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CITY OF SHAVANO PARK 

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 

CITY HALL, COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

900 SADDLETREE COURT, SHAVANO PARK, TEXAS 78231 

September 6, 2017 

 

 6:30 P.M. 

 

AGENDA 

 

1. Call to order 

 

2. Vote under Section 36-69 of the Shavano Park City Code (“Code”) concerning a finding that each of the 

items following item 2 on the agenda are “planning issues” or otherwise prescribed Planning & Zoning 

Commission duties under 36-69(l) of the Code or the severance of one or more of such items for an 

individual vote on such item or items. 

 

3. Citizens to be heard – Rules for Citizen’s Comments: The Planning & Zoning Commission welcomes 

citizen participation and comments at all of their meetings. As a courtesy to your fellow citizens and out 

of respect to Board members; we request that if you wish to speak that you follow these guidelines. 

 

A. Direct your comments to the entire Board, not to an individual member; 

B. Limit your discussion to one or two issues that you wish to address rather than a generalized 

statement; and 

C. Show the Board the same respect and courtesy that you expect to be shown to you. 

D. As stated in Resolution No. 04-11, residents are given three (3) minutes to speak during Citizens 

to be heard. Residents are only allowed to speak once and cannot pass their time allotment to 

someone else. 

 

The Presiding Officer will rule any disruptive behavior, including shouting or derogatory statements or 

comments, out of order. Continuation of this type of behavior could result in a request by the Presiding 

Officer that the individual leave the meeting, and if refused, an order of removal. 

 

Note: The Commission may not debate any non-agenda issue, nor may any action be taken on any non-

agenda issue at this time; however, the Board may present any factual response to items brought up by 

citizens [Attorney General Opinion – JC 0169]. 

 

4. Consent Agenda: 

 

A. Approval – Planning & Zoning Commission minutes, August 8, 2017 

 

5. Public Hearing – Receive testimony and written evidence from City of Shavano Park residents and 

property owners on the rezoning request from Bitterblue, Inc. to rezone Lots 1701, 1702, 1933, 2270 in 

Block 21, CB 4782E from B-1 to B-2 Planned Unit Development (PUD) with the following development 

standard exception: minimum parking stall size described as in Section 36-1 definition for Parking Space 

 

6. Discussion / action – Rezoning request from Bitterblue, Inc. to rezone Lots 1701, 1702, 1933, 2270 in 

Block 21, CB 4782E from B-1 to B-2 Planned Unit Development (PUD) with the following development 
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standard exception: minimum parking stall size described as in Section 36-1 definition for Parking Space  

– City Manager Hill. 

 

7. Report / update by KFW Engineers and Surveying regarding the City’s drainage study. 

 

8. Public Hearing – Receive testimony and written evidence from City of Shavano Park residents and 

property owners on the review / update of the City’s 2010 Town Plan with focus on the City’s residential 

and commercial development. 

 

9. Discussion – Review and update of the City’s 2010 Town Plan with focus on the City’s residential and 

commercial development – Commissioner Janssen and City Manager Hill. 

 

10. Discussion - Review and update of the City’s 2010 Town Plan with focus on the City’s hike and bike trails 

and sidewalks – Commissioner Janssen and City Manager Hill. 

 

11. Discussion / action – Proposed amendment to Sec. 24-6 regarding regulation of allowable signs during 

voting periods – City Manager Hill and Commissioner Janssen. 

 

12. Report / update – City Council items considered at previous City Council meetings and discussion 

concerning the same – City Manager Hill. 

 

13. Discussion / action – Discussion and possible rescheduling of the Planning & Zoning Commission 

meeting from October 4, 2017 to October 11, 2017 – City Manager Hill. 

 

14. Chairman Announcements: 

A. Advise members to contact City staff to add new or old agenda items. 

B. Advise members of pending agenda items, as follows: 

 

i. October – Discussion / action on possible amendments to Sec. 24-6 regarding the 

regulation of signs during voting periods. 

ii. October – Presentation by City Attorney regarding update on Open Meetings Act, Public 

Information and discussion regarding the same. 

iii. October – Elect Chairman and Vice-Chairman. 

iv. October – Welcome new members and thank you to departing members. 

v. October – Public hearing and discussion regarding the review and update of the City’s 2010 

Town Plan with focus on the City’s flooding and drainage. 

vi. November– Public hearing and discussion regarding the review and update of the City’s 

2010 Town Plan with focus on the City’s municipal tract. 

vii. December – Public hearing and discussion regarding the review and update of the City’s 

2010 Town Plan with focus on NW Military Highway improvements. 

viii. January, 2018 – Discussion regarding possible updates and amendments to the City’s 2010 

Town Plan. 

ix. February, 2018 – Semiannual presentation by Denton Communities regarding residential 

and commercial development in Shavano Park and surrounding areas and discussion 

concerning the same. 

 

15. Adjournment 

 

Accessibility Statement: 
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The City of Shavano Park City Hall is wheelchair accessible. The entry ramp is located in the front of the building. 

Accessible parking spaces are also available in the front and sides of the building. Sign interpretative services for 

meetings must be made 48 hours in advance of the meeting. Call the A.D.A. Coordinator at 817-447-5400 or 

TDD 1-800-735-2989. 

 

Decorum Required: 

Any disruptive behavior, including shouting or derogatory statements or comments may be ruled out of order by 

the Presiding Officer. Continuation of this type of behavior could result in a request by the Presiding Officer that 

the individual leave the meeting, and if refused, an order of removal. 

 

Action by Commission Authorized: 

The Planning and Zoning Commission may vote and/or act upon any item within this Agenda. The Commission 

reserves the right to retire into executive session concerning any of the items listed on this Agenda, pursuant to 

and in accordance with Texas Government Code Section 551.071, to seek the advice of its attorney about pending 

or contemplated litigation, settlement offer or on a matter in which the duty of the attorney to the governmental 

body under the Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional Conduct of the State Bar of Texas conflict with the Open 

Meetings Act and may invoke this right where the City Attorney, the Mayor or a majority of the Governing Body 

deems an executive session is necessary to allow privileged consultation between the City Attorney and the 

governing body, if considered necessary and legally justified under the Open Meetings Act. The City Attorney 

may appear in person, or appear in executive session by conference call in accordance with applicable state law. 

