented City in a Positive Manner 83.70 

5. Employee Seemed Concerned   83.33 

6. Showed Pride and Concern for Quality 78.12 

7. Call Returned in a Reasonable Time  77.97 

8. Problem Adequately Dealt With   76.82 

9. Follow-up from the City     56.64 

 

The three-year data trend: 

 2014 2015 2016 

The courtesy of the person answering the telephone 89.92% 92.46% 92.25% 

Directed to the correct department 87.84% 91.02% 85.58% 

Employee seemed concerned about my problem 75.68% 80.35% 83.33% 

Asked adequate questions to determine the nature of the problem 80.16% 80.47% 85.60% 

If not available, the correct employee returned my call in a reasonable time 70.14% 75.95% 77.97% 

The problem was adequately dealt with by the employee responding 67.49% 70.00% 76.82% 

Follow up from City to ensure my concerns were addressed 46.59% 52.26% 56.64% 

The people I worked with showed pride and concern for quality of the work 70.13% 74.72% 78.12% 

Through his/her actions, the primary employee I worked with represented the City in 

a positive manner 76.64% 78.54% 83.70% 

 

Trend data is generally positive with eight of the nine categories receiving a higher Satisfaction Rating in 2016 than they did in 2014, including five that improved 

by 7 percentage points or more. Only one (Directed to the Correct Department) declined over time, by a statistically minimal 2.26 percentage points. Even with the 

slippage, that category received the third-highest Satisfaction Rating for this question in the 2016 survey at a solid 85.58 percent. Nevertheless, it is worth 

verifying that all employees have easy access to a staff telephone directory and a basic understand of department responsibilities, as it is possible some of the 

organizational changes made since 2014 have contributed to an increase in misdirected calls. 
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Q23. Have you or a member of your household used the online Customer Support Center to submit a complaint, a request for service or for other 

information in the past 12 months? 

   

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count 

Yes 11.89%    131 

No 80.59%    888 

Don't remember 7.53%    83 

 

The results for this question indicate a higher level of use for the online reporting system than is actually experienced. If 11.89 percent of households each used the 

system just once, that would produce more than 4,000 submissions. The actual total number of requests created between July 1, 2015, and June 30, 2016, was 

3,123 (excluding Public Records Requests). This higher-than-expected result likely is a result of the survey being conducted exclusively online, with online users 

more likely to use an online reporting system. 

 

However, staff would prefer even greater actual and perceived use of the online system, and is looking into ways to direct more residents to the online system and 

to make the system easier to use. 

 

This also was used as a qualifier question. Only people who indicated they had used the Customer Support Center were asked to evaluate the system in Q24. 

 

 

Q24. When the Customer Service Management system was used, did you track your request and was it done in a timely manner? 

   

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count 

Yes 61.94%    83 

No 29.10%    39 

Don't remember 8.96%    12 

 

Staff’s preference would be for a higher rating on this question (61.94 percent overall, 68.03 percent adjusted to filter out the non-responses). However, since the 

definition of “timely” can vary wildly, this number might have an artificial ceiling. Some people are content if they receive an answer within three months, while 

some are discontent if they do not receive an answer the same business day. 

 

We are looking into the possibility of removing this question couplet from future citywide surveys and replacing it with a spot email survey for residents who 

submit Customer Service Management requests. Staff believes this will be a more accurate indicator of satisfaction since it can be delivered immediately after a 

request is received and processed. 
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Who took the satisfaction survey? 
 

Q29. Gender 

 

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count 

Male 37.93%    410 

Female 62.07%    671 

 

 

Q30. Which of these age groups includes your age? 

 

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count 

18 - 24 years 0.91%    10 

25 - 34 years 11.69%    128 

35 - 44 years 19.63%    215 

45 - 54 years 23.65%    259 

55 - 64 years 23.56%    258 

65 and Older 20.55%    225 

 

 

Q31. Do you have any children under the age of 18 living in your home?  If yes, in which of the following age categories would your children be 

classified? 

 

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count 

No children 68.36%    741 

Under age 6 13.38%    145 

Ages 7 - 12 13.38%    145 

Ages 13 - 18 13.28%    144 
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Q32. How long have you lived in the City of Lewisville? 

 

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count 

Less than one year 2.56%    28 

1 - 3 years 16.62%    182 

4 - 6 years 10.41%    114 

7 - 9 years 9.41%    103 

10 - 20 years 29.68%    325 

More than 20 years 31.32%    343 

 

 

Q27. Which of the following best describes your primary residence? 

 

Answer Options            Response Percent Response Count 

I own a house, duplex, townhome or mobile home in Lewisville  88.52%    972 

I rent a house, duplex, townhome or mobile home in Lewisville  7.38%    81 

I rent an apartment in Lewisville          3.55%    39 

I live in a retirement center or similar facility in Lewisville   0.09%    1 

I do not live in Lewisville           0.46%    5 

 

 

Q28. What is the ZIP Code for the street address of your primary residence? 

 

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count 

75057 9.84%    108 

75067 58.74%    645 

75077 29.78%    327 

75056 1.64%    18 

 

The four demographic questions above show that survey respondents skewed heavily toward female participants, two-thirds are age 45 or older, two-thirds have no 

children in the home, and more than 60 percent have lived in Lewisville at least 10 years. These demographic breakdowns are generally consistent with U.S. 

Census data but do not represent a true demographic sampling. In addition, we continue to have low representation among renters, apartment residents, and in the 

75057 ZIP code overall. 



MEMORANDUM 

 

 

TO: Donna Barron, City Manager 

FROM: Richard Luedke, Planning Manager 

DATE: November 21, 2016 

SUBJECT:   Public Hearing:  Consideration of an Ordinance Granting a Zone 

Change Request From Single Family Residential District (R-7.5) to Old 

Town Mixed Use One District (OTMU1), on Approximately 0.206 

Acres Legally Described as Lot 11, Block B, Degan Addition; Located 

on the West Side of Milton Street Approximately 90 Feet South of 

Edwards Street, at 503 and 505 Milton Street; as Request by Gabriella 

Martinez, Roberto Martinez and Lidia Martinez, the Property Owners  

(Case No. PZ-2016-11-30). 

 

BACKGROUND 

    

The property is located on the west side of Milton Street, approximately 150 feet north of 

Purnell Street.  The property is currently occupied by two residences (one duplex).  Per 

Denton Central Appraisal District (DCAD) records the home was originally constructed in 

1954.       

 

ANALYSIS 

  

The current zoning of the property is Single-Family Residential (R-7.5).  The existing 

house is being used as a duplex, which is a legal non-conforming use for this zoning district.  

The applicant would like to add onto the existing house.  The proposed Old Town Mixed 

Use One (OTMU1) zoning allows a duplex and would provide greater flexibility with 

setbacks.  The proposed zone change is consistent with the zoning recommended by the 

Old Town Master Plan.  The Planning and Zoning Commission recommended unanimous 

approval (7-0) of the zone change request at their meeting on November 1, 2016. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

  

It is City staff’s recommendation that the City Council approve proposed ordinance as set 

forth in the caption above. 
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ZONING CASE NO.PZ-2016-11-30  
 
PROPERTY OWNER: 
 
APPLICANT: 

GABRIELLA MARTINEZ, ROBERTO MARTINEZ & LIDIA MARTINEZ 
 
GABRIELLA MARTINEZ, ROBERTO MARTINEZ & LIDIA MARTINEZ 
 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 
 

503 AND 505 MILTON ST; LOT 11, BLOCK B, DEGAN ADDITION (0.206-ACRES) 
 

CURRENT ZONING:  
 

 SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT (R-7.5) 
 

REQUESTED ZONING: OLD TOWN MIXED USE ONE DISTRICT (OTMU1) 
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MINUTES 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

NOVEMBER 1, 2016 
 

 

Item 4: 

Public Hearing – Zoning and Special Use Permits were the next item on the agenda.  There were 

three items for consideration: 

 

B. Public Hearing: Consideration of a Zone Change Request From Single Family 

Residential District (R-7.5) to Old Town Mixed Use One District (OTMU1); on 

Approximately 0.206 Acres, Legally Described as Lot 11, Block B, Degan Addition, 

Located at 503 and 505 Milton Street; As Requested by Gabriella Martinez, Roberto 

Martinez, and Lidia Martinez, the Property Owners.  (Case No. PZ-2016-11-30). 

 

Staff gave an overview of the proposed zone change request and provided information about the 

request.  The property is currently a duplex, which is a legal non-conforming use.  The applicant 

wishes to add on to the existing house.  The Old Town Mixed Use One (OTMU1) zoning allows 

for a duplex and provides greater flexibility with setbacks.  Staff indicated that the proposed zone 

change is consistent with the Old Town Master Plan, and recommended approval.  The public 

hearing was then opened by Chairman Davis.  There being no public comment, the public 

hearing was then closed.  A motion was made by William Meredith to recommend approval of 

the zone change request, seconded by John Lyng.  The motion passed unanimously (7-0). 

 



LEWISVILLE ZONING ORDINANCE  25 

SECTION 17-10. -  "R-7.5" SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT REGULATIONS  
 
(a) Use.  A building or premise shall be used only for the following purposes: 
 
 (1) Single-family dwellings. 
 (2) Church worship facilities. 
 (3) Buildings and uses owned or operated by public governmental agencies. 
 (4) Country clubs or golf courses, but not including miniature golf courses, driving ranges or 

similar forms of commercial amusement (indoor or outdoor). 
 (5) Farms, nurseries or truck gardens, limited to the propagation and cultivation of plants, 

provided no retail or wholesale business is conducted on the premises, and provided further 
that no poultry or livestock other than household pets shall not be located closer to any 
property line than allowed by city’s animal control ordinances. 

 (6) Real estate sales offices during the development of residential subdivisions, but not to 
exceed two (2) years. 

 (7) Schools, private, with full curriculum accredited by the State of Texas equivalent to that of a 
public elementary or high school. 

 (8) Temporary buildings for uses incidental to construction work on the premises, which buildings 
shall be removed upon the completion or abandonment of construction work. 

 (9) Accessory buildings and uses, customarily incidental to the above uses and located on the 
same lot therewith, not involving the conduct of a retail business except as provided herein 
and for home occupations as defined by this ordinance. 

 (10) A detached private garage with or without storeroom and/or utility room shall be permitted as 
an accessory building if it meets all requirements of a residential accessory building.   

 (11) A carport shall be permitted as an accessory building if it meets all requirements of a 
residential accessory building.  

 (12) Private Utility Plants or Sub-stations (including alternative energy)  (SUP required). 
 (13) Gas and oil drilling accessory uses (SUP required). 
 (14) Cemetery, columbarium, mausoleum and accessory uses (SUP required). 
 
(b) Height.  No building shall exceed thirty-five (35) feet or two and one-half (2-1/2) stories in height. 
 
(c) Area. 
 
 (1) Size of yards. 
  a. Front yard.  There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than thirty (30) 

feet, except where entrance to the garage is provided from an alley in the rear of the 
house, in which case the minimum front yard may be twenty-five (25) feet.  Where 
lots have double frontage, running through from one street to another, the required 
front yard shall be provided on both streets. 

   
  b. Side yard.  There shall be a side yard on each side of the lot having a width of not 

less than ten percent (10%) of the lot width.  A side yard adjacent to a side street 
shall not be less than fifteen (15) feet.  No side yard for allowable non-residential 
uses shall be less than twenty-five (25) feet.  In no case shall the minimum side yard 
setback be less than six and one-half (6.5) feet. 

   
  c. Rear yard.  There shall be a rear yard having a depth of not less than twenty (20) 

feet if there is no rear entry from an alley, and a depth of not less than twenty-five 
(25) feet if there is rear entry from an alley. 

  
 (2) Size of lot. 
  a. Lot area.  No building shall be constructed on any lot of less than seven thousand 

five hundred (7,500) square feet. 
   
  b. Lot width.  The minimum width of the lot shall not be less than sixty-five (65) feet at 

the required front and rear building setback lines.  The minimum width at the front 
property line shall be forty (40) feet, or a minimum of fifty (50) feet if there is a 
driveway in the front. 
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  c. [Exception]  Where a lot having less area, width and/or depth than herein required 
existed in separate ownership upon the effective date of this ordinance, the above 
regulations shall not prohibit the erection of a one-family dwelling thereon. 

  
 (3) Minimum dwelling size.  The minimum floor area of any dwelling shall be one thousand seven 

hundred (1,700) square feet, exclusive of garages, breezeways and porches. 
  
 (4) Lot coverage.  In no case shall more than forty percent (40%) of the total lot area be covered 

by the combined area of the main buildings and accessory buildings. 
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SECTION 17-22.6.1. -  "OTMU1" OLD TOWN MIXED USE 1 DISTRICT REGULATIONS  
 
(a) Use.  A building or premise shall be used only for the following purposes: 
 
 (1) Single-family dwellings. 

(2) Single-family attached dwellings, provided that no more than nine (9) dwelling units are 
attached in one continuous row or group, and provided that no dwelling unit is constructed 
above another dwelling unit. 

(3) Two-family dwellings (duplexes). 
(4) Multi-family dwellings.  Projects shall be a minimum of two (2) acres in area on a single 

platted lot.  A minimum of twenty (20) units must be built in the first phase of construction. 
(5) Church worship facilities. 
(6) Buildings and uses owned or operated by public governmental agencies. 
(7) Temporary buildings for uses incidental to construction work on the premises, which buildings 

shall be removed upon the completion or abandonment of construction work. 
(8) Accessory buildings and uses, customarily incidental to the above uses and located on the 

same lot therewith, not involving the conduct of a retail business except as provided herein 
and for home occupations as defined by this ordinance. 

(9) A detached private garage with or without storeroom and/or utility room shall be permitted as 
an accessory building, provide that such garage shall be located not less than sixty (60) feet 
from the front lot line nor less than five (5) feet from any side or rear lot line and in the case 
of corner lots not less than the distance required for residences from side streets.  A garage 
or servants’ quarters constructed as an integral part of the main building shall be subject to 
the regulations affecting the main building. 

(10) A carport shall be permitted provided that such carport is not located in a required front or 
side yard, not less than five (5) feet from the rear property line, and fully open on the entrance 
side. 

(11) Bed and breakfast (SUP required). 
(12) Professional and administrative offices where only services are provided, no goods are 

offered for sale, no drive-thru’s are allowed and no outside storage is provided on the 
premises.  

(13) Private Utility Plants or Sub-stations (including alternative energy) (SUP required). 
(14) Cemetery, columbarium, mausoleum and accessory uses (SUP required). 

 
(b) Single-family detached and two-family dwelling requirements. 
 

(1) Maximum height. No building shall exceed thirty-five (35) feet or two and one-half (2-1/2) 
stories in height. 

(2) Minimum dwelling size. The minimum floor area of any single-family dwelling shall be one 
thousand seven hundred (1,700) square feet, exclusive of garages, breezeways and 
porches. 

(3) Front yard.  No front setback is required. 
(4) Side yard. There shall be a side yard on each side of the lot having a width of not less than  

five (5) feet. 
(5) Rear yard. There shall be a rear yard having a depth of not less than twenty (20) feet. 

 
(c) Single-family attached, multi-family and institutional building requirements. 
 

(1) Maximum height. No building shall exceed shall not exceed forty-five (45) feet in height or 
three and one-half (3-1/2) stories in height. 

(2) Minimum dwelling size. The minimum floor area of any single-family attached dwelling shall 
be one thousand four hundred fifty (1,450) square feet.  The minimum floor area of any 
multi-family dwelling shall be  (650) square feet, exclusive of garages, breezeways and 
porches. 

(3) Front yard.  No front setback is required. 
(4) Side yard. There shall be a side yard on each side of the lot having a width of not less than 

five (5) feet. 
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(5) Rear yard. There shall be a rear yard having a depth of not less than six and one half (6.5) 
feet except if a residential garage directly adjoins a rear alley, then the rear yard may be four 
(4) feet. 

 
(d) Size of lot. 
  

(1) Lot area.  No detached single-family dwelling or non-residential building shall be 
constructed on any lot of less than seven thousand five hundred (7,500) square feet. 
Attached single-family dwellings shall be constructed on lots with a minimum  as illustrated 
on the adopted concept plan submitted with initial zoning change request.  Multi-family 
dwelling projects shall be constructed on lots of a minimum of two (2) acres in size. 

(2)  
(e) Other setbacks. 
 