 

Executive Sessions Authorized: 

This agenda has been reviewed and approved by the City’s legal counsel and the presence of any subject in any 

Executive Session portion of the agenda constitutes a written interpretation of Texas Government Code Chapter 

551 by legal counsel for the governmental body and constitutes an opinion by the attorney that the items discussed 

therein may be legally discussed in the closed portion of the meeting considering available opinions of a court of 

record and opinions of the Texas Attorney General known to the attorney. This provision has been added to this 

agenda with the intent to meet all elements necessary to satisfy Texas Government Code Chapter 551.144(c) and 

the meeting is conducted by all participants in reliance on this opinion. 

 

Attendance by Other Elected or Appointed Officials: 

It is anticipated that members of City Council or other city board, commissions and/or committees may attend the 

meeting in numbers that may constitute a quorum of the other city boards, commissions and/or committees. Notice 

is hereby given that the meeting, to the extent required by law, is also noticed as a meeting of the other boards, 

commissions and/or committees of the City, whose members may be in attendance. The members of the boards, 

commissions and/or committees may participate in discussions on the same items listed on the agenda, which 

occur at the meeting, but no action will be taken by such in attendance unless such item and action is specifically 

provided for on an agenda for that board, commission or committee subject to the Texas Open Meetings Act. 

 

I, the undersigned authority, do hereby certify that the above Notice of Meeting of the governing body of the 

above named Shavano Park Planning and Zoning Commission is a true and correct copy of said Notice and that 

I posted a true and correct copy of said Notice on the bulletin boards, of the City Hall of said City Shavano 

Park, Texas, a place convenient and readily accessible to the general public at all times, and said Notice was 

posted on September 1, 2017 at 8:00 a.m. and remained so posted continuously for at least 72 hours preceding 

the scheduled time of said meeting. 

 

ZINA TEDFORD 

City Secretary 



Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting   

August 8, 2017 

6:30 p.m. 
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1. Call to order 

Chairman Janssen called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 

PRESENT:       ABSENT:  

Albert Aleman      Shawn Fitzpatrick     

Carla Laws     Brian Harr 

Richard Lazor 

Kerry Dike 

Carlos Ortiz 

Konrad Kuykendall 

Michael Janssen 

 

2. Vote under Section 36-69 of the Shavano Park City Code (“Code”) concerning a finding that each 

of the items following item 2 on the agenda are “planning issues” or otherwise prescribed Planning 

& Zoning Commission duties under 36-69(l) of the Code or the severance of one or more of such 

items for an individual vote on such item or items. 

Upon a motion made by Commissioner Dike and a second made by Commissioner Ortiz, the Planning & 

Zoning Commission voted six (6) for and none (0) opposed to approve the agenda as it was provided as 

Planning & Zoning Commission issues.  The motion carried.  

 

3. Citizens to be heard  

No one signed up to address the Planning & Zoning Commission at this time.  

 

4. Consent Agenda: 

 

A. Approval – Planning & Zoning Commission minutes, July 12, 2017 

Upon a motion made by Commissioner Aleman and a second made by Commissioner Kuykendall, the 

Planning & Zoning Commission voted six (6) for and none (0) opposed to approve the Planning & 

Zoning Commission July 12, 2017 minutes as presented.  The motion carried.  

 

5. Discussion / action – Final Plat establishing Shavano Park, Unit 19C Phase IV (Huntington), a 

32.86 acre tract of land out of that 289.5 acre tract described in deed to Rogers Shavano Park Unit 

18/19, LTD. 

Upon a motion made by Commissioner Laws and a second made by Commissioner Dike, the Planning 

& Zoning Commission voted six (6) for and none (0) opposed to approve the final plat establishing 

Shavano Park, Unit 19C Phase IV (Huntington), a 32.86 acre tract of land out of that 289.5 acre tract 

described in deed to Rogers Shavano Park Unit 18/19, LTD subject to removing the phrase “Except as 

Noted” included in the setback insert.  The motion carried.  
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6. Presentation – Semiannual presentation by Denton Communities regarding residential and 

commercial development in Shavano Park and surrounding areas. 

Dan Kossl, Laddie Denton and Daryl Lange presented the semiannual update regarding residential and 

commercial development in Shavano Park and surrounding areas.  

 

7. Public Hearing – Receive testimony and written evidence from City of Shavano Park residents 

and property owners on the possible addition of the A-1 PUD Zoning District to the list of zoning 

districts eligible to receive special exceptions. 

Public Hearing opened at 7:30 p.m. 

City Manager Hill presented an overview of the proposed addition of A-1 PUD Zoning District to the 

list of zoning districts eligible to receive special exceptions.  

Public Hearing closed at 7:36 p.m. 

 

8. Discussion / Action – Consider the addition of the A-1 PUD Zoning District to the list of zoning 

districts eligible to receive special exceptions – City Manager Hill. 

Upon a motion made by Commissioner Laws and a second made by Commissioner Aleman, the 

Planning & Zoning Commission voted six (6) for and none (0) opposed to approve the addition of the A-

1 PUD Zoning District to the list of zoning districts eligible to receive special exceptions.  The motion 

carried.  

 

9. Public Hearing – Receive testimony and written evidence from City of Shavano Park residents and 

property owners on the review / update of the City’s 2010 Town Plan with focus on the City’s hike 

& bike trails and sidewalks. 

 

Public Hearing opened - 7:37 p.m. 

City Manager Hill presented an overview of the testimony and written evidence from City of Shavano 

Park residents and property owners on the review / update of the City’s 2010 Town Plan with focus on 

the City’s hike & bike trails and sidewalks.  

Citizens Holzhauer and Johnston voiced concerns regarding liability, maintenance and security of hike/ 

bike trails and sidewalks in their areas.  

 

Public Hearing closed - 8:08 p.m. 

 

10. Discussion – Review and update of the City’s 2010 Town Plan with focus on the City’s hike & bike 

trails and sidewalks – Commissioner Janssen and City Manager Hill. 

The Planning & Zoning Commission reviewed and discussed each hike & bike trails and sidewalks 

locations. City Manager Hill will present a summary of the items discussed at the next Planning & Zoning 

Commission meeting.  
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11. Discussion  - Review and update of the City’s 2010 Town Plan with focus on the City’s vision and 

strategic goals, City issues, and the City’s strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats – 

Commissioner Janssen and City Manager Hill. 

City Manager Hill and Chairman Janssen led discussion on the City’s 2010 Town Plan with focus on the 

City’s vision and strategic goals, City issues, and the City’s strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and 

threats.  There was consensus to present the revised vision statement and goals and objectives to City 

Council.   

 

12. Report / update – City Council items considered at previous City Council meetings and discussion 

concerning the same – City Manager Hill. 

City Manager Hill provided an overview of items considered at the July City Council Meeting. 