(1) The old town mixed use 1 district shall not be subject to the following setback provisions 
contained elsewhere in this ordinance:  
a. “On a corner lot, the width of the yard along the side street shall not be less than 

any required front yard on the same side of such street between intersecting 
streets”. 

b. “…no accessory building shall be…closer than five feet to any rear or side lot line, 
and, in the case of corner lots, not less than the distance required for buildings 
from side streets”. 

c. “In any residential or MF district where 25 percent or more of the frontage upon the 
same side of a street between intersecting streets is occupied or partially occupied 
by a building or buildings having front yards of greater depth than is required by 
this chapter, no other lot upon the same side of such street between such 
intersecting streets shall be occupied by a building with a front yard of less than 
the least depth of any such existing front yards.” 

(2) There shall be a minimum ten (10) foot setback on the driveway side of a lot when there is 
not sufficient maneuvering space on site to allow vehicles to exit the lot without backing 
into the street. 
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AN ORDINANCE OF THE LEWISVILLE CITY COUNCIL, 

AMENDING THE ZONING ORDINANCE BY REZONING 

APPROXIMATELY 0.206 ACRES LEGALLY DESCRIBED 

AS LOT 11, BLOCK B, DEGAN ADDITION, LOCATED ON 

THE WEST SIDE OF MILTON STREET APPROXIMATELY 

90 FEET SOUTH OF EDWARDS STREET, AT 503 AND 505 

MILTON STREET; FROM SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 

(R-7.5) ZONING TO OLD TOWN MIXED USE 1 DISTRICT 

(OTMU1) ZONING; CORRECTING THE OFFICIAL 

ZONING MAP; PRESERVING ALL OTHER PORTIONS OF 

THE ZONING ORDINANCE; DETERMINING THAT THE 

PUBLIC INTERESTS AND GENERAL WELFARE DEMAND 

THIS ZONING CHANGE AND AMENDMENT THEREIN 

MADE; PROVIDING FOR A REPEALER, SEVERABILITY, 

AND A PENALTY; AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY. 

 

 

 WHEREAS, applications were made to amend the Official Zoning Map of Lewisville, 

Texas by making applications for same with the Planning and Zoning Commission of the City of 

Lewisville, Texas, as required by State statutes and the Zoning Ordinances of the City of Lewisville, 

Texas, said Planning and Zoning Commission has recommended that rezoning of the approximately 

0.206-acre property described in the attached Exhibit “A” (the “Property”) be approved, and all the 

legal requirements, conditions and prerequisites having been complied with, the case having come 

before the City Council of the City of Lewisville, Texas, after all legal notices, requirements, 

conditions and prerequisites having been complied with; and, 

 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Lewisville, Texas, at a public hearing called by 

the City Council of the City of Lewisville, Texas, did consider the following factors in making a 

determination as to whether this requested change should be granted or denied: effect on the 

congestion of the streets; the fire hazards, panics and other dangers possibly present in the securing 

of safety from same; the effect on the promotion of health and the general welfare; effect on adequate 
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light and air; the effect on the overcrowding of the land; the effect of the concentration on population; 

the effect on the transportation, water, sewerage, schools, parks and other public facilities; and, 

 WHEREAS, the City Council further considered among other things the character of the 

district and its peculiar suitability for particular uses and with the view to conserve the value of 

buildings, encourage the most appropriate use of land throughout this City; and, 

 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Lewisville, Texas, does find that there is a 

public necessity for the zoning change, that the public interest clearly requires the amendment, that 

the zoning changes do not unreasonably invade the rights of adjacent property owners; and, 

 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Lewisville, Texas, does find that the change in 

zoning lessens the congestion in the streets; helps secure safety from fire, panic and other dangers; 

promotes health and the general welfare; provides adequate light and air; prevents the overcrowding 

of land; avoids undue concentration of population; facilitates the adequate provisions of 

transportation, water, sewerage, schools, parks and other public requirements; and, 

 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Lewisville, Texas, has determined that there is 

a necessity and need for this change in zoning and has also found and determined that there has been 

a change in the conditions of the property surrounding and in close proximity to the Property since 

it was originally classified and, therefore, feels that a change in zoning classification for the Property 

is needed, is called for, and is in the best interest of the public at large, the citizens of the City of 

Lewisville, Texas, and helps promote the general health, safety, and welfare of this community. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF LEWISVILLE, TEXAS, THAT: 
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 SECTION 1.  The Zoning Ordinance of the City of Lewisville, Texas, be, and the same is 

hereby amended and changed in that the zoning of the Property is hereby changed to OLD TOWN 

MIXED USE 1 DISTRICT (OTMU1) ZONING.  

 SECTION 2.  The City Manager, or her designee, is hereby directed to correct the official 

zoning map of the City of Lewisville, Texas, to reflect this change in zoning. 

 SECTION 3.  That in all other respects the use of the tract or tracts of land hereinabove 

described shall be subject to all the applicable regulations contained in said City of Lewisville Zoning 

Ordinance and all other applicable and pertinent ordinances of the City of Lewisville, Texas. 

 SECTION 4.  That the zoning regulations and districts as herein established have been made 

in accordance with the comprehensive plan for the purpose of promoting health, safety, and the 

general welfare of the community.  They have been designed with respect to both present conditions 

and the conditions reasonably anticipated to exist in the foreseeable future, to lessen congestion in 

the streets; to secure safety from fire, panic, flood and other dangers; provide adequate light and air; 

to prevent overcrowding of land, to avoid undue concentration of population; facilitate the adequate 

provisions of transportation, water, sewage, parks and other public requirements, and to make 

adequate provisions for the normal business, commercial needs and development of the community.  

They have been made with reasonable consideration, among other things of the character of the 

district, and its peculiar suitability for the particular uses and with a view of conserving the value of 

buildings and encouraging the most appropriate use of land throughout the community. 

 SECTION 5.  This Ordinance shall be cumulative of all other ordinances of the City of 

Lewisville, Texas, affecting zoning and shall not repeal any of the provisions of said ordinances, 
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except in those instances where provisions of those ordinances which are in direct conflict with the 

provisions of this Ordinance. 

 SECTION 6.  That the terms and provisions of this Ordinance shall be deemed to be 

severable and that if the validity of the zoning affecting any portion of the Property shall be declared 

to be invalid, the same shall not affect the validity of the zoning of the balance of the tract or tracts 

of land described herein. 

 SECTION 7.  Any person, firm or corporation who violates any provision of this Ordinance 

shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and, upon conviction thereof in the Municipal Court, shall 

be subject to a fine of not more than $2,000.00 for each offense, and each and every day such offense 

is continued shall constitute a new and separate offense. 

 SECTION 8.  The fact that the present Zoning Ordinance and regulations of the City of 

Lewisville, Texas are inadequate to properly safeguard the health, safety, peace and general welfare 

of the inhabitants of the City of Lewisville, Texas, creates an emergency for the immediate 

preservation of the public business, property, health, safety and general welfare of the public which 

requires that this Ordinance shall become effective from and after the date of its final passage, and 

it is accordingly so ordained. 

 DULY PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

LEWISVILLE, TEXAS, BY A VOTE OF _____ TO _____, ON THIS THE 21ST DAY OF 

NOVEMBER, 2016. 

 

 APPROVED: 
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 ____________________________________ 

  Rudy Durham, MAYOR 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

 

__________________________________________ 

 Julie Heinze, CITY SECRETARY 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

 

__________________________________________ 

 Lizbeth Plaster, CITY ATTORNEY 
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ZONING CASE NO.PZ-2016-11-30  
 
PROPERTY OWNER: 
 
APPLICANT: 

GABRIELLA MARTINEZ, ROBERTO MARTINEZ & LIDIA MARTINEZ 
 
GABRIELLA MARTINEZ, ROBERTO MARTINEZ & LIDIA MARTINEZ 
 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 
 

503 AND 505 MILTON ST; LOT 11, BLOCK B, DEGAN ADDITION (0.206-ACRES) 
 

CURRENT ZONING:  
 

 SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT (R-7.5) 
 

REQUESTED ZONING: OLD TOWN MIXED USE ONE DISTRICT (OTMU1) 
  
 

Attachment to 

Ordinance No. __________________________________ 

Exhibit "A" 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

 

 

TO: Donna Barron, City Manager 

  

FROM: Carolyn Booker, Director of Library Services 

 

DATE: November 16, 2016 

 

SUBJECT: Approval of an Interlocal Cooperation Agreement for Library Services With 

Denton County; Designation of the Library Services Director as the Official 

Liaison for the City of Lewisville; and Authorization for the City Manager to 

Execute the Agreement. 

 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

The City of Lewisville has worked cooperatively with Denton County to provide library service 

to residents of Denton County since 1991, with Council authorizing an Interlocal Cooperation 

Agreement for Library Services each year. The proposed agreement states that in return for one or 

more listed programs of library service, the County agrees to provide $73,300 during 

FY2016/2017. The appropriation is based on the City population per North Central Texas Council 

of Governments figures and a proportionate share of unserved Denton County residents. 
 

ANALYSIS 

 

Lewisville’s funding amount for FY 2015-16 was $75,800.  The allocation was lowered for FY 

2016-17 to $73,300 when Dallas residents were subtracted from the population reported for 

Denton County funding.  This includes residents of the Villas of Vista Ridge Apartments, Enclaves 

at Silver Creek Townhomes, the Villas of Coppell Townhomes, and homes on Ace Lane. 

 

Library card registration as of 10-24-2016: 

 

Lewisville:    40,310 – 74% 

Denton County outside Lewisville:  12,347 – 23% 

Texas outside Denton County:  1,930 – 3% 

 

Total cards:     54,587 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

It is City staff’s recommendation that the City Council approve the agreement for Library Services 

with Denton County; designate the Director of Library Services as the official liaison for the City 

of Lewisville; and authorize the City Manager to execute the contract. 
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THE STATE OF TEXAS § 
§ LEWISVILLE PUBLIC LIBRARY 

COUNTY OF DENTON § 

INTERLOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT 
FOR LIBRARY SERVICES 

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into by and between Denton County, a 

political subdivision of the State of Texas, hereinafter referred to as ("the COUNTY"), and the 

City of Lewisville, a municipality of Denton County, Texas, hereinafter referred to as ("the 

MUNICIPALITY"), and has an effective date of October 1, 2016. 

WHEREAS, the COUNTY is a duly organized political subdivision of the State of 

Texas engaged in the administration of county government and related services for the benefit of 

the citizens of the COUNTY; and 

WHEREAS, the MUNICIPALITY is a duly organized municipality in Denton County, 

Texas, engaged in the provision of library and related services for the benefit of the citizens of 

the MUNICIPALITY; and 

WHEREAS, the COUNTY has requested, and the MUNICIPALITY has agreed to 

provide library services for all residents of the COUNTY; and 

WHEREAS, the COUNTY and the MUNICIPALITY mutually desire to be subject to 

the provisions of Chapter 791 of the Texas Government Code, the Interlocal Cooperation Act 

and Chapter 323 of the Texas Local Government Code, regarding County Libraries. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the COUNTY and the MUNICIPALITY, for the mutual 

consideration hereinafter stated, agree and understand as follows: 

I. 

The term of this Agreement shall be for the period from October 1, 2016, through 

September 30, 2017. 

II. 

For the purposes and consideration herein stated and contemplated, the 

MUNICIPALITY shall provide library services for the residents of the COUNTY without 

regard to race, religion, color, age, disability and/or national origin.  Upon proper proof by 

individual(s) of residence in the COUNTY, Texas, such individual(s) shall be entitled issuance, 

at no cost, a library card to be used in connection with said library services. 
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The MUNICIPALITY shall develop and maintain through the Library one or more of 

the following programs of service: 

1. Educational and reading incentive programs and materials for youth.

2. Functional literacy materials and/or tutoring programs for adults.

3. Job training/career development programs and/or materials for all ages.

4. Outreach services to eliminate barriers to library services.

5. Educational programs designed to enhance quality of life for adults.

III. 

The COUNTY designates the County Judge to act on behalf of the COUNTY and serve 

as liaison officer for the COUNTY with and between the COUNTY and the MUNICIPALITY.  

The County Judge or his designated substitute shall ensure the performance of all duties 

and obligations of the COUNTY herein stated and shall devote sufficient time and attention 

to the execution of said duties on behalf of the COUNTY in full compliance with the 

terms and conditions of this Agreement. The County Judge shall provide immediate and direct 

supervision of the COUNTY'S employees, agents, contractors, sub-contractors, and/or laborers, 

if any, in the furtherance of the purposes, terms and conditions of this Agreement for the mutual 

benefit of the COUNTY and the MUNICIPALITY. 

IV. 

The MUNICIPALITY shall designate the Director of Library Services to act on 

behalf of the MUNICIPALITY and to serve as liaison officer for the MUNICIPALITY 

with and between the MUNICIPALITY and the COUNTY to ensure the performance of all 

duties and obligations of the MUNICIPALITY as herein stated and shall devote sufficient 

time and attention to the execution of said duties on behalf of the MUNICIPALITY in full 

compliance with the terms and conditions of this Agreement. The Director of Library 

Services shall provide management of the MUNICIPALITY'S employees, agents, 

contractors, sub-contractors, and/or laborers, if any, in the furtherance of the purposes, terms 

and conditions of this Agreement for the mutual benefit of the MUNICIPALITY and the 

COUNTY. The MUNICIPALITY shall provide the COUNTY with a copy of the annual report 

submitted to the Texas State Library and shall respond to the COUNTY'S annual questionnaire 

as documentation of the MUNICIPALITY’S expenditures and provision of service. 
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V. 

The MUNICIPALITY shall be solely responsible for all techniques, sequences, 

procedures and coordination of all work performed under the terms and conditions of 

this Agreement.  The MUNICIPALITY shall ensure, dedicate and devote the full time and 

attention of those employees necessary for the proper execution and completion of the 

duties and obligations of the MUNICIPALITY as stated in this Agreement and shall give 

all attention required for proper supervision and direction of their employees. 

VI. 

The MUNICIPALITY agrees that its established library shall assume the functions of a 

county library within Denton County, Texas, and to provide a librarian who meets the 

requirements of the MUNICIPALITY’S job description. 

VII. 

The COUNTY and the MUNICIPALITY agree and acknowledge that each entity is not 

an agent of the other entity and that each entity is responsible for its own acts, forbearance, 

negligence and deeds and for those of its agents or employees. This Agreement does not and 

shall not be construed to entitle either party or any of their respective employees, if applicable, to 

any benefit, privilege or other amenities of employment applicable to the other party. The 

MUNICIPALITY understands and agrees that the MUNICIPALITY, its employees, servants, 

agents and representatives shall not represent themselves to be employees, servants, agents 

and/or representatives of the COUNTY. 

To the fullest extent permitted by law, the MUNICIPALITY agrees to hold harmless 

and indemnify the COUNTY from and against any and all claims and for all liability arising 

out of, resulting from or occurring in connection with the performance of the work hereunder, 

including but not limited to, any negligent act or omission of the MUNICIPALITY, its 

officers, agents or employees. 

The COUNTY and the MUNICIPALITY acknowledge and agree that the COUNTY 

does not waive any sovereign or governmental immunity available to the COUNTY under Texas 

law and does not waive any available defenses under Texas law.  Nothing in this paragraph shall 

be construed to create or grant any rights, contractual or otherwise, in or to any third persons or 

entities. 
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VIII. 

This Agreement is not intended to extend the liability of the parties beyond that provided 

by law.  Neither the MUNICIPALITY nor the COUNTY waives any immunity or defense that 

would otherwise be available to it against claims by third parties. 

IX. 

Any notice required by this Agreement shall be delivered, in writing, by either the 

COUNTY or the MUNICIPALITY to the following addresses: 

The address of the COUNTY is: County Judge, Denton County 
110 West Hickory Street, 2nd Floor 
Denton, Texas 76201 
Telephone:  940-349-2820 

The address of the MUNICIPALITY is: The City of Lewisville through 
Lewisville Public Library 
P.O. Box 299002 
Lewisville, Texas 75029-9002 
Attention: Director of Library Services 
Telephone: 972-219-3570 

X. 

For the full performance of the services above stated the COUNTY agrees to pay the 

MUNICIPALITY fees as described herein from current revenues available for such payment.  

The COUNTY shall pay the MUNICIPALITY fees in the amount of SEVENTY-THREE 

THOUSAND THREE HUNDRED AND NO/100 DOLLARS ($73,300.00), based upon North 

Central Texas Council of Governments service population allocation figures provided to the 

COUNTY by the Library Advisory Board, payable in equal quarterly installments to the 

MUNICIPALITY commencing on October 1, 2016.  The Allocation chart setting forth said 

figures is attached hereto and incorporated herein for all intents and purposes as Exhibit “A.”   

Payment by the COUNTY to the MUNICIPALITY shall be made in accordance with 

the normal and customary processes and business procedures of the COUNTY and payment 

shall be satisfied from current revenues of the COUNTY. 

All funding by the COUNTY to the MUNICIPALITY is subject to the condition that 

the MUNICIPALITY shall have in place technology protection measures (commonly referred 

to as “filters”) with respect to any computers used by the public that have Internet access 

which are designed to block access through such computers to visual depictions that are (1) 

obscene, as defined by Section 43.21 of the Texas Penal Code, or (2) contain pornography. 
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The technology protection measures shall be in compliance with the Children’s Internet 

Protection Act. 

The MUNICIPALITY hereby certifies that its libraries have either installed and are 

using the required technology protection measures during use of its computers that have 

Internet access by the public at the present time or will have such protection measures in place 

and operational by October 1, 2016.  

XI. 

This Agreement may be terminated, at any time, by either party by giving sixty (60) days 

advance written notice to the other party.  In the event of such termination by either party, the 

MUNICIPALITY shall be compensated pro rata for all services performed to the termination 

date, together with reimbursable expenses then due and as authorized by this Agreement.  In the 

event of such termination, should the MUNICIPALITY be overcompensated on a pro rata basis 

for all services performed to the termination date or be overcompensated for reimbursable 

expenses as authorized by this Agreement, the COUNTY shall be reimbursed pro rata for all 

such overcompensation.  Acceptance of such reimbursement shall not constitute a waiver of any 

claim that may otherwise arise out of this Agreement. 

XII. 

This Agreement represents the entire integrated Agreement between the 

MUNICIPALITY and the COUNTY and supersedes all prior negotiations, representations 

and/or Agreements, either oral or written.  This Agreement may be amended only by written 

instrument signed by both the MUNICIPALITY and the COUNTY. 

XIII. 

The validity of this Agreement and any of its terms or provisions, as well as the rights 

and duties of the parties hereto, shall be governed by the laws of the State of Texas.   Further, 

this Agreement shall be performable and all compensation payable in Denton County, Texas. 

XIV. 

In the event any portion of this Agreement shall be found to be contrary to law it is the 

intent of the parties hereto that the remaining portions shall remain valid and in full force and 

effect to the fullest extent possible. 
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XV. 

The undersigned officers and/or agents of the parties hereto are the properly authorized 

officials and have the necessary authority to execute this Agreement on behalf of the parties 

hereto and each party hereby certifies to the other that any necessary orders or resolutions 

extending said authority have been duly passed and are now in full force and effect. 

EXECUTED in triplicate originals on the dates set forth below. 

The COUNTY     The MUNICIPALITY 

By: ____________________________ By:   
Mary Horn, County Judge Name: 
Denton County, Texas Title: 

Acting on behalf of and by the Acting on behalf of and by the authority   
authority of the Commissioners of the City Council of Lewisville, Court of 
Denton County, Texas Texas 

DATED:____________________________ DATED:____________________________ 

ATTEST: ATTEST: 

By:   By:   
 Denton County Clerk  City Secretary 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

By:  By:  
Assistant District Attorney City Attorney 

APPROVED AS TO CONTENT: 

By:  
Director, Library Services 

AUDITOR’S CERTIFICATE 

I hereby certify that funds are available in the amount of $   to 
accomplish and pay the obligation of Denton County under this agreement. 

James Wells, Denton County Auditor 





 
 

MEMORANDUM 

 

TO: Donna Barron, City Manager 

 

FROM: Cleve Joiner, Director of Neighborhood Services 

 

DATE: November 8, 2016 

 

SUBJECT: Approval of a Resolution Authorizing Agreements Between the City of 

Lewisville and Homeless Services Grant Recipients; and Authorization for 

the City Manager to Execute the Agreements. 

 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

For the last several years, a coalition of Denton County agencies, with administrative assistance 

from the City of Denton, have been allocated yearly funding from $470,000 to over $600,000 

from the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (“TDHCA”) under the 

Emergency Solutions Grant Program (“ESGP”).  The coalition is made up of the following 

agencies: Christian Community Action (“CCA”), Giving Hope Inc., Denton County Friends of 

the Family and the Salvation Army Denton Corps.  Grant money was distributed amongst these 

agencies to provide the following program activities: homeless prevention (case management and 

short-term rental assistance), rapid re-housing (case management, housing placement and 

medium-term rental assistance, including rent deposits), emergency shelter operations, the 

administration of the Homeless Management Information Systems (“HMIS”) (database 

management, reporting and metrics) and street outreach to homeless individuals (case 

management, information and referral at a variety of locations).   

 

In July 2016, the coalition’s application for ESGP funding was denied.  Funds are awarded on a 

competitive basis within eleven regions in Texas.  Denton County competes in the ‘balance of 

state’ regional allocation.  The application was just short of the funding cut-off based on a 

scoring system from TDHCA, which means that small adjustments in programing would likely 

improve chances next year for being awarded the grant. Specifically, increasing the coalition’s 

rapid re-housing activity has been identified as one way to improve the coalition’s future funding 

chances.  

 

Upon learning that this year’s ESGP funding was denied, the City of Denton requested that 

Lewisville and Denton County join them in providing financial assistance to make up for the loss 

of funds.  This would allow the region to continue to provide essential human services and to 

lessen the financial impact on the non-profit agencies involved. The City of Denton offered 

$200,000 in replacement funding and Denton County subsequently agreed to provide $35,000. At 

their budget workshop, the Lewisville City Council agreed to provide $164,500.  Together, these 
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governmental entities are providing two-thirds of the $600,000 originally requested in the 

coalition’s grant application. 

 

ANALYSIS 

 

City Council gave staff two directives with regard to using the City’s funds.  First, the money 

could only be used for programs that assisted or impacted Lewisville or its citizens.  Second, the 

money could be used so long as the coalition had a plan to re-secure future ESGP funding.  

 

In order to meet the City Council’s first objective – to ensure funds are used for Lewisville or its 

citizens – staff focused only on funding agencies and programs that directly served our 

community.  Located in Lewisville, CCA is best positioned to offer services to Lewisville 

residents.  That is why a majority of Lewisville funds are recommended to go to CCA.  Still, 

each agency in the coalition serves Lewisville residents to some extent and can continue to be 

funded.  Seven percent of clients at the Salvation Army Denton shelter are homeless from 

Lewisville.  Last year, they served 22 Lewisville homeless.  Friends of the Family have always 

served Lewisville residents and expect to serve at least 40 persons from Lewisville under this 

program (and an additional 22 with CDBG funds).  Giving Hope has the primary responsibility 

for street outreach, which has included sending a case worker to Lewisville twice a month for the 

last two years.  They expect to make contact with at least 20 homeless individuals in Lewisville 

in the next year.  Giving Hope also supports the HMIS system with a staff person that will offer 

technical assistance and support to the other agencies.  

 

In order to meet the City Council’s second objective – ensure there is a plan to re-secure future 

ESGP funding – City staff has structured the City’s allocation to not only continue providing 

those services that are necessary for ESGP future funding (i.e. street outreach and HMIS), but to 

also fund a new rapid re-housing program to be administered by CCA. This rapid re-housing 

program was not included in the coalition’s grant application -- part of the reason that the 

coalition lost funding.  In recent years TDHCA, following the lead of the U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban Development, has emphasized a “Housing First” approach, which prioritizes 

rapid re-housing and street outreach to identify and place chronically homeless in stable housing 

with supportive services.   

 

Rapid re-housing was not previously proposed by CCA in the grant application because of 

certain obstacles. Landlords must agree to work with the CCA to allow placement of homeless 

individuals quickly in their residential units. It also requires such owners to provide their rental 

units for a price that would qualify them as “affordable housing.”  Lewisville’s landlords have 

historically not been receptive to the rapid re-housing program. Despite these obstacles, CCA 

feels that they can administer rapid re-housing and find appropriate rental units with a caveat that 

if units are not available in Lewisville, the client may be given a choice to rent a unit that meets 

the program guidelines somewhere outside of Lewisville (Carrollton, Denton, etc.).   
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In addition to initiating a rapid re-housing program, the coalition is also currently seeking other 

funding sources for staff costs so more ESGP funds can be used for direct services.   

 

Staff believes we have met City Council’s two directives with the following distribution of our 

$164,500:  

 

Funding by Agency and Program Activity: 

Agency

Lewisville Homeless

Services Grant 

Christian Community Action 118,500.00$                 

Homeless Prevention 84,500.00$                    

Rapid Re-Housing 29,270.00$                    

HMIS 4,730.00$                      

Denton Co. Friends of the Family 20,000.00$                    

Emergency Shelter 20,000.00$                    

Giving Hope, Inc. 15,500.00$                    

HMIS 11,180.00$                    

Street Outreach 4,320.00$                      

Salvation Army Denton 10,500.00$                    

Emergency Shelter 10,500.00$                    

Total 164,500.00$                  
 

Because Lewisville is focusing most of its allocation of funds to CCA (due to its service to 

Lewisville residents and its additional rapid re-housing program), Denton and Denton County 

have directed their funding primarily to the other three agencies. The attached program budget 

spreadsheet includes a breakdown of funding to each agency from each local entity (See 

Attached). As you can see in that attachment, the emergency shelter activity will receive 

relatively less funding than before.  

 

Although only local funds are being used, staff recommends following ESGP administration 

rules and procedures to maintain continuity.  This is because the coalition anticipates re-securing 

ESGP funds next year. The City of Denton, therefore, would still review reports for compliance 

as if the coalition were using ESGP funds, but Lewisville will reimburse agencies directly 

following monthly reporting and approvals.  

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

It is City staff’s recommendation that the City Council approve the resolution and authorize the 

City Manager to execute the agreements. 



Homeless Services Program Budget

Funding by Agency: Funding by Agency and Source: 

Agency
Lewisville Homeless

Services Grant 
Original ESGP 
Grant Request: Lewisville Denton County

Local 
Replacement Variance % Var.

Christian Community Action 118,500.00$                  125,000$            118,500$        ‐$                  7,292$            125,792$        792$                1%
Denton Co. Friends of the Family 20,000.00$                    143,820$            20,000$          60,556$           8,390$            88,946$          (54,874)$         ‐38%
Giving Hope, Inc.  15,500.00$                    181,180$            15,500$          76,286$           10,568$          102,354$        (78,826)$         ‐44%
Salvation Army Denton 10,500.00$                    150,000$            10,500$          63,158$           8,750$            82,408$          (67,592)$         ‐45%
Total 164,500.00$                  600,000$             164,500$         200,000$         35,000$           399,500$         (200,500)$        ‐33%

Funding by Agency and Program Activity: 

Agency
Lewisville Homeless

Services Grant 
Christian Community Action 118,500.00$                 

Homeless Prevention 84,500.00$                   
Rapid Re‐Housing 29,270.00$                   

HMIS 4,730.00$                     
Denton Co. Friends of the Family 20,000.00$                   

Emergency Shelter 20,000.00$                   
Giving Hope, Inc.  15,500.00$                   

HMIS 11,180.00$                   
Street Outreach 4,320.00$                     

Salvation Army Denton 10,500.00$                   
Emergency Shelter 10,500.00$                   

Total 164,500.00$                 

Funding by Program Activity: 

Program Activity
Lewisville Homeless

Services Grant 
Homeless Prevention 84,500.00$                   
Rapid Re‐Housing 29,270.00$                   
HMIS 15,910.00$                   
Emergency Shelter 30,500.00$                   
Street Outreach 4,320.00$                     
Total 164,500.00$                 



Program Budget:  Christian Community Action
Agency

Eligible Activities Activity Funding Eligible Expenses Amount

Homeless Prevention 84,500$                       Housing Relocation & Stabilization
    Caseworker 0.43 FTE ($17.53 x 17hrs/wk) 15,650$                                  
Tenant‐based Rental Assistance
    Rental Assistance ($850/mo* x 3 mo x 27 houeholds) 68,850$                                  

Rapid Re‐Housing 29,270$                       Housing Relocation & Stabilization
    Caseworker 0.15 FTE ($17.53 x 6hrs/wk) 5,470$                                     
Tenant‐based Rental Assistance
    Rental Assistance ($850/mo* x 9.33 mo x 3 households) 23,800$                                  

HMIS 4,730$                          HMIS data  entry
    Caseworker 0.13 FTE (17.53x5.2hrs/wk) 4,730$                                     

Total 118,500$                    118,500$                               

* monthly rent is an average for budgeting
   can vary for each client



Program Budget: Denton County Friends of the Family
Agency

Eligible Activities Activity Funding Eligible Expenses Amount

Emergency Shelter 20,000$                       Essential Services
    Caseworker 0.25 FTE ($34,000/yr) 8,500$                                     
    Caseworker 0.25 FTE ($41,000/yr) 10,250$                                  
     Bus passes (40 persons x $10) 400$                                         
    Childcare (5 children x $85/wk x 2 weeks) 850$                                         

Total 20,000$                       20,000$                                  



Program Budget: Giving Hope Inc. 
Agency

Eligible Activities Activity Funding Eligible Expenses Amount

HMIS 15,500$                 Homeless Management Information System
    Data Entry Specialist ($12/hr) 

         Support other HMIS users 0.3 FTE ($12 x 12hr/wk x 45) 6,480$                          
    Training and HMIS licenses 4,700$                          

Street Outreach 3,600$                    Street Outreach 4,320$                          
     Case worker ($30,000 x 0.15 FTE)

Total 15,500$                 15,500$                        



Program Budget: Salvation Army Shelter ‐ Denton
Agency

Eligible Activities Activity Funding Eligible Expenses Amount

Emergency Shelter 10,500$                       Shelter Operations
     Shelter Utilities ($650/ mo. x 10) 6,500$                                     
     Kitchen Supplies ($400/ mo. x 10) 4,000$                                     

Total 10,500$                       10,500$                                  



 RESOLUTION NO.                      _____________  

 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF LEWISVILLE, TEXAS, AUTHORIZING THE CITY 

MANAGER TO CONTRACT WITH RECIPIENTS OF 

HOMELESS SERVICES FUNDING. 

 

WHEREAS, the Lewisville City Council has approved the FY 2016-2017 City Budget 

which includes an allocation to provide essential human services to homeless Lewisville 

residents and to residents that would otherwise become homeless without such assistance; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Lewisville (the “City”) is providing funding to eligible social 

service agencies that were previously funded through the Emergency Solutions Grant Program 

(“ESGP”) administered by the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs; and 

WHEREAS, a coalition of agencies comprised of Christian Community Action, Denton 

County Friends of the Family, Giving Hope, Inc. and the Salvation Army of Denton County, had 

previously received annual allocations of funding up to $600,000 through ESGP for several 

consecutive years; and  

WHEREAS, the coalition of agencies was not funded in the current year and the City 

wishes to join the City of Denton and Denton County in continuing services eligible under ESGP 

using a one-time ‘replacement’ allocation; and 

WHEREAS, funding from the City shall be used only to provide services for residents of 

the City;  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF LEWISVILLE, TEXAS, THAT: 
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SECTION 1.  The City Manager is authorized to execute grant agreements shown as 

Exhibits A-D on behalf of the City of Lewisville, Texas with homeless services grant recipients. 

DULY PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF LEWISVILLE, 

TEXAS, ON THIS THE 21st DAY OF NOVEMBER, 2016. 