 

13. Chairman Announcements: 

A. Advise members to contact City staff to add new or old agenda items. 

B. Remind members concerning September 1, 2017 Boards / Commissions application deadline for 

the Planning & Zoning Commission. 

C. Advise members of pending agenda items, as follows: 

 

i. September – Public hearing and discussion regarding the review and update of the City’s 

2010 Town Plan with focus on the City’s residential and commercial development. 

ii. September – Presentation by KFW regarding drainage study. 

iii. September – Discussion / action on possible amendments to Sec. 24-6 regarding the 

regulation of political signs. 

iv. October – Presentation by City Attorney regarding update on Open Meetings Act, Public 

Information and discussion regarding the same. 

v. October – Elect Chairman and Vice-Chairman. 

vi. October – Welcome new members and thank you to departing members. 

vii. October – Public hearing and discussion regarding the review and update of the City’s 2010 

Town Plan with focus on the City’s flooding and drainage. 

viii. November– Public hearing and discussion regarding the review and update of the City’s 

2010 Town Plan with focus on the City’s municipal tract. 

ix. December – Public hearing and discussion regarding the review and update of the City’s 

2010 Town Plan with focus on NW Military Highway improvements. 

 

14. Adjournment 

Upon a motion made by Commissioner Dike and a second made by Commissioner Laws, the Planning & 

Zoning Commission voted six (6) for and none (0) opposed to adjourn the meeting. The meeting adjourned 

at 9:00 p.m.   

 

______________________ 

MICHAEL JANSSEN 

Chairman 

___________________________ 

ZINA TEDFORD 

City Secretary 



PLANNING AND ZONING STAFF SUMMARY  

Meeting Date: September 6, 2017    Agenda item: 5 / 6 

Prepared by: Curtis Leeth      Reviewed by:  Bill Hill 

      

AGENDA ITEM DESCRIPTION:  
5. Public Hearing – Receive testimony and written evidence from City of Shavano Park residents 

and property owners on the rezoning request from Bitterblue, Inc. to rezone Lots 1701, 1702, 

1933, 2270 in Block 21, CB 4782E from B-1 to B-2 Planned Unit Development (PUD) with the 

following development standard exception: minimum parking stall size described as in Section 

36-1 definition for Parking Space 

 

6. Discussion / action – Rezoning request from Bitterblue, Inc. to rezone Lots 1701, 1702, 1933, 

2270 in Block 21, CB 4782E from B-1 to B-2 Planned Unit Development (PUD) with the 

following development standard exception: minimum parking stall size described as in Section 

36-1 definition for Parking Space  – City Manager Hill. 

 

 Attachments for Reference:  1) Rezoning Request Application 

 

BACKGROUND / HISTORY:  On August 22, 2017 the City received a Rezoning Request 

from Bitterblue, Inc. to rezone  Lots 1701, 1702, 1933, 2270 in Block 21, CB 4782E from B-1 to 

B-2 Planned Unit Development (PUD) with the following development standard exception: 

minimum parking stall size described as in Section 36-1 definition for Parking Space. The 

requested rezoning is to accommodate increased parking spaces at the Shavano Park Tennis 

Center, Pond Hill Retail and the Pond Hill restaurant pad sites by utilizing 30% designated 

compact car spaces (8’ x 16’) and reduced normal parking stall spaces of (9’ x 18’). 

 

DISCUSSION: The City’s procedures for consideration of zoning changes are the following: 

Sec. 36-71. - Procedure for zoning changes. 

(a) Planning and Zoning Commission consideration. 

(1) Filing. All petitions, applications, recommendations or proposals for changes in the zoning 
district boundaries (including changes in zoning classification) or regulations in zoning 
districts shall be filed with the Planning and Zoning Commission. 

(2) Filing fee. When an application is filed for a change of zoning district boundaries (including 
changes in zoning classification) or for any change of the regulations in zoning districts, 
such application shall be accompanied by the filing fee specified in Table No. 7 prior to 
consideration of the application by the Planning and Zoning Commission. 

(3) Prerequisites. No application for changes in the zoning classification of any property 
situated within the City shall be received, filed with the Planning and Zoning Commission, 
or considered, unless the person or persons making such application have permission in 

X 



writing, signed by the owner or owners of record of the property proposed to be considered 
for rezoning for the filing of such an application. Such written permission must accompany 
any such application for rezoning. 

(4) Recommendations. The Planning and Zoning Commission shall hold a public hearing on 
all proposed changes before submitting its recommendation to the City Council. 

(5) Public hearings. Notice of such hearings shall be published at least ten days prior to the 
date of the hearing in an official newspaper or a newspaper of general circulation in Bexar 
County. Notice of all public hearings on proposed changes in the zoning classification shall 
be provided to the owners of real property lying within 500 feet of the property for which the 
change in classification is proposed. Such notice shall be served by depositing the notice, 
properly addressed and postage paid, in a City post office not less than 11 days prior to 
the scheduled date of the public hearing to all such owners who have rendered their 
property for City taxes on the last approved City tax roll. 

 

Staff have notified all property owners within 500 feet as well as given public notice for this 

public hearing. Staff also believes rezoning request application contains all required documents 

and fees and has met the rezoning requirements.  The Zoning request was reviewed and 

concurred with by the City Attorney. 

This request will be beneficial to the proposed uses of the property and will no negatively impact 

others. 

 

COURSES OF ACTION:  
For item 5: This is a public hearing. 

 

For item 6: Approve Rezoning request or alternatively decline and given further guidance to 

staff. 

 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: N/A 

 

MOTION REQUESTED:  

For item 5: This is a public hearing. 

 

For item 6: Approve Rezoning request from Bitterblue, Inc to ezone Lots 1701, 1702, 1933, 

2270 in Block 21, CB 4782E from B-1 to B-2 Planned Unit Development (PUD) with the 

following development standard exception: minimum parking stall size described as in Section 

36-1 definition for Parking Space, 

 













































































PLANNING AND ZONING STAFF SUMMARY  

Meeting Date: September 6, 2017    Agenda item: 7 

Prepared by: Curtis Leeth      Reviewed by:  Bill Hill 
      

AGENDA ITEM DESCRIPTION:  
Report / update by KFW Engineers and Surveying regarding the City’s drainage study. 
 
 Attachments for Reference:  1) 6a KFW Task Order #1 – Drainage Study 
 

BACKGROUND / HISTORY:  The Planning & Zoning Commission in 2014 formed a 
Drainage sub-committee to review and prioritize drainage infrastructure projects across the City. 
The sub-committee, led by Commissioner Lazor, presented their analysis to City Council at the 
January 25, 2016 meeting. 
 
The City tasked KFW with a creating a Master Drainage Plan on April 25, 2017. KFW is to 
produce the following deliverables as a part of the study: 
 

• Provide a list of storm water runoff problems and provide a description of the problem 
area identified. 

• Provide GIS shapefiles for known drainage infrastructure and problem areas. 
• An accurate watershed map based on 2010 LiDAR data for the entire City with the 25 

and 100 year storm flow rates (Q) of all watersheds in GIS mapping. 
• Provide a minimum of two options with proposed cost estimates detailing the level  of  

effort  needed  in  design  and  implementation  of  the  recommended improvements. 
• Provide a recommended list prioritizing locations based upon number of properties 

impacted - ensuring the City can get the best value for the City's dollars. 
 
Task Order #1 for the Master Drainage Plan is included as attachment 6a for reference. 
 
Staff met with KFW on August 31, 2017 for a pre-brief of the drainage study. 
 

DISCUSSION: KFW will be providing a presentation of their study’s findings and 
recommendations at the September 6, 2017 meeting. 
 
Staff intends to take KFW’s findings and recommendations and package them into an online 
survey like with the other Town Plan update topics. The online survey results could impact the 
prioritizing of projects. 
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COURSES OF ACTION: This is not an action item. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: Council will consider adopting some of the recommend drainage 
improvement projects in the FY 2017-18 Budget. 
 

MOTION REQUESTED:  This is not an action item. 
 



Task Order 1 

City of Shavano Park – Professional Services Agreement 

 Task Order Service Agreement for Professional Services 

 

City of Shavano Park Task Order 1 - Page 1 of 1 KFW Engineers & Surveying Contract 

April 24, 2017 

 

Project Number: 1 

Project Name: Shavano Park Master Drainage Plan 

Project Location: City-Wide 

 

This Task Order, when fully executed in counterparts, authorizes KFW Engineers & 

Surveying, Inc. to provide the professional services described below. Services are to be 

performed in accordance with the Professional Services Agreement dated December 9, 2016 

for City Engineering Services. 

 

Scope of Work: 

See Exhibit A. 

 

Deliverables: 

See Exhibit A. 

 

Schedule: 

Project to be completed by August 1, 2017 

 

Compensation: 

Compensation for this Task Order shall be: [lump sum or hourly not to exceed]  $50,000 

Reimbursable charges paid in addition to this amount in accordance with the Professional 

Services Agreement. 

 

Approval Signatures: 

This Task Order may be executed in counterparts, all of which together shall constitute a 

completely executed Task Order. A copy of a signed Task Order in PDF or facsimile format 

shall be considered as valid and binding as an original. 

 

Requested by: 

By: ________________________________________ 

<Signature> 

___________________________________________ Date: _______________ 

 <Printed name and title of authorized signatory> 

 

Accepted by <Service Provider >:  

By: ________________________________________ 

<Signature> 

___________________________________________ Date: _______________ 

 <Printed name and title of authorized signatory> 







PLANNING AND ZONING STAFF SUMMARY  

Meeting Date: September 6, 2017    Agenda item: 8 / 9 

Prepared by: Curtis Leeth      Reviewed by:  Bill Hill 
      

AGENDA ITEM DESCRIPTION:  
8. Public Hearing – Receive testimony and written evidence from City of Shavano Park residents 
and property owners on the review / update of the City’s 2010 Town Plan with focus on the 
City’s residential and commercial development.  
 
9. Discussion – Review and update of the City’s 2010 Town Plan with focus on the City’s 
residential and commercial development – Commissioner Janssen and City Manager Hill.  
 
 Attachments for Reference:  1) 8a Online Survey 
       2) 8b Online Survey Results 
 

BACKGROUND / HISTORY:  At the March 27, 2017 City Council meeting, Council 
approved an action to update and revise the town plan. Motion approved: “adopt a 
comprehensive plan by an amending ordinance and following City Council and Planning & 
Zoning hearings, a town plan for 2017 and future years. 
 
The current City of Shavano Park Town Plan was initiated by the Mayor and City Council on 
February 4, 2009. The Town Plan Technical Advisory Committee was appointed to facilitate and 
draft the town plan. The committee consisted of nine Planning and Zoning Commission members 
and five citizens of Shavano Park. The 2010 Town Plan states the following for the Plan Review 
Process on pages 6 and 7: 
 
PLAN REVIEW PROCESS 
Our City’s Planning & Zoning Commission will review the Plan periodically, and at such 
other times as requested by the City Council. We anticipate that future decisions will be 
consistent with the policies established in this Plan. If future projects are approved by 
the City Council which differ from the Plan’s original intent, the City Council will amend 
the Plan to reflect those changes.  
 
In connection with their review of the status of the Plan, the Planning & Zoning 
Commission will issue a written report to City Council. This report will include the 
following items: 

• A summary of growth statistics for the past fiscal year. 

X 



• An evaluation of each element of the Plan, which summarizes progress toward 
achieving the Plan’s objectives. 

• An assessment of Plan actions showing the current status of items scheduled for 
completion within the review period and for the following five years. 

• A compilation of recommended changes to the existing Plan. An assessment of 
Plan actions showing the current status of items scheduled for completion within 
the review period and for the following five years. 

• A compilation of recommended changes to the existing Plan. 
 

DISCUSSION: This is the third topic in the Town Plan 2017 Update. The first two topics were 
the Community Vision (Vision, Goals and a SWOTS analysis) and the second topic was the 
City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Pathways. 
 
A possible timeline for the Town Plan Review: 
  Jul – FOCUS: Vision and Strategic Goals, City Issues, and the City’s Strengths, 

Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats 
PRE-BRIEF: Hike & Bike Trails and Sidewalks Update 

 Aug – FOCUS: Hike & Bike Trails and Sidewalks 
PRE-BRIEF: Development Update - Denton Communities and Bitterblue 

 Sep – FOCUS: Residential and Commercial Development 
PRE-BRIEF: Drainage Study Results - KFW Engineering 

 Oct – FOCUS: Flooding and Drainage 
PRE-BRIEF: Feasibility Study and Survey Results 

 Nov – FOCUS: City’s Municipal Tract 
PRE-BRIEF: NW Military Highway Improvement Plan Update 

 Dec – FOCUS: NW Military Highway improvements - TxDOT 
 
The online survey was composed after Denton / Bitterblue presented their semi-annual 
presentation to the Planning & Zoning Commission on August 9, 2017. 
 
The survey was issued August 16, 2017, and as of packaging for this packet has 40 responses. 
The online survey was advertised on the City website, Facebook and Nextdoor as well as paper 
copies made available at the receptionist’s desk at City Hall. 
 