 

 

APPROVED: 

 

 

                              _________  

Rudy Durham, MAYOR 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

 

                                _________________ 

Julie Heinze, CITY SECRETARY 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

 

                                _________________  

Lizbeth Plaster, CITY ATTORNEY 
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Resolution No.  _____________ 

 

 

THE STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF DENTON 

 

 

 

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE  

CITY OF LEWISVILLE, TEXAS AND 

CHRISTIAN COMMUNITY ACTION 

 

 This agreement is hereby entered into by and between the City of Lewisville, 

Texas, a Home Rule Municipal Corporation, (hereinafter referred to as City) and 

CHRISTIAN COMMUNITY ACTION (hereinafter referred to as Agency); 

 

 WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed the scope of services of the Agency 

and has determined that the Agency performs an important human service for the 

residents of Lewisville without regard to race, religion, color or national origin and 

therefore Council recommends funding the Agency; and  

 

 WHEREAS, the City intends that funds administered by the Agency under this 

agreement be used in a manner consistent with the Emergency Solutions Grants Program 

(ESGP) as administered by the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs; 

and  

 

 WHEREAS, the City has determined that the Agency merits assistance and has 

provided for $118,500 in its budget for funding the Agency; 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto mutually agree as follows: 

 

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY 

 

The Agency shall in a satisfactory and proper manner perform the following tasks, 

and achieve the goals, for which the monies provided by the City may be used: 

 

(1) to operate a Homeless Services Program identical in nature and operations to the 

ESGP; and  

 

(2) use City funds in a manner consistent with the eligible activities of the ESGP as 

further described in Section II – Scope of Services.     
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II. SCOPE OF SERVICES 

   

A.    Homeless Prevention Activities - Housing relocation and stabilization services 

and short-term and medium-term rental assistance necessary to prevent the individual or 

family from moving into an emergency shelter or another place described in paragraph (1) 

of the “homeless” definition in 24 CFR 576.2. These services generally consist of short-

term and medium-term rental assistance, rental arrears, rental application fees, security 

deposits, advance payment of last month's rent, utility deposits and payments, moving 

costs, housing search and placement, housing stability case management, mediation, legal 

services, and credit repair. For specific requirements, see 24 CFR 576.103, 576.105, and 

576.106.  

a. The Agency will serve a minimum of 27 unduplicated Lewisville residents.  

b. Eligible, reimbursable program costs are limited to those items listed in 

Attachment A – Program Budget.  

 

B.     Rapid Re-Housing Activities - Housing relocation and stabilization services 

and short-term and medium-term rental assistance as necessary to help individuals or 

families living in an emergency shelter or other place described in paragraph (1) of the 

“homeless” definition in 24 CFR 576.2 move as quickly as possible into permanent 

housing and achieve stability in that housing. These services generally consist of short-

term and medium-term rental assistance, rental arrears, rental application fees, security 

deposits, advance payment of last month's rent, utility deposits and payments, moving 

costs, housing search and placement, housing stability case management, mediation, legal 

services, and credit repair. For specific requirements, see 24 CFR 576.104, 576.105, and 

576.106.  

a. The Agency will serve a minimum of 3 unduplicated Lewisville residents.  

b. Eligible, reimbursable program costs are limited to those items listed in 

Attachment A – Program Budget.  
 

C.         Homeless Management Information Services Activities - Services related to 

the Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) and comparable database costs, 

as specified at 24 CFR 576.107.   

a. The Agency will collect and enter data as needed to track services and report 

client demographics and services to the HMIS system supported by the 

Texas Homeless Network, Balance of State Collaborative.  

b. Eligible, reimbursable program costs are limited to those items listed in 

Attachment A – Program Budget.  
 

 

III. OUTCOME MEASURES 

 

A. H.U.D. Performance Measure – Effective October 1, 2006, the City began using 

objectives (Suitable Living Environment, Decent Housing, or Creating Economic 

Opportunities) and outcomes (Availability, Accessibility, or Sustainability) matching 

H.U.D.’s performance reporting when setting up public services at the beginning of each 

program year.  
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The following objective and outcome designated for CHRISTIAN COMMUNITY 

ACTION will be used by the City in reporting public service activity: 

 

1. Objective – Decent Housing 

2. Outcome – Accessibility 

 

IV. OBLIGATIONS OF AGENCY 

 

 In consideration of the receipt of funds from the City, Agency agrees to the following 

terms and conditions: 

  

A. It will establish, operate, and maintain an account system for this program that 

will allow for a tracking of funds and a review of the financial status of the 

program. 
 

B. It will provide service information to the City on a monthly or quarterly basis. 

 

C. It will indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all claims and suits 

arising out of the activities of the Agency, its employees, and/or contractors. 

 

D. It will permit authorized officials of the City to audit its program performance 

and accounts upon request. 

 

E. It will not enter into any contracts that would encumber City funds for a period 

that would extend beyond the term of this agreement. 

 

F. It will appoint a representative who will be available to meet with the Director 

of Finance and other City Officials when requested. 

 

V.  TIME OF PERFORMANCE 

 

 The services funded by the City shall be undertaken by the Agency within the 

following time frame: 

 

NOVEMBER 21, 2016 THROUGH SEPTEMBER 30, 2017 

 

VI. METHOD OF PAYMENT 

 

A. Payment by the City for services provided hereunder will be reimbursed within 

21 days following timely receipt of proper reporting documents. On or after the 

last day of each month or quarter, reimbursements will be made at a rate up to 

the contracted amount by line item budgeted on Attachment A – Program 

Budget. 
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Amendments to the line item budget in Attachment A – Program Budget may be 

approved at the discretion of the Director of Neighborhood Services, in keeping 

with the definitions of eligible activities and costs according to the written 

program guidance for ESGP as issued by the Texas Department of Housing and 

Community Affairs.  

 

B. It is expressly understood and agreed that repayment shall be based on a 

reimbursement basis for eligible costs incurred in the previous month/quarter.  

 

C. It is expressly understood that no compensation will be reimbursed without 

submission of an invoice of detailed expenditures and a monthly/quarterly 

statement of services provided by the Agency to Lewisville residents. 

 

D. It is expressly understood and agreed that in no event under the terms of this 

agreement will the total compensation to be paid hereunder exceed the 

maximum sum of $118,500 for all the eligible costs incurred. 

 

VII. EVALUATION 

 

 The Agency agrees to participate in the programmatic and fiscal requirements 

outlined in the City of Lewisville City Fund Monitoring Guide.  The Agency agrees to 

make available its financial records for review by the City at the City’s discretion.  In 

addition, the Agency agrees to provide the City the following data and/or reports no later 

than the 15th of the month following the reimbursement period: 

 

A. Program Expense Report 

 

B. Client Services Summary Report  

 

C. Request for Reimbursement   

 

D. Other reports consistent with the administration of ESGP funding as 

administered by the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs.   

 

VIII. SUSPENSION OR TERMINATION 

 

 The City may suspend or terminate this agreement and payments to the Agency, in 

whole or part, for cause.  Cause shall include but not be limited to the following: 

 

A. Agency’s improper, misuse, or inept use of funds. 

 

B. Agency’s failure to comply with the terms and conditions of this agreement. 

 

C. Agency’s submission of data and/or reports that are inaccurate or incomplete in 

any material respect. 
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D. Agency’s failure to submit timely reports. 

 

E. If for any reason the carrying out of this agreement is rendered impossible or 

unfeasible. 

 

 In the event the City determines that the provisions of this agreement have been 

breached by the Agency, the City may suspend payment hereunder; and, in case of 

suspension, the City shall advise the Agency, in writing, as to conditions precedent to the 

resumption of funding and specify a reasonable date for compliance. 

 

 Either party may terminate this agreement upon giving the other party sixty (60) 

days written notice of such termination.  In case of termination, the Agency will remit to 

the City any unexpended City funds.  Acceptance of these funds shall not constitute a 

waiver of any claim the City may otherwise have arising out of this agreement.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

IN WITNESS THEREOF, the parties do hereby affix their signatures and enter into this 

funding agreement as of the 21st day of November, 2016. 

 

  

 

CITY OF LEWISVILLE, TEXAS CHRISTIAN COMMUNITY ACTION 

  

  

BY:      BY:      

Donna Barron Charles Parker  

CITY MANAGER      PRESIDENT & CEO      

  

  

  

ATTEST: __________________________  

Julie Heinze, CITY SECRETARY  
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

  

_______________________________  

Lizbeth Plaster, CITY ATTORNEY  
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Attachment A – Program Budget  

 

 

                 
Program Budget: Christian Community Action

Agency

Eligible Activities Activity Funding Elgibile Expenses Amount

Homeless Prevention 84,500$                Housing Relocation & Stabilization

    Caseworker 0.43 FTE ($17.53 x 17hrs/wk) 15,650$                         

Tenant-based Rental Assistance

    Rental  Ass is tance ($850/mo* x 3 mo x 27 houeholds) 68,850$                         

Rapid Re-Housing 29,270$                Housing Relocation & Stabilization

    Caseworker 0.15 FTE ($17.53 x 6hrs/wk) 5,470$                            

Tenant-based Rental Assistance

    Rental  Ass is tance ($850/mo* x 9.33 mo x 3 households) 23,800$                         

HMIS 4,730$                   HMIS data  entry

    Caseworker 0.13 FTE (17.53x5.2hrs/wk) 4,730$                            

Total 118,500$              118,500$                       

* monthly rent i s  an average for budgeting

   can vary for each cl ient  
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Resolution No.  _____________ 

 

 

THE STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF DENTON 

 

 

 

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE  

CITY OF LEWISVILLE, TEXAS AND 

DENTON COUNTY FRIENDS OF THE FAMILY 

 

 This agreement is hereby entered into by and between the City of Lewisville, 

Texas, a Home Rule Municipal Corporation, (hereinafter referred to as City) and 

DENTON COUNTY FRIENDS OF THE FAMILY (hereinafter referred to as Agency); 

 

 WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed the scope of services of the Agency 

and has determined that the Agency performs an important human service for the 

residents of Lewisville without regard to race, religion, color or national origin and 

therefore Council recommends funding the Agency; and  

 

 WHEREAS, the City intends that funds administered by the Agency under this 

agreement be used in a manner consistent with the Emergency Solutions Grants Program 

(ESGP) as administered by the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs; 

and  

 

 WHEREAS, the City has determined that the Agency merits assistance and has 

provided for $20,000 in its budget for funding the Agency; 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto mutually agree as follows: 

 

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY 

 

The Agency shall in a satisfactory and proper manner perform the following tasks, 

and achieve the goals, for which the monies provided by the City may be used: 

 

(1) to operate a Homeless Services Program identical in nature and operations to the 

ESGP; and  

 

(2) use City funds in a manner consistent with the eligible activities of the ESGP as 

further described in Section II – Scope of Services.     
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II. SCOPE OF SERVICES 

   

A.     Emergency Shelter Activities - (1) Essential services for individuals and 

families in emergency shelter which generally consist of case management, child care, 

education services, employment assistance and job training, outpatient health services, 

legal services, life skills training, mental health services, substance abuse treatment 

services, and transportation; and (2) Shelter operations, including maintenance, rent, 

security, fuel, equipment, insurance, utilities, and furnishings. 

a. The Agency will serve a minimum of 40 unduplicated Lewisville residents.  

b. Eligible, reimbursable program costs are limited to those items listed in 

Attachment A – Program Budget.  

 

 

III. OUTCOME MEASURES 

 

A. H.U.D. Performance Measure – Effective October 1, 2006, the City began using 

objectives (Suitable Living Environment, Decent Housing, or Creating Economic 

Opportunities) and outcomes (Availability, Accessibility, or Sustainability) matching 

H.U.D.’s performance reporting when setting up public services at the beginning of each 

program year.  

 

The following objective and outcome designated for DENTON COUNTY FRIENDS 

OF THE FAMILY will be used by the City in reporting public service activity: 

 

1. Objective – Decent Housing 

2. Outcome – Accessibility 

 

IV. OBLIGATIONS OF AGENCY 

 

 In consideration of the receipt of funds from the City, Agency agrees to the following 

terms and conditions: 

  

A. It will establish, operate, and maintain an account system for this program that 

will allow for a tracking of funds and a review of the financial status of the 

program. 
 

B. It will provide service information to the City on a monthly or quarterly basis. 

 

C. It will indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all claims and suits 

arising out of the activities of the Agency, its employees, and/or contractors. 

 

D. It will permit authorized officials of the City to audit its program performance 

and accounts upon request. 
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E. It will not enter into any contracts that would encumber City funds for a period 

that would extend beyond the term of this agreement. 

 

F. It will appoint a representative who will be available to meet with the Director 

of Finance and other City Officials when requested. 

 

V.  TIME OF PERFORMANCE 

 

 The services funded by the City shall be undertaken by the Agency within the 

following time frame: 

 

NOVEMBER 21, 2016 THROUGH SEPTEMBER 30, 2017 

 

VI. METHOD OF PAYMENT 

 

A. Payment by the City for services provided hereunder will be reimbursed within 

21 days following timely receipt of proper reporting documents. On or after the 

last day of each month or quarter, reimbursements will be made at a rate up to 

the contracted amount by line item budgeted on Attachment A – Program 

Budget. 

 

Amendments to the line item budget in Attachment A – Program Budget may be 

approved at the discretion of the Director of Neighborhood Services, in keeping 

with the definitions of eligible activities and costs according to the written 

program guidance for ESGP as issued by the Texas Department of Housing and 

Community Affairs.  

 

B. It is expressly understood and agreed that repayment shall be based on a 

reimbursement basis for eligible costs incurred in the previous month/quarter.  

 

C. It is expressly understood that no compensation will be reimbursed without 

submission of an invoice of detailed expenditures and a monthly/quarterly 

statement of services provided by the Agency to Lewisville residents. 

 

D. It is expressly understood and agreed that in no event under the terms of this 

agreement will the total compensation to be paid hereunder exceed the 

maximum sum of $20,000 for all the eligible costs incurred. 

 

VII. EVALUATION 

 

 The Agency agrees to participate in the programmatic and fiscal requirements 

outlined in the City of Lewisville City Fund Monitoring Guide.  The Agency agrees to 

make available its financial records for review by the City at the City’s discretion.  In 

addition, the Agency agrees to provide the City the following data and/or reports no later 

than the 15th of the month following the reimbursement period: 
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A. Program Expense Report 

 

B. Client Services Summary Report  

 

C. Request for Reimbursement   

 

D. Other reports consistent with the administration of ESGP funding as 

administered by the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs.   

 

VIII. SUSPENSION OR TERMINATION 

 

 The City may suspend or terminate this agreement and payments to the Agency, in 

whole or part, for cause.  Cause shall include but not be limited to the following: 

 

A. Agency’s improper, misuse, or inept use of funds. 

 

B. Agency’s failure to comply with the terms and conditions of this agreement. 

 

C. Agency’s submission of data and/or reports that are inaccurate or incomplete in 

any material respect. 

 

D. Agency’s failure to submit timely reports. 

 

E. If for any reason the carrying out of this agreement is rendered impossible or 

unfeasible. 

 

 In the event the City determines that the provisions of this agreement have been 

breached by the Agency, the City may suspend payment hereunder; and, in case of 

suspension, the City shall advise the Agency, in writing, as to conditions precedent to the 

resumption of funding and specify a reasonable date for compliance. 

 

 Either party may terminate this agreement upon giving the other party sixty (60) 

days written notice of such termination.  In case of termination, the Agency will remit to 

the City any unexpended City funds.  Acceptance of these funds shall not constitute a 

waiver of any claim the City may otherwise have arising out of this agreement.   
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IN WITNESS THEREOF, the parties do hereby affix their signatures and enter into this 

funding agreement as of the 21st day of November, 2016. 

 

  

 

CITY OF LEWISVILLE, TEXAS DENTON COUNTY FRIENDS OF THE 

FAMILY 

  

  

BY:      BY:      

Donna Barron Toni Johnson-Simpson   

CITY MANAGER      EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR     

  

  

  

ATTEST: __________________________  

Julie Heinze, CITY SECRETARY  

  

  

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

  

_______________________________  

Lizbeth Plaster, CITY ATTORNEY  
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Attachment A – Program Budget  

 

 

 

                 
Program Budget: Denton County Friends of the Family

Agency

Eligible Activities Activity Funding Eligible Expenses Amount

Emergency Shelter 20,000$                Essential Services

    Caseworker 0.25 FTE ($34,000/yr) 8,500$                            

    Caseworker 0.25 FTE ($41,000/yr) 10,250$                         

     Bus  passes  (40 persons  x $10) 400$                               

    Chi ldcare (5 chi ldren x $85/wk x 2 weeks) 850$                               

Total 20,000$                20,000$                          
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Resolution No.  _____________ 

 

 

THE STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF DENTON 

 

 

 

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE  

CITY OF LEWISVILLE, TEXAS AND 

GIVING HOPE INC.  