COURSES OF ACTION: Not an action item. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: N/A 
 



MOTION REQUESTED:  Not an action item. 
 



The City is updating its 2010 Town Plan and we need your help!

The first public hearing will be held by the Planning & Zoning Commission Wednesday,
July 12, 2017 @ 6:30PM (at 900 Saddletree Court) on the City's Vision, Goals and other
big ideas. Responses in this survey will be compiled for the Commission and included in

their packet to review (minus name and address). In addition all citizens are invited to
complete the survey and/or attend the public hearing to publicly express their ideas. No

final decisions on the update of the City's Town Plan will be made until all public hearings
have been completed.

The City will be hosting public hearings and offering more online feedback opportunities
throughout the fall as we update the Town Plan.

Shavano Park Town Plan - Community Vision

1. First and Last Name

2. What is your street address?



3. Current Vision Statement:

Shavano Park is a premier, diverse and welcoming community that
celebrates our small town character, multigenerational heritage, urban
energy, and natural habitat.

Do you agree with this vision for Shavano Park?
Yes

No

Somewhat - but I have some suggestions

4. If you have some suggestions, great! Tell us how you would improve
the vision statement.



5. The City's eight (8) Strategic Goals are:

1. Provide excellent municipal services while anticipating future
requirements

2. Protect and provide a city-wide safe environment
3. Protect City property values, enhance resources and maintain fiscal

discipline
4. Maintain excellent infrastructure (buildings, streets and utilities)
5. Enhance and support commercial business activities and

opportunities
6. Enhance the City image and maintain a rural atmosphere
7. Promote effective communications and outreach with citizens
8. Mitigate storm water runoff

Do you agree with these strategic goals? Note that strategic goals are
broad aspirations that an organization strives to achieve. For each goal,
a number of measurable objectives are developed each year.

Yes

No

Somewhat - but I have suggestions

6. If you have some suggestions, great! Tell us how you would improve
the any of the goals. Please reference the goal number.



7. What are some strengths of our community? Try brainstorming a few.

In 2010 the Town Plan listed: Rural Character, Financially Sound,
Location/Access, Municipal Services and Quality Development.

8. What are some weaknesses of this community? Try brainstorming a
few.

In 2010 the Town Plan listed: NW Military Highway congestion, Limited
Commercial Development, Future Budget Issues, Pedestrian
Accessibility, Drainage and Sense of Community

9. What are some opportunities for this community? Try brainstorming a
few.

In 2010 the Town Plan listed: Work with TxDoT on NW Military,
Municipal Tract, City Identity, Commercial Development, Hike & Bike
Trails, Work with City of San Antonio/Bexar County



10. What are some threats to this community? Try brainstorming a few.

In 2010 the Town Plan listed: Tax Base Erosion, Environmental
Concerns, other Governments impacting the City and declining
Community Feel



Shavano Park Development Survey 

Summary (as of September 1, 2017 @ 8:45AM) 

• Responses: 40 respondents 
• Survey used IP-filtering for security. A manual check for irregularities (like fake 

addresses) did not spot any fake submissions 
• The survey included five open-ended questions and only one multiple choice 

question. 
 

• Residential Development (Question 3): 89% of respondents are happy with 
recent residential development. 
 

• Regulating Redevelopment of existing Residential lots (Question 4): 
Response was nearly split, at 47.22% yes City should regulate vs 52.78% no, the 
City should not regulate. Some confusion on the question noted in comments by 
residents. 
 

• Multi-Family development along 1604 (Question 5): 59% of responses 
were against the development. Comments were generally negative as well. 
 

• Commercial Business Types Wanted (Question 6): Top two categories: 
Restaurant / Dining (97% of respondents) and Retail (66% of respondents) 
 

• Particular Business Residents would Like (Question 7): Variety of 
responses, most were non-chain restaurants or other food establishments like 
bakeries and donut shops. 
 

• Commercial Uses (Question 8): Responses were strongly in favor to maintain 
current limited commercial use regulations. 
 

• Commercial Sign Regulation (Question 9): 68% of responses in favor of 
keeping strict sign regulations. 
 

• Green Development (Question 10): 64% of responses in favor of the City 
incentivizing / promoting environmentally friendly development. 



89.19% 33

10.81% 4

Q3 There are few areas of the City still available for future residential and
commercial development. Commercial is highlighted in blue and

Residential in Green on this map:In these few undeveloped areas the City
can still work with the property owners and developers to try and shape

development compatible with our neighborhoods.Residential. All
remaining unbuilt property zoned residential (Bentley Manor, Willow

Wood, Huntington and Pond Hill Garden Villas), have development plans
to emphasize quality home building that offer quality properties ranging in
size.Are you pleased with the recent residential property development?

Answered: 37 Skipped: 3

TOTAL 37

# IF NO, PLEASE LET US KNOW WHY! DATE

1 I don't know much about the development except what the developer communicates in open
meetings. It's all happening behind gates.

8/24/2017 2:07 PM

2 There are no sidewalks in Bentley Manor and streets are narrow with medians which present
unsafe areas for pedestrian walking in the same area as vehicle traffic.

8/19/2017 12:21 AM

3 These developments provide the variety necessary to complete "The Park" 8/17/2017 3:00 PM

4 Don't like gated communities 8/16/2017 3:27 PM

5 The quality of the Pond Hill Villas is disappointing. Also, the size of the units and how crowded
they are in the space. Lack of Parking too.

8/16/2017 3:18 PM

6 Lots are too small in unit 18 mxd. 8/16/2017 3:04 PM

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Yes

No
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47.22% 17

52.78% 19

Q4 Should the City consider regulating the redevelopment of existing
residential lots in future years? If so, how?

Answered: 36 Skipped: 4

TOTAL 36

# IF YES, PLEASE DESCRIBE HOW OR LEAVE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS DATE

1 Could you explain the reasoning for the question? 8/24/2017 2:07 PM

2 To maintain the rural feel of the older areas of the city. 8/22/2017 2:20 PM

3 Redevelopment should be encouraged to keep the city vibrant and a desirable location. Lets look
at cities such as Alamo Heights & Terrill Hills for ideas.

8/21/2017 4:39 PM

4 Each community has it's own personality and attraction. If you want a rural flair with lots of land,
you live on the East side. If you want to be close to your next door neighbor, you live on the west
side. No sense to mess up what is working.

8/21/2017 4:03 PM

5 Keep them residential. 8/19/2017 5:55 PM

6 Restricting how small lot size can be, no multi-family homes or apartments. Maintain
characteristics of what Shavano Park is known and loved for.

8/19/2017 12:07 PM

7 What is meant by "redevelopment". Confusing question. 8/19/2017 12:21 AM

8 Be sure there is no multi-family housing built in Shavano Park 8/18/2017 10:41 PM

9 Only to prevent dense development 8/18/2017 1:49 PM

10 What does that mean? Are you going to put in zoning laws restricting our ability to change existing
homes? Define this.

8/17/2017 10:24 AM

11 Not sure I understand the question. What is "redevelopment of existing lots" Are you concerned
that property owners may break up property into multiple lots? If so, yes, I think it's a good idea for
the city to restrict this, though it seems it should already be restricted by minimum lot size.
Breaking a very large lot into two lots would be ok with me as long as restrictions are still met.

8/16/2017 9:34 PM

12 NO CONVERSION TO MULTI FAMILY FROM SINGLE FAMILY, NO REDUCTION IN MINIMUM
LOT SIZE

8/16/2017 6:18 PM

13 Appropriate zoning and good building codes 8/16/2017 5:24 PM

Yes

No
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ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Yes

No
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14 Yes, it is possible that the current regulations of existing residential lots in A-1, A-3, and A-4
(without HOA's) are not "forward" thinking and deserve review. We need to be in tune with what is
trending architecturally and what is adding value today in each case still meeting our Rural Feel.
Might also be prudent to think about residential lots (or portions there of) along NW Military as low
impact, low intensity office uses.

8/16/2017 4:28 PM

15 I'd like to make sure we aways have a say in the quality and size of homes in SP. 8/16/2017 3:48 PM

16 SP is unique for its "country within the city" appeal. If a lot is redeveloped, keep it within the current
guidelines so furture huge homes aren't erected that cover the entire lot.

8/16/2017 3:48 PM

17 Require them to keep the original size and use. 8/16/2017 3:27 PM

18 Keep single home lots single. Many lots are quite large compared with the rest of San Antonio and
we want to keep the larger parcels from being rezoned or cut up into smaller lots.

8/16/2017 3:21 PM

19 The quality of the home and spacing is what new buyers are looking for in Shavano Park. 8/16/2017 3:18 PM

20 require SFH not townhouses/apartments/condos 8/16/2017 2:47 PM

21 Restrict Subdivision of existing lots. 8/16/2017 2:36 PM
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12.82% 5

58.97% 23

28.21% 11

Q5 Should the City consider adding Multi-Family Town homes or
Condominiums as allowable development in Shavano Park in certain

zoning districts (e.g. along Loop 1604)?
Answered: 39 Skipped: 1

TOTAL 39

# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE

1 If they are needed, yes 8/27/2017 6:05 PM

2 Why? 8/24/2017 2:07 PM

3 Maybe if size and height restrictions were in place 8/22/2017 2:20 PM

4 1604 is already a major bottle neck at least 14 hours a day. Military Hwy is getting to where you
can't turn on to it. There are already tons of apartments surrounding our City

8/21/2017 4:03 PM

5 Not high density 8/18/2017 1:49 PM

6 Bad idea. There is no reason to allow this in a single home area. 8/17/2017 10:24 AM

7 Consider multi-use dev along 1604 8/17/2017 12:18 AM

8 I would have to consider the location, setting and surrounding uses of a particular area. It is
possible that town houses/ condos could be a better use then office or retail, but would have to be
thoroughly considered.

8/16/2017 4:28 PM

9 You're kidding right? 8/16/2017 3:21 PM

10 Only along 1604- an area not ideal for SFHs. Definitely not between neighborhoods, inside SP. 8/16/2017 2:47 PM

11 Depends on whether you mean condos owned by individuals or leased (apartments). I am not in
favor of rental apartment units.

8/16/2017 2:38 PM

Yes

No

Other (please
specify)
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ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Yes

No
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97.37% 37

65.79% 25

39.47% 15

21.05% 8

28.95% 11

Q6 Commercial. It is important to note that commercial property owners
have vested rights on their property and the City cannot stop them from
building a business, however the City can work with the developers to

shape what is built.What type of services would you like to see in
Shavano Park? You can select more than one option or add your own

ideas!
Answered: 38 Skipped: 2

Total Respondents: 38  

# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE

1 A farmer's market 8/24/2017 2:07 PM

2 Higher end dining - no fast food 8/17/2017 10:24 AM

3 No more nursing homes 8/17/2017 12:18 AM

4 NO MORE "FAST FOOD" RESTAURANTS 8/16/2017 6:18 PM

5 I believe it would go a long way to establishing a sense of place in our city if we had local,
homegrown, casual restaurants located within our boundary. Places where you are likely to see
your neighbors and their family for breakfast, lunch or dinner.

8/16/2017 4:28 PM

6 No more fast food or drive throughs!!! 8/16/2017 3:21 PM

Restaurant /
Dining

Retail

Office Space

Entertainment

Healthcare
Services
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Healthcare Services
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Q7 Is there a particular business or restaurant you would like developers
to consider for Shavano Park?

Answered: 21 Skipped: 19

# RESPONSES DATE

1 Restaurants that are family owned/ not chains, with good quality food/ vegetarian or vegetarian
friendly

8/27/2017 6:05 PM

2 Non chain restaurants 8/22/2017 2:20 PM

3 Chick-fil-A 8/21/2017 4:39 PM

4 not really 8/21/2017 4:03 PM

5 Boutique, locally owned, quality, no more chains! Keep shavano special 8/20/2017 11:55 PM

6 No 8/20/2017 9:46 AM

7 NO 8/19/2017 5:55 PM

8 Nice community restaurants. 8/19/2017 12:21 AM

9 Corner Bakery 8/18/2017 10:41 PM

10 locally owned "non-chain" restaurants 8/17/2017 3:29 PM

11 Walgreens or cvs 8/16/2017 8:57 PM

12 Ethnic 8/16/2017 8:10 PM

13 Casual Breakfast restaurant like Jim's (not fast food drive through). Seafood restaurant like Clear
Springs or McAdoo's. BBQ restaurant like Tom's Ribs or Casey's used to be.