 

 This agreement is hereby entered into by and between the City of Lewisville, 

Texas, a Home Rule Municipal Corporation, (hereinafter referred to as City) and GIVING 

HOPE INC. (hereinafter referred to as Agency); 

 

 WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed the scope of services of the Agency 

and has determined that the Agency performs an important human service for the 

residents of Lewisville without regard to race, religion, color or national origin and 

therefore Council recommends funding the Agency; and  

 

 WHEREAS, the City intends that funds administered by the Agency under this 

agreement be used in a manner consistent with the Emergency Solutions Grants Program 

(ESGP) as administered by the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs; 

and  

 

 WHEREAS, the City has determined that the Agency merits assistance and has 

provided for $15,500 in its budget for funding the Agency; 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto mutually agree as follows: 

 

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY 

 

The Agency shall in a satisfactory and proper manner perform the following tasks, 

and achieve the goals, for which the monies provided by the City may be used: 

 

(1) to operate a Homeless Services Program identical in nature and operations to the 

ESGP; and  

 

(2) use City funds in a manner consistent with the eligible activities of the ESGP as 

further described in Section II – Scope of Services.     
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II. SCOPE OF SERVICES 

   

 

A.     Homeless Management Information Services Activities - Services related to the 

Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) and comparable database costs, as 

specified at 24 CFR 576.107.   

a. The Agency will collect and enter data as needed to track services and report 

client demographics and services to the HMIS system supported by the 

Texas Homeless Network, Balance of State Collaborative. The Agency will 

also support the HMIS system on behalf of other participants.  

b. Eligible, reimbursable program costs are limited to those items listed in 

Attachment A – Program Budget.  
 

B.     Street Outreach Activities - Essential services necessary to reach out to 

unsheltered homeless individuals and families, connect them with emergency shelter, 

housing, or critical services, and provide them with urgent, non-facility-based care. These 

services generally consist of engagement, case management, emergency health and 

mental health services, and transportation. For specific requirements, see 24 CFR 

576.101. 

a. The Agency will serve a minimum of 20 unduplicated Lewisville residents.  

b. Eligible, reimbursable program costs are limited to those items listed in 

Attachment A – Program Budget.  

 

III. OUTCOME MEASURES 

 

A. H.U.D. Performance Measure – Effective October 1, 2006, the City began using 

objectives (Suitable Living Environment, Decent Housing, or Creating Economic 

Opportunities) and outcomes (Availability, Accessibility, or Sustainability) matching 

H.U.D.’s performance reporting when setting up public services at the beginning of each 

program year.  

 

The following objective and outcome designated for GIVING HOPE INC. will be 

used by the City in reporting public service activity: 

 

1. Objective – Decent Housing 

2. Outcome – Accessibility 

 

IV. OBLIGATIONS OF AGENCY 

 

 In consideration of the receipt of funds from the City, Agency agrees to the following 

terms and conditions: 

  

A. It will establish, operate, and maintain an account system for this program that 

will allow for a tracking of funds and a review of the financial status of the 

program. 
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B. It will provide service information to the City on a monthly or quarterly basis. 

 

C. It will indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all claims and suits 

arising out of the activities of the Agency, its employees, and/or contractors. 

 

D. It will permit authorized officials of the City to audit its program performance 

and accounts upon request. 

 

E. It will not enter into any contracts that would encumber City funds for a period 

that would extend beyond the term of this agreement. 

 

F. It will appoint a representative who will be available to meet with the Director 

of Finance and other City Officials when requested. 

 

V.  TIME OF PERFORMANCE 

 

 The services funded by the City shall be undertaken by the Agency within the 

following time frame: 

 

NOVEMBER 21, 2016 THROUGH SEPTEMBER 30, 2017 

 

VI. METHOD OF PAYMENT 

 

A. Payment by the City for services provided hereunder will be reimbursed within 

21 days following timely receipt of proper reporting documents. On or after the 

last day of each month or quarter, reimbursements will be made at a rate up to 

the contracted amount by line item budgeted on Attachment A – Program 

Budget. 

 

Amendments to the line item budget in Attachment A – Program Budget may be 

approved at the discretion of the Director of Neighborhood Services, in keeping 

with the definitions of eligible activities and costs according to the written 

program guidance for ESGP as issued by the Texas Department of Housing and 

Community Affairs.  

 

B. It is expressly understood and agreed that repayment shall be based on a 

reimbursement basis for eligible costs incurred in the previous month/quarter.  

 

C. It is expressly understood that no compensation will be reimbursed without 

submission of an invoice of detailed expenditures and a monthly/quarterly 

statement of services provided by the Agency to Lewisville residents. 

 

D. It is expressly understood and agreed that in no event under the terms of this 

agreement will the total compensation to be paid hereunder exceed the 

maximum sum of $15,500 for all the eligible costs incurred. 
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VII. EVALUATION 

 

 The Agency agrees to participate in the programmatic and fiscal requirements 

outlined in the City of Lewisville City Fund Monitoring Guide.  The Agency agrees to 

make available its financial records for review by the City at the City’s discretion.  In 

addition, the Agency agrees to provide the City the following data and/or reports no later 

than the 15th of the month following the reimbursement period: 

 

A. Program Expense Report 

 

B. Client Services Summary Report  

 

C. Request for Reimbursement   

 

D. Other reports consistent with the administration of ESGP funding as 

administered by the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs.   

 

VIII. SUSPENSION OR TERMINATION 

 

 The City may suspend or terminate this agreement and payments to the Agency, in 

whole or part, for cause.  Cause shall include but not be limited to the following: 

 

A. Agency’s improper, misuse, or inept use of funds. 

 

B. Agency’s failure to comply with the terms and conditions of this agreement. 

 

C. Agency’s submission of data and/or reports that are inaccurate or incomplete in 

any material respect. 

 

D. Agency’s failure to submit timely reports. 

 

E. If for any reason the carrying out of this agreement is rendered impossible or 

unfeasible. 

 

 In the event the City determines that the provisions of this agreement have been 

breached by the Agency, the City may suspend payment hereunder; and, in case of 

suspension, the City shall advise the Agency, in writing, as to conditions precedent to the 

resumption of funding and specify a reasonable date for compliance. 

 

 Either party may terminate this agreement upon giving the other party sixty (60) 

days written notice of such termination.  In case of termination, the Agency will remit to 

the City any unexpended City funds.  Acceptance of these funds shall not constitute a 

waiver of any claim the City may otherwise have arising out of this agreement.   
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IN WITNESS THEREOF, the parties do hereby affix their signatures and enter into this 

funding agreement as of the 21st day of November, 2016. 

 

  

 

CITY OF LEWISVILLE, TEXAS GIVING HOPE INC. 

  

  

BY:      BY:      

Donna Barron Dr. Alonzo Peterson  

CITY MANAGER      EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR    

  

  

  

ATTEST: __________________________  

Julie Heinze, CITY SECRETARY  

  

  

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

  

_______________________________  

Lizbeth Plaster, CITY ATTORNEY  
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Attachment A – Program Budget  

 

 

 

                 
Program Budget: Giving Hope Inc. 

Agency

Eligible Activities Activity Funding Eligible Expenses Amount

HMIS 15,500$                Homeless Management Information System

    Data Entry Specia l i s t ($12/hr) 

         Support other HMIS users  0.3 FTE ($12 x 12hr/wk x 45) 6,480$                            

    Tra ining and HMIS l icenses 4,700$                            

Street Outreach 3,600$                   Street Outreach 4,320$                            

      Case worker ($30,000 x 0.15 FTE)

Total 15,500$                15,500$                          
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Resolution No.  _____________ 

 

 

THE STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF DENTON 

 

 

 

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE  

CITY OF LEWISVILLE, TEXAS AND 

THE SALVATION ARMY DENTON CORPS 

 

 This agreement is hereby entered into by and between the City of Lewisville, 

Texas, a Home Rule Municipal Corporation, (hereinafter referred to as City) and THE 

SALVATION ARMY DENTON CORPS (hereinafter referred to as Agency); 

 

 WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed the scope of services of the Agency 

and has determined that the Agency performs an important human service for the 

residents of Lewisville without regard to race, religion, color or national origin and 

therefore Council recommends funding the Agency; and  

 

 WHEREAS, the City intends that funds administered by the Agency under this 

agreement be used in a manner consistent with the Emergency Solutions Grants Program 

(ESGP) as administered by the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs; 

and  

 

 WHEREAS, the City has determined that the Agency merits assistance and has 

provided for $10,500 in its budget for funding the Agency; 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto mutually agree as follows: 

 

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY 

 

The Agency shall in a satisfactory and proper manner perform the following tasks, 

and achieve the goals, for which the monies provided by the City may be used: 

 

(1) to operate a Homeless Services Program identical in nature and operations to the 

ESGP; and  

 

(2) use City funds in a manner consistent with the eligible activities of the ESGP as 

further described in Section II – Scope of Services.     
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II. SCOPE OF SERVICES 

   

A.     Emergency Shelter Activities - (1) Essential services for individuals and 

families in emergency shelter which generally consist of case management, child care, 

education services, employment assistance and job training, outpatient health services, 

legal services, life skills training, mental health services, substance abuse treatment 

services, and transportation; and (2) Shelter operations, including maintenance, rent, 

security, fuel, equipment, insurance, utilities, and furnishings. 

a. The Agency will serve a minimum of 15 unduplicated Lewisville residents.  

b. Eligible, reimbursable program costs are limited to those items listed in 

Attachment A – Program Budget.  

 

 

 

III. OUTCOME MEASURES 

 

A. H.U.D. Performance Measure – Effective October 1, 2006, the City began using 

objectives (Suitable Living Environment, Decent Housing, or Creating Economic 

Opportunities) and outcomes (Availability, Accessibility, or Sustainability) matching 

H.U.D.’s performance reporting when setting up public services at the beginning of each 

program year.  

 

The following objective and outcome designated for THE SALVATION ARMY 

DENTON CORPS will be used by the City in reporting public service activity: 

 

1. Objective – Decent Housing 

2. Outcome – Accessibility 

 

IV. OBLIGATIONS OF AGENCY 

 

 In consideration of the receipt of funds from the City, Agency agrees to the following 

terms and conditions: 

  

A. It will establish, operate, and maintain an account system for this program that 

will allow for a tracking of funds and a review of the financial status of the 

program. 
 

B. It will provide service information to the City on a monthly or quarterly basis. 

 

C. It will indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all claims and suits 

arising out of the activities of the Agency, its employees, and/or contractors. 

 

D. It will permit authorized officials of the City to audit its program performance 

and accounts upon request. 

 



Exhibit D- Page 3 of 6 

E. It will not enter into any contracts that would encumber City funds for a period 

that would extend beyond the term of this agreement. 

 

F. It will appoint a representative who will be available to meet with the Director 

of Finance and other City Officials when requested. 

 

V.  TIME OF PERFORMANCE 

 

 The services funded by the City shall be undertaken by the Agency within the 

following time frame: 

 

NOVEMBER 21, 2016 THROUGH SEPTEMBER 30, 2017 

 

VI. METHOD OF PAYMENT 

 

A. Payment by the City for services provided hereunder will be reimbursed within 

21 days following timely receipt of proper reporting documents. On or after the 

last day of each month or quarter, reimbursements will be made at a rate up to 

the contracted amount by line item budgeted on Attachment A – Program 

Budget. 

 

Amendments to the line item budget in Attachment A – Program Budget may be 

approved at the discretion of the Director of Neighborhood Services, in keeping 

with the definitions of eligible activities and costs according to the written 

program guidance for ESGP as issued by the Texas Department of Housing and 

Community Affairs.  

 

B. It is expressly understood and agreed that repayment shall be based on a 

reimbursement basis for eligible costs incurred in the previous month/quarter.  

 

C. It is expressly understood that no compensation will be reimbursed without 

submission of an invoice of detailed expenditures and a monthly/quarterly 

statement of services provided by the Agency to Lewisville residents. 

 

D. It is expressly understood and agreed that in no event under the terms of this 

agreement will the total compensation to be paid hereunder exceed the 

maximum sum of $10,500 for all the eligible costs incurred. 

 

VII. EVALUATION 

 

 The Agency agrees to participate in the programmatic and fiscal requirements 

outlined in the City of Lewisville City Fund Monitoring Guide.  The Agency agrees to 

make available its financial records for review by the City at the City’s discretion.  In 

addition, the Agency agrees to provide the City the following data and/or reports no later 

than the 15th of the month following the reimbursement period: 
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A. Program Expense Report 

 

B. Client Services Summary Report  

 

C. Request for Reimbursement   

 

D. Other reports consistent with the administration of ESGP funding as 

administered by the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs.   

 

VIII. SUSPENSION OR TERMINATION 

 

 The City may suspend or terminate this agreement and payments to the Agency, in 

whole or part, for cause.  Cause shall include but not be limited to the following: 

 

A. Agency’s improper, misuse, or inept use of funds. 

 

B. Agency’s failure to comply with the terms and conditions of this agreement. 

 

C. Agency’s submission of data and/or reports that are inaccurate or incomplete in 

any material respect. 

 

D. Agency’s failure to submit timely reports. 

 

E. If for any reason the carrying out of this agreement is rendered impossible or 

unfeasible. 

 

 In the event the City determines that the provisions of this agreement have been 

breached by the Agency, the City may suspend payment hereunder; and, in case of 

suspension, the City shall advise the Agency, in writing, as to conditions precedent to the 

resumption of funding and specify a reasonable date for compliance. 

 

 Either party may terminate this agreement upon giving the other party sixty (60) 

days written notice of such termination.  In case of termination, the Agency will remit to 

the City any unexpended City funds.  Acceptance of these funds shall not constitute a 

waiver of any claim the City may otherwise have arising out of this agreement.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Exhibit D- Page 5 of 6 

 

 

  

IN WITNESS THEREOF, the parties do hereby affix their signatures and enter into this 

funding agreement as of the 21st day of November, 2016. 

 

  

 

CITY OF LEWISVILLE, TEXAS THE SALVATION ARMY DENTON 

CORPS 

  

  

BY:      BY:      

Donna Barron Linda Choi  

CITY MANAGER      LIEUTENANT     

  

  

  

ATTEST: __________________________  

Julie Heinze, CITY SECRETARY  

  

  

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

  

_______________________________  

Lizbeth Plaster, CITY ATTORNEY  
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Attachment A – Program Budget  

 

 

                 
Program Budget: Salvation Army Shelter - Denton

Agency

Eligible Activities Activity Funding Eligible Expenses Amount

Emergency Shelter 10,500$                Shelter Operations

     Shelter Uti l i ties  ($650/ mo. x 10) 6,500$                            

     Ki tchen Suppl ies  ($400/ mo. x 10) 4,000$                            

Total 10,500$                10,500$                          



 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 

 

 

TO: Donna Barron, City Manager 

 

FROM: Richard Luedke, Planning Manager 

DATE: November 21, 2016 

 

SUBJECT: Acceptance of Property Located on a Portion of 867 Harbor Drive; Further 

Identified as a Portion of Lot 12, Block E, Lakeland Terrace Addition, Being 

Conveyed to the City of Lewisville, Texas by Donation Deed from Gregg 

Douglas Parsons and Sharon Elaine Parsons. 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) has been planning the proposed I-35E 

highway expansion for some time.  TxDOT schematics have identified certain properties that lie 

within the proposed future expansion area and have begun right-of-way acquisitions.  Some 

properties will be taken in their entirety while others only have a portion being acquired.  

TxDOT has acquired a portion of this lot required for the highway expansion.  The residence has 

since been demolished. 

 

ANALYSIS 

 

The portion acquired by TxDOT bisects the existing lot and leaves the remaining portion of the 

General Business (GB) lot unbuildable.  The property being donated is the remainder of the lot 

that fronts onto Harbor Drive.  There are no existing liens on the property being donated.  The I-

35E Corridor Draft Plan’s short term strategy for this area is to act as a landscape buffer or 

possible parking area for surrounding parcels.  The vacant property will be maintained by PALS. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

It is City staff’s recommendation that the City Council accept that Portion of Lot 12, Block E, 

Lakeland Terrace Addition being conveyed to the City of Lewisville, Texas by the Gregg 

Douglas Parsons and Sharon Elaine Parsons Donation Deed. 



NORTH
 SHORE  PL

HARBOR  DR

35E 

LAKELAND  DR

YA
LE

AV
E

LA
KE

 SH
OR

E  
DR

LAKE HAVEN  DR

35E 

YALE  AVE

35E 

LAKE HAVEN  DR

35E 

LA
KE

 SH
OR

E  
DR

1  = 200 feet
t

Location Map - 867 Harbor Dr.