8/16/2017 7:56 PM

14 Pam's Patio Kitchen, Julian's Pizzaria, Dough, The Grove (Austin), Naples...Hat Creek Burgers
(Austin).

8/16/2017 4:28 PM

15 Frozen yogurt shop, Fine dining, Italian pub. 8/16/2017 3:18 PM

16 a nice sit down family restaurant maybe a Cracker Barrel or Cold Stone Creamery 8/16/2017 3:07 PM

17 Donut Shop 8/16/2017 3:04 PM

18 No 8/16/2017 2:42 PM

19 Jims or some other family oriented restaurant that serves breakfast, lunch and dinner 8/16/2017 2:41 PM

20 No, but it would be nice to have more dining options in Shavano Park. 8/16/2017 2:38 PM

21 BBQ 8/16/2017 2:36 PM
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Q8 Shavano Park has, relative to other cities, strict authorized uses for
any commercial property. Should the City retain these limited commercial
uses or should the City relax them by authorizing additional uses? If so,

what are your ideas on what the City should authorize.
Answered: 37 Skipped: 3

# RESPONSES DATE

1 Retain limited commercial use 8/27/2017 6:05 PM

2 I think the history shows that SP's "strict authorized uses" get changed depending on who and
what is at issue, so...

8/24/2017 2:07 PM

3 Maintain existing uses 8/22/2017 2:20 PM

4 Authorize taller buildings along 1604 8/21/2017 4:39 PM

5 We should be careful that no business built will attract criminals nor drugs and alcohol abuse. 8/21/2017 4:03 PM

6 Maintain strict use restrictions 8/20/2017 11:55 PM

7 No 8/20/2017 9:46 AM

8 Keep them strict. 8/19/2017 5:55 PM

9 Do not relax, rather maintain strict uses 8/19/2017 12:07 PM

10 Limit commercial use and restrict B2 zoning to exclude pollution type businesses such as gas
stations with buried tanks, dry cleaners, etc. Do not permit pollution type businesses over the
Edwards.

8/19/2017 12:21 AM

11 We sure could use more restaurants 8/18/2017 10:41 PM

12 Landscaping & sidewalks 8/18/2017 1:49 PM

13 retain limited commercial uses 8/17/2017 3:29 PM

14 Retain strict use! 8/17/2017 3:00 PM

15 Limit it so the Class-A space or high end retail. 8/17/2017 10:24 AM

16 Multi-use development 8/17/2017 12:18 AM

17 I don't know current restrictions so can't answer. 8/16/2017 9:34 PM

18 Yes. 8/16/2017 8:57 PM

19 Retain 8/16/2017 8:10 PM

20 MAINTAIN THE SAME RESTRICTIONS 8/16/2017 6:18 PM

21 Not wide-open commercial uses. Businesses should be appropriate for the city as well as a site 8/16/2017 5:24 PM

22 Retain authorized uses 8/16/2017 4:49 PM

23 Seems that we are on the right course at the time being. 8/16/2017 4:28 PM

24 Once you relax regulations the door is open to potentially more than we want. It just needs to be
watched closely.

8/16/2017 3:48 PM

25 The commercial boundaries are for the good of the City. 8/16/2017 3:48 PM

26 Need more details to answer this question. What already exists, and what else is being looked at
for expansion?

8/16/2017 3:34 PM

27 Yes 8/16/2017 3:27 PM

28 Keep them as is. 8/16/2017 3:21 PM
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29 I do not know what the restrictions are so its hard to answer 8/16/2017 3:18 PM

30 We should retain limited commercial use 8/16/2017 3:13 PM

31 I am fine as is 8/16/2017 3:07 PM

32 Retain limited uses. 8/16/2017 3:04 PM

33 Limit commercial use. Nooners has already been held up at gunpoint... we do not want businesses
that attract a criminal element.

8/16/2017 2:47 PM

34 Maintain current practice. 8/16/2017 2:42 PM

35 Keep it strict 8/16/2017 2:41 PM

36 Retain limited commercial uses so that there is control over the use. 8/16/2017 2:38 PM

37 Anything that generates sales tax 8/16/2017 2:36 PM
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67.50% 27

7.50% 3

25.00% 10

Q9 Shavano Park's sign regulations for commercial businesses are
restrictive and limit the amount and type of business signage. Some

businesses have asked the City to increase the authorized signage within
strict limits. Should the City consider more flexible sign regulations for

businesses?
Answered: 40 Skipped: 0

TOTAL 40

# IF YOU HAVE ADDITIONAL FEEDBACK LET US KNOW BELOW! DATE

1 If you have additional feedback giving examples of what you're talking about, that would help.
Who created this survey?

8/24/2017 2:07 PM

2 Reasonable loosening is smart. We made specific accommodations for Starbucks, and should do
so for other desirable businesses.

8/21/2017 4:39 PM

3 K 8/18/2017 1:49 PM

4 A sign is worthless if not readable. Careful study required on each sign's location. 8/17/2017 3:00 PM

5 Case by case but no electronic signage 8/17/2017 12:18 AM

6 If we can broaden our sales tax base, a slight loosening may be appropriate esp. along 1604 and/
or NW Military. Would have to review the issues in further detail.

8/16/2017 4:28 PM

7 What increase have the businesses asked for? If not that much over what we already have, then
I'm okay w/ it.

8/16/2017 3:48 PM

8 Big signs are ugly and it's definitely more aesthetic not to have them. 8/16/2017 3:21 PM

9 If we allow giant political signs I cannot see why businesses cannot have sail signs or banners for
sales etc

8/16/2017 3:07 PM

10 Sometimes its difficult to find a place because the signage is limited. There should be adequate
that new customers can find the place.

8/16/2017 2:38 PM

Keep sign
restrictions...

Loosen sign
restrictions...

If you have
additional...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Keep sign restrictions on Businesses

Loosen sign restrictions on Businesses

If you have additional feedback let us know below!
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64.10% 25

12.82% 5

23.08% 9

Q10 Should the City encourage environmentally friendly or "green"
development practices?Note: The City already enforces up to date

Building Codes and as of 2015 requires all new homes to be built "Solar
Ready" for easier and cheaper installation of solar panels at a later date
after construction. This Solar Ready mandate is cheap and easy to fulfill

during the construction of the home.
Answered: 39 Skipped: 1

TOTAL 39

# IF YOU HAVE ADDITIONAL FEEDBACK LET US KNOW BELOW! DATE

1 Yes, starting with leave the munitract alone and protect it as Heritage Green Space. 8/24/2017 2:07 PM

2 As long as there are no tax incentives that end up costing existing homeowners more than newer
homes.

8/22/2017 2:20 PM

3 We should not underwrite environmentally friendly development, but should have regulations that
protect the natural environment. Competition and financials should govern environmental issues
such as solar and LEEDS certifications, and City funding should not be provided directly, or
indirectly.