SUBJECT
PROPERTY



68 PB’s PlaceMaking GroupDRAFT

Subarea Visions

Parcel Impacts
Both commercial and residential property impacts could occur, primarily along the west edge of the highway. The widening could require building 
acquisitions from parcels 38 to 47. Additional residential, commercial and light industrial acquisitions could occur east of the highway between Fox 
Avenue and Business 121. In addition to building impacts, large parcels adjacent to the corridor could experience either land or parking impacts. For 
example, parcel 34 is an existing strip mall set back from the IH-35E corridor with commercial pad sites along the frontage road. Although the strip 
mall could remain in operation in the short-term, its future use and building con  guration could bene  t from a more comprehensive strategy for long-
term redevelopment.
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Figure C34: Subarea 5 - Parcel Impact Analysis Map
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Subarea Visions

Figure C35: Subarea 5 - Parcel Impact Matrix

Parcel Existing Land Use Zoning
Impact 

Classi  cation
Description of Impact Redevelopment Strategy 

64 SF GB Building
Building could be demolished due to proposed right-of-way 
alignment. 

Consider remaining parcel area for parking or landscaping for 
adjacent parcels

65 SF GB Building
Building could be demolished due to proposed right-of-way 
alignment. 

Consider remaining parcel area for parking or landscaping for 
adjacent parcels

66 SF GB Land Minor impact to parking area, setback and/or screening. Business remains in operation.

67 SF GB Building
Building could be demolished due to proposed right-of-way 
alignment. 

Consider remaining parcel area for parking or landscaping for 
adjacent parcels

68 SF GB Building
Building could be demolished due to proposed right-of-way 
alignment. 

Consider remaining parcel area for parking or landscaping for 
adjacent parcels

69 SF GB Building
Building could be demolished due to proposed right-of-way 
alignment. 

Consider remaining parcel area for parking or landscaping for 
adjacent parcels

70 SF GB Building
Building could be demolished due to proposed right-of-way 
alignment. 

Consider remaining parcel area for parking or landscaping for 
adjacent parcels

71 SF GB Building
Building could be demolished due to proposed right-of-way 
alignment. 

Consider remaining parcel area for parking or landscaping for 
adjacent parcels

72 SF GB Building
Building could be demolished due to proposed right-of-way 
alignment. 

Consider remaining parcel area for parking or landscaping for 
adjacent parcels

73 SF GB Building
Building could be demolished due to proposed right-of-way 
alignment. 

Consider remaining parcel area for parking or landscaping for 
adjacent parcels

74 SF GB Building
Building could be demolished due to proposed right-of-way 
alignment. 

Consider remaining parcel area for parking or landscaping for 
adjacent parcels

75 SF GB Building
Building could be demolished due to proposed right-of-way 
alignment. 

Consider remaining parcel area for parking or landscaping for 
adjacent parcels

76 SF GB Building
Building could be demolished due to proposed right-of-way 
alignment. 

Consider remaining parcel area for parking or landscaping for 
adjacent parcels

77 SF GB Building
Building could be demolished due to proposed right-of-way 
alignment. 

Consider remaining parcel area for parking or landscaping for 
adjacent parcels

78 MD GB Building
Building could be demolished due to proposed right-of-way 
alignment. 

Consider remaining parcel area for parking or landscaping for 
adjacent parcels

79 RR GB Building
Building could be demolished due to proposed right-of-way 
alignment. 

Consider remaining parcel area for parking or landscaping for 
adjacent parcels













ORDINANCE NO. ______________ 

 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE LEWISVILLE CITY COUNCIL, 

AMENDING THE ZONING ORDINANCE BY REZONING 

APPROXIMATELY 470 ACRES SITUATED IN THE P.O. 

LEARY SURVEY, ABSTRACT NO. 974; A.J. CHOWNING 

SURVEY, ABSTRACT NO. 1638; P. HIGGINS SURVEY, 

ABSTRACT NO. 525; H. HARPER SURVEY, ABSTRACT NO. 

605; AND THE S. M. HAYDEN SURVEY, ABSTRACT NO. 

537, GENERALLY LOCATED AT THE SOUTHERN 

TERMINUS OF HUFFINES BOULEVARD AND SOUTH OF 

THE FUTURE EXTENSION OF EAST CORPORATE DRIVE, 

AT 580 HUFFINES BOULEVARD; FROM AGRICULTURAL 

OPEN SPACE DISTRICT (AO) ZONING, LIGHT 

INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT (LI) ZONING AND SPECIFIC USE 

– LANDFILL OPERATIONS DISTRICT (SU – LANDFILL 

OPERATIONS) ZONING TO SPECIFIC USE – LANDFILL 

OPERATIONS AND ACCESSORY USES DISTRICT (SU – 

LANDFILL OPERATIONS AND ACCESSORY USES) 

ZONING; CORRECTING THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP; 

PRESERVING ALL OTHER PORTIONS OF THE ZONING 

ORDINANCE; DETERMINING THAT THE PUBLIC 

INTERESTS AND GENERAL WELFARE DEMAND THIS 

ZONING CHANGE AND AMENDMENT THEREIN MADE; 

PROVIDING FOR A REPEALER, SEVERABILITY, AND A 

PENALTY; AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY. 

 

 

 WHEREAS, applications were made to amend the Official Zoning Map of Lewisville, 

Texas by making applications for same with the Planning and Zoning Commission of the City of 

Lewisville, Texas, as required by State statutes and the Zoning Ordinances of the City of Lewisville, 

Texas, said Planning and Zoning Commission has recommended that rezoning of the approximately 

470-acre property described in the attached Exhibit “A” (the “Property”) be approved, and all the 

legal requirements, conditions and prerequisites having been complied with, the case having come 

before the City Council of the City of Lewisville, Texas, after all legal notices, requirements, 

conditions and prerequisites having been complied with; and, 
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 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Lewisville, Texas, at a public hearing called by 

the City Council of the City of Lewisville, Texas, did consider the following factors in making a 

determination as to whether this requested change should be granted or denied: effect on the 

congestion of the streets; the fire hazards, panics and other dangers possibly present in the securing 

of safety from same; the effect on the promotion of health and the general welfare; effect on adequate 

light and air; the effect on the overcrowding of the land; the effect of the concentration on population; 

the effect on the transportation, water, sewerage, schools, parks and other public facilities; and, 

 WHEREAS, the City Council further considered among other things the character of the 

district and its peculiar suitability for particular uses and with the view to conserve the value of 

buildings, encourage the most appropriate use of land throughout this City; and, 

 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Lewisville, Texas, does find that there is a 

public necessity for the zoning change, that the public interest clearly requires the amendment, that 

the zoning changes do not unreasonably invade the rights of adjacent property owners; and, 

 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Lewisville, Texas, does find that the change in 

zoning lessens the congestion in the streets; helps secure safety from fire, panic and other dangers; 

promotes health and the general welfare; provides adequate light and air; prevents the overcrowding 

of land; avoids undue concentration of population; facilitates the adequate provisions of 

transportation, water, sewerage, schools, parks and other public requirements; and, 

 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Lewisville, Texas, has determined that there is 

a necessity and need for this change in zoning and has also found and determined that there has been 

a change in the conditions of the property surrounding and in close proximity to the Property since 

it was originally classified and, therefore, feels that a change in zoning classification for the Property 
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is needed, is called for, and is in the best interest of the public at large, the citizens of the City of 

Lewisville, Texas, and helps promote the general health, safety, and welfare of this community. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF LEWISVILLE, TEXAS, THAT: 

 SECTION 1.  The Zoning Ordinance of the City of Lewisville, Texas, be, and the same is 

hereby amended and changed in that the zoning of the Property is hereby changed to SPECIFIC 

USE - LANDFILL OPERATIONS AND ACCESSORY USES DISTRICT (SU – LANDFILL 

OPERATIONS AND ACCESSORY USES) ZONING; in compliance with the narrative and 

engineering site plan attached hereto as Exhibit “B”.  

 SECTION 2.  The City Manager, or her designee, is hereby directed to correct the official 

zoning map of the City of Lewisville, Texas, to reflect this change in zoning. 

 SECTION 3.  That in all other respects the use of the tract or tracts of land hereinabove 

described shall be subject to all the applicable regulations contained in said City of Lewisville Zoning 

Ordinance and all other applicable and pertinent ordinances of the City of Lewisville, Texas. 

 SECTION 4.  That the zoning regulations and districts as herein established have been made 

in accordance with the comprehensive plan for the purpose of promoting health, safety, and the 

general welfare of the community.  They have been designed with respect to both present conditions 

and the conditions reasonably anticipated to exist in the foreseeable future, to lessen congestion in 

the streets; to secure safety from fire, panic, flood and other dangers; provide adequate light and air; 

to prevent overcrowding of land, to avoid undue concentration of population; facilitate the adequate 

provisions of transportation, water, sewage, parks and other public requirements, and to make 

adequate provisions for the normal business, commercial needs and development of the community.  
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They have been made with reasonable consideration, among other things of the character of the 

district, and its peculiar suitability for the particular uses and with a view of conserving the value of 

buildings and encouraging the most appropriate use of land throughout the community. 

 SECTION 5.  This Ordinance shall be cumulative of all other ordinances of the City of 

Lewisville, Texas, affecting zoning and shall not repeal any of the provisions of said ordinances, 

except in those instances where provisions of those ordinances which are in direct conflict with the 

provisions of this Ordinance. 

 SECTION 6.  That the terms and provisions of this Ordinance shall be deemed to be 

severable and that if the validity of the zoning affecting any portion of the Property shall be declared 

to be invalid, the same shall not affect the validity of the zoning of the balance of the tract or tracts 

of land described herein. 

 SECTION 7.  Any person, firm or corporation who violates any provision of this Ordinance 

shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and, upon conviction thereof in the Municipal Court, shall 

be subject to a fine of not more than $2,000.00 for each offense, and each and every day such offense 

is continued shall constitute a new and separate offense. 

 SECTION 8.  The fact that the present Zoning Ordinance and regulations of the City of 

Lewisville, Texas are inadequate to properly safeguard the health, safety, peace and general welfare 

of the inhabitants of the City of Lewisville, Texas, creates an emergency for the immediate 

preservation of the public business, property, health, safety and general welfare of the public which 

requires that this Ordinance shall become effective from and after the date of its final passage, and 

it is accordingly so ordained. 
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 DULY PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

LEWISVILLE, TEXAS, BY A VOTE OF __3__ TO __0 _, ON THIS THE 17th DAY OF 

OCTOBER, 2016. 

SECOND READING BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LEWISVILLE, 

TEXAS, ON SECOND READING ON THIS THE 7TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 2016. 

THIRD AND FINAL READING BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

LEWISVILLE, TEXAS, ON THIRD READING ON THIS THE 21ST DAY OF NOVEMBER, 

2016. 

 

 

 APPROVED: 

 

 

 

 ____________________________________ 

  Rudy Durham, MAYOR 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

 

__________________________________________ 

 Julie Heinze, CITY SECRETARY 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

 

__________________________________________ 

 Lizbeth Plaster, CITY ATTORNEY 
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Exhibit A 

Property Description 
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Exhibit B 

Narrative 

Engineering Site Plan 
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Camelot Landfill Site 
Rezoning Request 

 
 

580 Huffines Road 
 Lewisville Texas 

466 Acres 
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General Location  
 
The existing municipal solid waste landfill owned by the City of Farmers Branch is 
located at the southern terminus of Huffines Road, approximately 1500 feet south of State 
Highway 121 Business. The site contains approximately 350 acres of land that extends 
southward to the centerline of the Elm Fork and is currently permitted for municipal solid 
waste disposal activities. The site is surrounded by vast wooded areas along the Elm Fork 
floodplain on its southern and western borders. The northern portion of the site also 
contains a heavily wooded area. The southeastern border of the site is adjacent to the City 
of Carrollton (see Exhibit 1).  
 
History 
 
The City of Farmers Branch has owned the site since 1978. The site, commonly referred 
to as the “Camelot Landfill”, was purchased by the City of Farmers Branch for use as a 
municipal solid waste landfill. The City of Farmers Branch received a permit to operate a 
solid waste landfill operation on this property in December 1979 from the Texas Natural 
Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC), now known as the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality.  TNRCC approved an amendment to change the waste footprint 
configuration in March 1981, resulting in the current permit number of 1312A.  In 1980 
the City of Farmers Branch began landfill operations at this facility. When the City began 
operations at Camelot Landfill, the site was not located within the City of Lewisville. 
 
The City of Farmers Branch entered into an agreement with Camelot Landfill TX LP, a 
wholly owned subsidiary of Republic Services, to operate and maintain the site for the 
operational life of the permit. The City retained ownership of the land and municipal 
solid waste permit.  Since operations began, the City and/or its contractor has operated 
the disposal facility in accordance with the facility permit and local, state and federal 
requirements.   
 
In 2008, the City of Farmers Branch submitted a zoning change application to the City of 
Lewisville to change the zoning of approximately 350 acres from AO zoning to SU 
zoning for the landfill gas to energy facility.  In order to properly design the new “Gas to 
Energy” project Lewisville City staff recommended rezoning the entire tract to a more 
flexible zoning classification, the Special Use (SU) zoning district. Using the SU zoning 
district, the City of Farmers Branch could establish its own development standards that 
would better fit the proposed “Gas to Energy” project.  The zoning change request was 
approved by the City of Lewisville.   
 
 
Reason for Rezoning Request 
 
In March 2012, the City of Farmers Branch submitted a permit amendment application to 
the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality to increase the permitted disposal 
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volume both horizontally and vertically for Camelot Landfill.  The total area of land in 
the application is approximately 470 acres.  The amendment application was declared 
technically complete by TCEQ on March 19, 2015.  On June 18, 2015 the Texas 
Legislature passed HB-281, which prohibited TCEQ from approving the City of Farmers 
Branch municipal solid waste permit amendment application without prior approval from 
the City of Lewisville.  As a result, the cities of Farmers Branch and Lewisville reached 
an agreement in which the City of Farmers Branch would submit a zoning application 
request to the City of Lewisville. 
 
Approximately 350 acres of the site is currently zoned Special Use (SU) for a municipal 
solid waste landfill as a result of the 2008 zoning change request.  With the current 
request, the City of Farmers Branch is seeking to amend the zoning of Lot 1A, Lot 2, Lot 
3, and Lot 4 which consist of the currently-zoned 350 acre SU area, approximately 18 
acres of Light Industrial (LI) property, and approximately 102 acres of Agriculture-
Open Space (AO) to Special Use for a municipal solid waste landfill as well as amend 
the Engineering Site Plan and plat to reflect proposed operational changes at the facility. 
Currently, the 350 acres with SU zoning are permitted by the State of Texas for 
municipal solid waste landfill operations.  The permit amendment application proposes to 
add approximately 120 additional acres to the landfill permit, which is comprised of a 
larger tract of approximately 102 acres and a smaller tract of approximately 18 acre to 
provide additional disposal capacity as well as area for operational support and potential 
beneficial reuse activities. 
 
The Camelot Landfill Expansion will add an additional 38 acres to the waste footprint 
area.  The future waste disposal area is located in the northeast portion of the 350 acres 
currently zoned SU.  In addition the City of Farmers Branch proposes to increase the 
maximum height of the landfill to 675 feet, which is equivalent to the maximum height 
permitted for the Lewisville Landfill.  In addition, the City will construct a new 
scalehouse and maintenance facility to improve operational efficiency within the site and 
better working conditions for facility staff. The new facilities will be constructed prior to 
the completion of Corporate Drive. 
 
For these reasons the City of Farmers Branch is requesting rezoning of Lots 1A, 2, 3, 
and 4 (SU, LI, and AO) consisting of approximately 466 acres to the Special Use 
(SU) zoning district and amending the current engineering site plan to reflect the current 
conditions as well as future development within the landfill boundary.  
 
As part of the global effort to become more efficient with our limited energy resources, 
the City of Farmers Branch contracted with Waste Management’s renewable energy 
group to develop and construct a “Gas to Energy Project” that uses methane gas collected 
from the buried waste material to power large engines to generate electricity onsite. This 
electricity generated from the project is sold and distributed to the regional electrical 
power grid system.  
 
If approved by the City of Lewisville and subsequently by the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality, the Camelot Landfill Expansion will continue operations as they 
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occur today.  The projected life of the facility is around 40 years with this expansion 
assuming waste volumes continue along projected trends and landfill operations and 
compaction are consistent with current operational standards.   
 
The City of Farmers Branch and its contractor, Camelot Landfill TX LP, will begin 
assessing the timeliness of constructing the new scalehouse, citizens’ convenience center, 
and office/maintenance facility.  However, the new scalehouse and maintenance facilities 
will be constructed no later than 6 months prior to the completion of the Corporate Drive 
extension.  This has to be done in order for the landfill to operate.  The current scalehouse 
is located north of the future Corporate Drive extension.  There must be an operational 
scalehouse south of Corporate Drive to maintain operations.  After the scalehouse is 
constructed and before the opening of Corporate Drive, right of way for Huffines 
Boulevard in the area where the existing scalehouse is located will be dedicated to 
Lewisville by a separate instrument.  Landfills weigh the solid waste transport vehicles to 
determine the amount of material discarded for annual reports as well as to determine the 
appropriate billing for the waste material.  In addition the landfill staff is excited to one 
day have a place to repair equipment in doors rather than outside in the elements.   
 

Within the landfill, there is a 
citizens’ collection center for 
residents to use.  This avoids 
residents in personal vehicles 
backing up in the active disposal 
area over uneven terrain and 
next to large solid waste 
transportation vehicles.  As the 
site develops, the current 
citizens’ collection center will 

be moved to a location adjacent 
to the proposed scalehouse.  A 
citizens’ collection center is 
typically a concrete pad 
adjacent to a excavated ridge of 
soil where rolloff containers are 
located.  The rolloff containers 
are typically below the concrete 
pad making it easier for 
residents to deposit waste 
materials.  
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Zoning Request 
 
The Special Use (SU) zoning district also allows for “Landfill Operations and accessory 
uses”.  The primary use of this tract will remain as a Municipal Solid Waste Landfill. The 
generation of electricity through the use of these proposed gas fueled generators will 
continue to be an accessory use on the site. Some other accessory uses include leachate 
storage, stormwater conveyance and detention, water storage, vehicle and equipment 
servicing, soil stockpiling.  In the future, approximately 10 acres in the current AO 
acreage could be used for mulching or composting of woody material to divert organic 
material from the active disposal area.  
 
The operation of a solid waste landfill is a very unique land use, and requires some 
special development standards.  Landfills are dynamic.  As new disposal areas, or cells, 
are constructed based on near term disposal capacity needs.  Thus, landfill operations 
must adjust accordingly.   
 
Overhead power lines already exist on site.  In the northeast portion of the facility 
overhead electrical lines provide electricity to the maintenance area.  A privately 
maintained line from this location powers the landfill flare and pumps for the landfill gas 
condensate and leachate generated by the buried waste material.  Overhead electrical 
lines also carry electricity off site from the methane gas facility operated by Waste 
Management.  The 2008 zoning change request and engineering site plan allowed a 
variance for the exteriors of the temporary employee breakroom and methane gas facility 
to be metal or wood-sided.  The methane gas facility is constructed with metal siding and 
is currently operational.  The facility will remain on site through the term of the contract.  
In addition, temporary breakroom and supply storage are wood or metal-sided, 
temporary, portable buildings.  The breakroom and supply storage buildings will exist 
until the proposed entrance facilities and maintenance/office building are constructed 
(See Exhibit 2).  Construction of these proposed buildings will be completed no later than 
6 months prior to the completion of the proposed Corporate Drive extension.  Currently, 
there is not a sewer line to the current maintenance and breakroom area.  Therefore, 
portable restrooms are necessary for landfill staff and visitors.  During the construction of 
the proposed buildings at Camelot Landfill, the utilities associated with the construction 
of the Corporate Drive extension may not be available.  As a result there may be a dead 
end water line that is longer than 600 linear feet.  A connection will be installed by 
Farmers Branch to connect to the future water line that will lie along the future Corporate 
Drive Extension.  Once the water line for Corporate Drive is constructed and usable, the 
line will be connected to the existing line for Camelot Landfill.  Landfill equipment is 
designed to move or compact soil and solid waste materials.  This machinery is not 
conducive to traveling on paved roads.  The machinery will quickly ruin concrete and 
asphalt paved roads (See Exhibit 3).  Therefore, the roads from the active disposal area to 
the maintenance facility bay doors should not be paved.  For these reasons, the City of 
Farmers Branch is requesting the following variances to be allowed within the 466 acre 
tract. 
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1) To allow overhead electrical lines to existing methane gas facility and 
temporary employee breakroom. 

2) To allow metal or wood-sided buildings for the existing methane gas facility 
and temporary employee breakroom. 

3) To allow existing portable restrooms in lieu of sewer lines until the 
construction of the proposed entrance facilities and office/maintenance 
buildings are complete. 

4) To allow portable building without fixed foundations. 
5) To wave interior landscaping and irrigation for temporary and permanent 

parking areas. 
6) To allow a dead end water line that exceeds 600 linear feet until the 

construction of Corporate Drive. 
7) To allow gravel to access the temporary buildings and to the bay doors of the 

prosed maintenance building.  
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Exhibit  1 --  Aerial Photograph of the Site 
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Exhibit 2 –  Existing structures located within site 
 
 

 
Existing leachate Tank (located on western edge near gas flare complex) 
 

 
Existing storage areas and buildings on site  
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Existing scalehouse north of future Corporate Drive. 
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Exhibit 3 --  Landfill Heavy Equipment 
 

 
Landfill compactor with compactor “teeth” on metal wheels. 
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MEMORANDUM 

 

TO: Donna Barron, City Manager 

 

FROM: David Salmon, P.E., City Engineer 

 

VIA: Eric Ferris, Assistant City Manager 

 

DATE: October 31, 2016 

 

SUBJECT: Consideration of a Variance to the Lewisville City Code Section 6-54 (When an 

Engineering Site Plan is Required) Regarding a Waiver of Engineering Site Plan 

Requirements Relative to the addition of a New Sanitary Sewer Service and a 

Variance to the Lewisville City Code, Section 2-201 (Fees) Regarding a Waiver 

of Variance Fees Related to the Sunbelt Rental Facility Located at 1750 Business 

121 East, as Requested by Mark Ball, Director of Real Estate & Construction, 

Sunbelt Rentals, on Behalf of the Owner. 

 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

The subject site is a 4.725-acre lot zoned Light Industrial (LI) platted as Lot 1, Block A Nations Rent 

Addition.  The business owner leasing the property, Sunbelt Rentals is proposing to connect to City 

sanitary sewer and abandon the on-site septic system. The site was originally developed in 2000 as 

a Nations Rent, an equipment rental store. At the time, there was no sanitary sewer available to the 

site, so the site was approved and developed with a septic system. The City has since installed a 

sanitary sewer within Midway Road. Staff has reviewed the proposal and recommends to the City 

Council approval of the two variances:  a) to waive the engineering site plan requirement relative to 

the utility change and b) to waive the $350 variance fee. The lessor, Sunbelt Rentals proposes to pay 

for all construction relative to the connection to City sanitary sewer and abandonment of the septic 

system including associated City tap fees and the Capital Recovery fee. 

  

ANALYSIS 

 

a. To waive the engineering site plan requirement relative to the addition of a new sanitary sewer 

service.  

     

Section 6-54 – When an Engineering Site Plan is Required 

 

The General Development Ordinance requires a new or updated engineering site plan for properties 

where there is a planned addition to utility service.  In meeting with property and business owners 

regarding right of way needs for Midway Road, Sunbelt Rentals indicated a wish to connect to a City 

sanitary sewer in Midway Road and to abandon the existing septic system. Staff explained the 

ordinance requirement for a new engineering site plan associated with the new utility service. In 

short, a new engineering site plan would be required to meet all the code requirements of the existing 

City Code. The existing site developed in 2000 has an approved engineering site plan compliant with 
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code requirements in 2000. Staff has analyzed the site against current code requirements and other 

than exterior building finish, has not identified other shortcomings. The building is tilt wall 

construction and is in the process of being repainted. Under the current code, if a new building were 

going to be constructed, a brick or stone exterior would be required because the site is on a gateway. 

Additions to existing buildings only invoke modification of an existing building if the proposed 

addition is over 35% of the square footage of the original building. Therefore, exterior finish would 

not be in play for this site due only to the sewer service. Staff also noticed some of the screening 

hedges have died and been removed adjacent to the on-site head in parking near Business 121. The 

owners have agreed to replace those shrubs. Staff has no objection to the request because: 1) The 

site has a relatively current site plan and meets most of the City Code requirements with the 

exceptions listed above. 2) No other site changes are being proposed except connection to the 

sanitary sewer system and abandonment of the septic system which is advantageous to both the City 

and the property owner. 3) Connecting to the sanitary sewer now, prior to reconstruction of Midway 

Road will reduce the possibility of damage to the new pavement and avoid disturbance of the 

parkway. 4) The variance will not preclude the City from requiring a revised site plan if other site 

improvements are proposed in the future. Staff recommends adding two conditions to the request. 1) 

Connection to the sanitary sewer must be permitted and completed before a construction contract for 

Midway Road is approved. 2) Missing hedge segments adjacent to Business 121 must be replanted 

before a permit is issued to connect to the City sanitary sewer.         

 

b. To waive the $350 variance fee.   

 

Section 2-201, Fees 

 

This section of the ordinance requires a $350 fee to process a variance request.  Staff has no objection 

to the request since the applicant has expressed willingness to pay all other costs regarding permitting 

and construction of the sanitary sewer service and abandonment of the septic system. In addition, 

connection to the sanitary sewer and abandonment of the septic system are advantageous to both the 

applicant and the City. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

That the City Council approve the variances as set forth in the caption above with the following 

two conditions: 1) connection to the sanitary sewer must be permitted and completed before a 

construction contract for Midway Road is approved; and, 2) missing hedge segments adjacent to 

Business 121 must be replanted before a permit is issued to connect to the City sanitary sewer.         
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ATTENDANCE REPORT
BOARD/COMMISSION REPORTING PERIOD

Animal Services Advisory Committee 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

1 of  1

MEMBERS MEETINGS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. DATE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

Brandon Jones 7/19/2016 P

Council Representative NM

Place 1 NM 1 0

Denise Jeffery 7/19/2016 P

Vice Chairperson NM

Citizen at Large NM

Place 2 1 0

Judy Cromwell 7/19/2016 P

Citizen at Large NM

Place 3 NM 1 0

Ethel Strother 7/19/2016 P

Chairperson NM

Staff Representative NM

Place 4 1 0

Nick Rudolph 7/19/2016 P

Vice-Chairperson NM

Animal Welfare Organization Rep. NM

Place 5 1 0

Jeanne Kule 7/19/2016 P

Citizen at Large NM

Place 6 NM 1 0

Marie Nygaard 7/19/2016 P

Veterinarian Representative NM

Place 7 NM 1 0

MONTHS
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BOARD/COMMISSION REPORTING PERIOD

ARTS ADVISORY BOARD 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

Page 1 of 2

MEMBERS MEETINGS  TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. TYPE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

9/13/16 NM NM A 0 1

CRAIG ROBERTSON

PLACE NO. 1

(Business Located

in Lewisville)

9/13/16 NM NM P 1 0

AL DE BERRY

PLACE NO. 2

(Employed by hotel or 

other attraction)

9/13/16 NM NM P 1 0

BILL WATSON

PLACE NO. 3

(Employed by Institution

Learning in an Art Related

Field)

9/13/16 NM NM P 1 0

SARAH HICKS

PLACE NO. 4

9/13/16 NM NM P 1 0

TONA SVOBODA

PLACE NO. 5

(Lewisville Resident)

MONTHS



BOARD/COMMISSION REPORTING PERIOD

ARTS ADVISORY BOARD 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

Page 2 of 2

MEMBERS MEETINGS  TOTALS
NAME/PLACE NO. JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

9/13/16 NM NM P 1 0

DR TRACI L. GARDNER-PETTEWAY

PLACE NO. 6

(Lewisville Resident)

9/13/16 NM NM P 1 0

STEVE SOUTHWELL

PLACE NO. 7

(Lewisville Resident)

9/13/16 NM NM P 1 0

KEN LANNIN

PLACE NO. 8

CHAIRMAN

(Lewisville Resident)

9/13/16 NM NM P 1 0

PEGGY ATKERSON

PLACE NO. 9

VICE-CHAIRMAN

(Lewisville Resident)

In order to insure that all board/commission members contribute by attending regular scheduled meetings of their respective board/commission,

the Council has directed that attendance records be kept by city staff and forwarded to members for their review.

MONTHS



ATTENDANCE REPORT
BOARD/COMMISSION/COMMITTEE REPORTING PERIOD

CDBG ADVISORY COMMITTEE 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

Page 1 of 1

MEMBERS MEETINGS MONTHS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. DATE/TYPE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

7/19/16 P

TAMELA BOWIE 8/16/16 NM

PLACE NO. 1 9/20/16 NM

9/29/16 NM

1 0

7/19/16 P

ERIC PAGE 8/16/16 NM

CHAIRMAN 9/20/16 NM

9/29/16 NM

1 0

7/19/16 P

SARAH MCLAIN 8/16/16 NM

PLACE NO. 3 9/20/16 NM

9/29/16 NM

1 0

7/19/16 A

DENIESE SHEPPARD 8/16/16 NM

PLACE NO. 4 9/20/16 NM

9/29/16 NM

0 1

7/19/16 P

LATASHIA I. SHERROD 8/16/16 NM

PLACE NO. 5 9/20/16 NM

9/29/16 NM

1 0



7/19/16 P

ROBERT PAUL 8/16/16 NM

PLACE NO. 6 9/20/16 NM

9/29/16 NM

1 0

7/19/16 A

DEBBIE FU 8/16/16 NM

PLACE NO. 7 9/20/16 NM

VICE-CHAIRPERSON 9/29/16 NM

0 1

Dec. 6, 2006 NM = No Meeting due to lack of quorum.  * designates absence

In order to insure that all board/commission members contribute by attending regular scheduled meetings of their respective board/commission,

the Council has directed that attendance records be kept by city staff and forwarded to members for their review.



ATTENDANCE REPORT
BOARD/COMMISSION REPORTING PERIOD

07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

Page 1 of 1

MEMBERS MEETINGS MONTHS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. TYPE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

7/19/2016 P NM NM

WILLIAM MERIDITH 1 0

PLACE NO. 1

7/19/2016 A NM NM

JOHN LYNG

PLACE NO. 2 0 1

7/19/2016 P NM NM

MARYELLEN MIKSA 1 0

PLACE NO. 3

7/19/2016 P NM NM

ALVIN TURNER 1 0

PLACE NO. 4

7/19/2016 P NM NM

STEPHEN C BYARS 1 0

PLACE NO. 5

7/19/2016 P NM NM

KRISTIN GREEN 1 0

PLACE NO. 6

7/19/2016 P NM NM

JAMES DAVIS 1 0

PLACE NO. 7

In order to insure that all board/commission members contribute by attending regular scheduled meetings of their respective board/commission,

the Council has directed that attendance records be kept by city staff and forwarded to members for their review.

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS ADVISORY COMMITTEE



ATTENDANCE REPORT
BOARD/COMMISSION REPORTING PERIOD
FIRE CONTROL, PREVENTION AND 

EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES 

DISTRICT & CRIME CONTROL AND 

PREVENTION DISTRICT 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

1 of 1

MEMBERS MEETINGS MONTHS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. TYPE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

7/11/2016 P

BRENT DANIELS NM 1 0

PLACE NO. 1 NM

7/11/2016 A

LEROY VAUGHN NM 0 1

PLACE NO. 2 NM

7/11/2016 P

R. NEIL FERGUSON NM 1 0

PLACE NO. 3 NM

7/11/2016 P

TJ GILMORE NM 1 0

PLACE NO. 4 NM

7/11/2016 P

BRANDON JONES NM 1 0

PLACE NO. 5 NM

7/11/2016 P

RUDY DURHAM NM 1 0

PLACE NO. 6 NM



ATTENDANCE REPORT
BOARD/COMMISSION REPORTING PERIOD

LEWISVILLE 2025 ADVISORY BOARD 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

Page 1 of 2

MEMBERS MEETINGS MONTHS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. TYPE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

NM

NM

DERIK HAYENGA NM 0 0

PLACE NO. 1

NM

NM

ROBERT (BOB) TROYER NM 0 0

PLACE NO. 2

NM

NM

ROBERT SOLETE NM 0 0

PLACE NO. 3

NM

NM

AMANDA FERGUSON NM 0 0

PLACE NO. 4



ATTENDANCE REPORT
BOARD/COMMISSION REPORTING PERIOD

LEWISVILLE 2025 ADVISORY BOARD 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

Page 2 of 2

MEMBERS MEETINGS MONTHS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

NM

NM

TAMELA BOWIE NM

0 0

PLACE NO. 5

NM

NM

KRISTIN GREEN NM 0 0

PLACE NO. 6

NM

NM

TOYA GANT NM 0 0

PLACE NO. 7

NM

NM

KAREN LOCKE NM

0 0

PLACE NO. 8

NM

NM

RAY HERNANDEZ NM

0 0

PLACE NO. 9

In order to insure that all board/commission members contribute by attending regular scheduled meetings of their respective board/commission,

the Council has directed that attendance records be kept by city staff and forwarded to members for their review.



ATTENDANCE REPORT
BOARD/COMMISSION REPORTING PERIOD

07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

Page 1 of 1

MEMBERS MEETINGS MONTHS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. TYPE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

NM

CHARLES EMERY NM

PLACE NO. 1 NM 0 0

NM

SHEILA TAYLOR NM

PLACE NO. 2 NM 0 0

NM

R.L. CRAWFORD NM

PLACE NO. 3 NM 0 0

NM

MARY E. SMITH NM

PLACE NO. 4 NM 0 0

NM

HURL SCRUGGS NM

PLACE NO. 5 NM 0 0

In order to insure that all board/commission members contribute by attending regular scheduled meetings of their respective board/commission,

the Council has directed that attendance records be kept by city staff and forwarded to members for their review.

LEWISVILLE HOUSING FINANCE CORPORATION



ATTENDANCE REPORT
BOARD/COMMISSION REPORTING PERIOD

LEWISVILLE INDUS. DEVEL. AUTH. 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

Page 1 of 1

MEMBERS MEETINGS MONTHS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. TYPE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

NM

R.L. CRAWFORD NM

PLACE NO. 1 NM 0 0

NM

MARY E. SMITH NM

PLACE NO. 2 NM 0 0

NM

LEE MCCLINTON NM

PLACE NO. 3 NM 0 0

NM

HURL SCRUGGS NM

PLACE NO. 4 NM 0 0

NM

CHARLES EMERY NM

PLACE NO. 5 NM 0 0

In order to insure that all board/commission members contribute by attending regular scheduled meetings of their respective board/commission,

the Council has directed that attendance records be kept by city staff and forwarded to members for their review.



ATTENDANCE REPORT
BOARD/COMMISSION REPORTING PERIOD
LEWISVILLE PARKS & LIBRARY 

DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

1 of 1

MEMBERS MEETINGS MONTHS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. TYPE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

7/11/2016 P

TJ GILMORE NM 1 0

PLACE NO. 1 NM

7/11/2016 A

ROBERT SOLETE NM

PLACE NO. 2 NM 0 1

7/11/2016 P

KEN JUDKINS NM

PLACE NO. 3 NM 1 0

7/11/2016 P

R.NEIL FERGUSON NM

PLACE NO. 4 NM 1 0

7/11/2016 N/A

LEROY VAUGHN NM

PLACE NO. 5 NM 0 0

(Appointed on 7/11/16)

7/11/2016 P

RUDY DURHAM NM

PLACE NO. 6 NM 1 0

7/11/2016 P

DOUGLAS KILLOUGH NM

PLACE NO. 7 NM 1 0

VICE-PRESIDENT



ATTENDANCE REPORT
BOARD/COMMISSION/COMMITTEE REPORTING PERIOD

LIBRARY BOARD 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

Page 1 of 1

MEMBERS MEETINGS MONTHS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. DATE/TYPE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

7/20/2016 P

CHERYL MOORE 8/17/2016 P

PLACE NO. 1 9/21/2016 P

3 0

7/20/2016 P

JENNIFER B LINDE 8/17/2016 P

PLACE NO. 2 9/21/2016 P

3 0

7/20/2016 P

KATHALEEN RODRIGUEZ 8/17/2016 P

PLACE NO. 3 9/21/2016 P

3 0

7/20/2016 P

JEAN FERGUSON 8/17/2016 A

PLACE NO. 4 9/21/2016 P

2 1

7/20/2016 A

GAIL T. ROBISON 8/17/2016 P

PLACE NO. 5 9/21/2016 P

2 1

7/20/2016 A

ROSARIO KLIER 8/17/2016 P

PLACE NO. 6 9/21/2016 P

2 1

7/20/2016 A

CAROLYN RICHARD 8/17/2016 A

PLACE NO. 7 9/21/2016 P

1 2

In order to insure that all board/commission members contribute by attending regular scheduled meetings of their respective board/commission,

the Council has directed that attendance records be kept by city staff and forwarded to members for their review.



ATTENDANCE REPORT
BOARD/COMMISSION REPORTING PERIOD

OIL AND GAS ADVISORY BOARD 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

Page 1 of 1

MEMBERS MEETINGS MONTHS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. TYPE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

NM

DAVE LEOPOLD NM

PLACE NO.1 NM

0 0

NM

JENNIFER WHITAKER NM

PLACE NO. 2 NM

0 0

NM

BOBBY DOLLAK NM

PLACE NO. 3 NM

0 0

NM

STEVE SOUTHWELL NM

PLACE NO. 4 NM

RESIDENT 0 0

NM

AARON THESMAN NM

PLACE NO. 5 NM

0 0

NM

KATHI STOCK NM

PLACE NO. 6 NM

0 0

NM

CAROL M. TOMKOVICH NM

PLACE NO. 7 NM

0 0

In order to insure that all board/commission members contribute by attending regular scheduled meetings of their respective board/commission,

the Council has directed that attendance records be kept by city staff and forwarded to members for their review.



ATTENDANCE REPORT
BOARD/COMMISSION REPORTING PERIOD

OLD TOWN DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

Page 1 of 2

MEMBERS MEETINGS MONTHS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. DATE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

7/13/2016 NM

7/27/2016 A

CASEY DUNN 8/8/2016 P

8/22/2016 A 3 2

PLACE NO. 1 9/12/2016 P

9/26/2016 P

7/13/2016 NM

7/27/2016 P

AMANDA FERGUSON 8/8/2016 P

8/22/2016 P

PLACE NO. 2 9/12/2016 P 4 1

CHAIRPERSON 9/26/2016 A

7/13/2016 NM

7/27/2016 P

SHARON ELLIS 8/8/2016 P

8/22/2016 P

PLACE NO. 3 9/12/2016 P 5 0

VICE-CHAIRPERSON 9/26/2016 P

7/13/2016 NM

7/27/2016 P

ANDREA FOWLER 8/8/2016 P

PLACE NO. 4 8/22/2016 P 4 1

9/12/2016 P

9/26/2016 A



ATTENDANCE REPORT
BOARD/COMMISSION REPORTING PERIOD

OLD TOWN DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

Page 2 of 2

MEMBERS MEETINGS MONTHS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. DATE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

7/13/2016 NM

7/27/2016 P

DOUG KILLOUGH 8/8/2016 P

8/22/2016 A 4 1

PLACE NO. 5 9/12/2016 P

9/26/2016 P

7/13/2016 NM

7/27/2016 P

BILL PECK 8/8/2016 P

8/22/2016 A 4 1

ARCHITECT 9/12/2016 P

(NON-VOTING) 9/26/2016 P

In order to insure that all board/commission members contribute by attending regular scheduled meetings of their respective board/commission,

the Council has directed that attendance records be kept by city staff and forwarded to members for their review.



ATTENDANCE REPORT
BOARD/COMMISSION/COMMITTEE REPORTING PERIOD

PARK BOARD 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

Page 1 of 2

MEMBERS MEETINGS MONTHS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. DATE/TYPE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

7/13/2016 P

JIM DOMER 8/10/2016 N/M

PLACE NO. 1 9/14/2016 N/M

1 0

7/13/2016 P

WILLIAM SHULL 8/10/2016 N/M

PLACE NO. 2 9/14/2016 N/M

1 0

7/13/2016 P

RICHARD OROPEZA 8/10/2016 N/M

PLACE NO. 3 9/14/2016 N/M

1 0

7/13/2016 P

ROBERT TROYER 8/10/2016 N/M

PLACE NO. 4 9/14/2016 N/M

1 0

7/13/2016 P

ROBERT SOLETE 8/10/2016 N/M

PLACE NO. 5 9/14/2016 N/M

CHAIRMAN 1 0

7/13/2016 P

JAMES COLLIER 8/10/2016 N/M

PLACE NO. 6 9/14/2016 N/M

1 0

7/13/2016 P

MICHAEL POPE 8/10/2016 N/M

PLACE NO. 7 9/14/2016 N/M

1 0

In order to insure that all board/commission members contribute by attending regular scheduled meetings of their respective board/commission,

the Council has directed that attendance records be kept by city staff and forwarded to members for their review.



ATTENDANCE REPORT
BOARD/COMMISSION/COMMITTEE REPORTING PERIOD

PARK BOARD 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

Page 2 of 2

MEMBERS MEETINGS MONTHS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. DATE/TYPE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

7/13/2016 A

DAVID ADKISSON 8/10/2016 N/M

PLACE NO. 8 9/14/2016 N/M

0 1

7/13/2016 P

CALLY BROWNING 8/10/2016 N/M

PLACE NO. 9 9/14/2016 N/M

VICE CHAIRMAN 1 0

In order to insure that all board/commission members contribute by attending regular scheduled meetings of their respective board/commission,

the Council has directed that attendance records be kept by city staff and forwarded to members for their review.



ATTENDANCE REPORT
BOARD/COMMISSION REPORTING PERIOD

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

Page 1 of 2

MEMBERS MEETINGS MONTHS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. TYPE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

7/5/16 A

7/19/16 P

WILLIAM MEREDITH 8/2/16 P

PLACE NO. 1 8/16/16 P

9/6/16 P

9/20/16 P

5 1

7/5/16 P

7/19/16 A

JOHN LYNG 8/2/16 P

PLACE NO. 2 8/16/16 P

9/6/16 P

9/20/16 A

4 2

7/5/16 P

MARYELLEN MIKSA 7/19/16 P

PLACE NO. 3 8/2/16 P

8/16/16 P

9/6/16 P

9/20/16 P

6 0

7/5/16 P

ALVIN TURNER 7/19/16 P

PLACE NO. 4 8/2/16 P

8/16/16 P

9/6/16 A

9/20/16 P

5 1

7/5/16 A

STEPHEN C BYARS 7/19/16 P

PLACE NO. 5 8/2/16 A

8/16/16 A

9/6/16 P

9/20/16 A

2 4



BOARD/COMMISSION

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

MEMBERS MEETINGS MONTHS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. TYPE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

7/5/16 P

KRISTIN GREEN 7/19/16 P

PLACE NO. 6 8/2/16 P

8/16/16 A

9/6/16 P

9/20/16 P

5 1

7/5/16 P

JAMES DAVIS 7/19/16 P

PLACE NO. 7 8/2/16 P

CHAIRMAN 8/16/16 P

9/6/16 P

9/20/16 P

6 0

In order to insure that all board/commission members contribute by attending regular scheduled meetings of their respective board/commission,

the Council has directed that attendance records be kept by city staff and forwarded to members for their review.



ATTENDANCE REPORT
BOARD/COMMISSION/COMMITTEE REPORTING PERIOD
TAX INCREMENT REINVESTMENT 

ZONE, NUMBER ONE 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

Page 1 of 1

MEMBERS MEETINGS MONTHS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. DATE/TYPE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

NM NM NM

TAMELA BOWIE NM NM NM

PLACE NO. 1 NM NM NM

NM NM NM 0 0

NM NM NM

NM NM NM

ANDREA FOWLER NM NM NM

PLACE NO. 2 NM NM NM 0 0

NM NM NM

SCOTT STRANGE NM NM NM

PLACE NO. 3 NM NM NM

NM NM NM 0 0

NM NM NM

KELLIE F. STOKES NM NM NM

PLACE NO. 4 NM NM NM

CHAIRPERSON NM NM NM 0 0

NM NM NM

BILL PECK NM NM NM

PLACE NO. 5 NM NM NM

NM NM NM 0 0

NM NM NM

DONNA KEARNS NM NM NM

PLACE NO. 6 NM NM NM

NM NM NM 0 0

NM NM NM

NM NM NM

FRED WHITFIELD NM NM NM

PLACE NO. 7 NM NM NM 0 0

In order to insure that all board/commission members contribute by attending regular scheduled meetings of their respective board/commission,

the Council has directed that attendance records be kept by city staff and forwarded to members for their review.

NQ = No Quorum

NM = No Meeting



ATTENDANCE REPORT
BOARD/COMMISSION/COMMITTEE REPORTING PERIOD
TAX INCREMENT REINVESTMENT 

ZONE, NUMBER TWO 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

Page 1 of 1

MEMBERS MEETINGS MONTHS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. DATE/TYPE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

NM NM NM

CHIP TABOR NM NM NM

PLACE NO. 1 NM NM NM

NM NM NM

NM NM NM 0 0

NM NM NM

PHILLIP HUFFINES NM NM NM

PLACE NO. 2 NM NM NM

NM NM NM 0 0

NM NM NM

MITCHELLE D. VINER NM NM NM

PLACE NO. 3 NM NM NM

NM NM NM 0 0

NM NM NM

NM NM NM

JOHN LYNG NM NM NM

PLACE NO. 4 NM NM NM

NM NM NM 0 0

NM NM NM

JAMES DAVIS NM NM NM

PLACE NO. 5 NM NM NM

NM NM NM 0 0

NM NM NM

NM NM NM

TANYA MASSENGALE NM NM NM

PLACE NO. 6 NM NM NM 0 0

NM NM NM

RONNI CADE NM NM NM

PLACE NO. 7 NM NM NM

NM NM NM 0 0

In order to insure that all board/commission members contribute by attending regular scheduled meetings of their respective board/commission,

the Council has directed that attendance records be kept by city staff and forwarded to members for their review.

NQ = No Quorum



NM = No Meeting



ATTENDANCE REPORT
BOARD/COMMISSION/COMMITTEE REPORTING PERIOD

TRANSPORTATION BOARD 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

Page 1 of 1

MEMBERS MEETINGS MONTHS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. DATE/TYPE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

20-Sep-16 P

WILLIAM MERIDITH NM

PLACE NO. 1 NM

20-Sep-16 P

JOHN LYNG NM

PLACE NO. 2 NM

20-Sep-16 P

MARYELLEN MIKSA NM

NM

PLACE NO. 3

ZBOA REP.

20-Sep-16 P

ALVIN TURNER NM

PLACE NO. 4 NM

20-Sep-16 A

STEPHEN C. BYARS NM

PLACE NO. 5 NM

20-Sep-16 P

KRISTIN GREEN NM

PLACE NO. 6 NM

20-Sep-16 P

JAMES DAVIS NM

PLACE NO. 7 NM

CHAIRMAN

In order to insure that all board/commission members contribute by attending regular scheduled meetings of their respective board/commission,

the Council has directed that attendance records be kept by city staff and forwarded to members for their review.

01

1 0

0 1

01

1 0

1 0

1 0



ATTENDANCE REPORT
BOARD/COMMISSION REPORTING PERIOD

ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 07/01/2016 - 09/30/2016

Page 1 of 1

MEMBERS MEETINGS MONTHS TOTALS

NAME/PLACE NO. TYPE JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC Present Absent

7/6/2016 A

TOM JENSEN 8/3/2016 P 2 1

CHAIRMAN 9/7/2016 P

PLACE NO. 1

7/6/2016 P

ANTONIO GALLIZZI 8/3/2016 P

VICE-CHAIRMAN 9/7/2016 P 3 0

PLACE NO. 2

7/6/2016 P

JAMES COLLIER 8/3/2016 P

PLACE NO. 3 9/7/2016 P 3 0

7/6/2016 P

DOUGLAS HICKS 8/3/2016 P

PLACE NO. 4 9/7/2016 P 3 0

7/6/2016 P

MARYELLEN MIKSA 8/3/2016 P

PLACE NO. 5 9/7/2016 P 3 0

P&Z REPRESENTATIVE

7/6/2016 P

WINSTON EDMONDSON 8/3/2016 A

ALTERNATE #1 9/7/2016 P 2 1

7/6/2016 A

AUDRA SMOLINSKI 8/3/2016 A

ALTERNATE #2 9/7/2016 P 1 2

In order to insure that all board/commission members contribute by attending regular scheduled meetings of their respective board/commission,

the Council has directed that attendance records be kept by city staff and forwarded to members for their review.
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