8/21/2017 4:39 PM

4 NO This should be up to the home owner to decide. 8/19/2017 12:21 AM

5 Encourage but not with $$ 8/18/2017 1:49 PM

6 Green or Solar-Ready are buzz words. Someone who understands building codes should be
involved. What does Solar-ready mean? A conduit from the wall to the roof? Solar tech changes
every 2-3 years.

8/17/2017 10:24 AM

7 The city should research options and costs associated with environmental friendly development 8/17/2017 12:18 AM

8 It depends what the incentives are. Definitely should encourage green development, but financial
or other incentives should be looked at by council and staff before deciding.

8/16/2017 9:34 PM

Yes, the City
should...

No, the City
should not...

If you have
additional...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Yes, the City should incentive environmentally friendly development

No, the City should not incentive environmentally friendly development

If you have additional feedback let us know below!
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9 The city should encourage the preservation of our natural resources in all developments. Changes
could be made that are revenue neutral or not a burden to the Landowner, but I don't think the City
should mandate or provide funding to incentivize for green building practices.

8/16/2017 4:28 PM
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PLANNING AND ZONING STAFF SUMMARY  

Meeting Date: September 6, 2017    Agenda item: 9 

Prepared by: Curtis Leeth      Reviewed by:  Bill Hill 

      

AGENDA ITEM DESCRIPTION:  

9. Discussion - Review and update of the City’s 2010 Town Plan with focus on the City’s hike 

and bike trails and sidewalks – Commissioner Janssen and City Manager Hill 

 

 Attachments for Reference:  1) Consensus items for Town Plan Update 

 

BACKGROUND / HISTORY:   

 

DISCUSSION: At the August 8 Planning & Zoning Commission meeting, the Commission held 

a public hearing to gather citizen input and reviewed the results of the online survey regarding 

the sidewalks and bicycle pathways.  The Commission held discussion related to the potential 

sidewalks and trails and that discussion is summarized in the attachment 

 

COURSES OF ACTION: Discussion and possible consensus reached concerning the key 

points of the Town Plan Update.  

 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: N/A 

 

MOTION REQUESTED:  N/A; request consensus on proposed key points. 

 

X 



Town Plan 2017 Update 

Sidewalk & Bicycle Pathways 

Consensus from August 8, 2017 Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting 

 

Lockhill-Selma to Pond Hill Sidewalks 

• Include in Town Plan 
• Staff to explore distance markers along path to assist in emergency response 
• Staff to consider maintenance responsibilities along pathway with Willow Wood HOA 

Lockhill-Selma Sidewalks from Huebner to 1604 

• Include in Town Plan dedicated sidewalks along both sides of Lockhill-Selma from 
Huebner to Loop 1604; City to coordinate / support the City of San Antonio’s effort on 
their ROW 

DeZavala Sidewalks 

• Include dedicated sidewalks for consideration at a later date (possibly during repaving) 
along DeZavala 

Cliffside connection to Salado Creek Greenway Trail 

• Include in Town Plan 
• Include provision stating not creating parking spaces along Cliffside for trail access 
• Staff to explore ways to improve security with trail access  

Sidewalks and connection from NW Military to Salado Creek Greenway Trail 

• Include in Town Plan; City to coordinate / support the City of San Antonio’s effort 

NW Military improvements – Sidewalks and Bike lanes 

• Include most up to date design for NW Military in Town Plan 



PLANNING & ZONING STAFF SUMMARY  

Meeting Date: September 6, 2017     Agenda item: 11 

Prepared by: Commissioner Fitzpatrick   Reviewed by: Bill Hill 

      

AGENDA ITEM DESCRIPTION: 

Discussion / action – Proposed amendment to Sec. 24-6 regarding regulation of allowable signs 

during voting periods – City Manager Hill and Commissioner Janssen. 

 

 Attachments for Reference:  1) 11a Section 24-6 amendments  

 

BACKGROUND / HISTORY: At the July 24, 2017 meeting City Council directed Planning & Zoning 

to propose amendments to Section 24-6 of the City of Shavano Park Code of Ordinances to comply with 

Texas Local Government Code Sec. 216.903.  Chairman Janssen asked Commissioner Fitzpatrick to 

take the lead on considering the ordinance and potentially drafting an amendment for consideration.  

 

Political Signs on Private Property. Staff, in consultation with City Attorney confirms that 

current Ordinance governing political signs on private property does not comply with Texas 

Local Government Code Sec. 216.903 because the current Ordinance restricts the size of 

political signs to 24 square feet, but the Local Government Code forbids any size limitation less 

than 36 square feet. The Local Government Code states as follows: 

 

    Sec. 216.903.  REGULATION OF POLITICAL SIGNS BY MUNICIPALITY.   

(a)  In this section, "private real property" does not include real property subject to an easement 

or other encumbrance that allows a municipality to use the property for a public purpose. 

(b)  A municipal charter provision or ordinance that regulates signs may not, for a sign that 

contains primarily a political message and that is located on private real property with the 

consent of the property owner: 

(1)  prohibit the sign from being placed; 

(2)  require a permit or approval of the municipality or impose a fee for the sign to be placed; 

(3)  restrict the size of the sign;  or 

(4)  provide for a charge for the removal of a political sign that is greater than the charge for 

removal of other signs regulated by ordinance. 

(c)  Subsection (b) does not apply to a sign, including a billboard, that contains primarily a 

political message on a temporary basis and that is generally available for rent or purchase to 

carry commercial advertising or other messages that are not primarily political. 

(d)  Subsection (b) does not apply to a sign that: 

X 



(1)  has an effective area greater than 36 feet; 

(2)  is more than eight feet high; 

(3)  is illuminated;  or 

(4)  has any moving elements. 

 

On August 18, 2017, Commissioner Fitzpatrick and staff met to review the current sign 

ordinance and discuss possible amendments. 

 

DISCUSSION: In 2015, the Supreme Court held that content-based regulations on expressive 

signs implicate First Amendment speech rights and are therefore subject to strict scrutiny – an 

extremely difficult legal standard. Strict scrutiny applies to political sign regulations because 

political speech is expressive speech. 

 

Texas Local Government Code § 216.903 (see above) generally prohibits cities from regulating 

political signs, and in that respect it probably does not offend the First Amendment even though 

it is also a content-based law (it is content-based because it applies only to political signs, and 

you’d have to read the sign’s content to know whether it’s political).  

 

However, § 216.903 has exceptions that enable cities to impose certain regulations on political 

advertising. For instance, it allows a city to prohibit: signs taller than 8 feet; illuminated or 

animated signs, and; signs greater than 36 square feet in area. The exceptions are content-based 

(because the statute only applies to political signs) and therefore could be subject to strict 

scrutiny under the First Amendment. But the exceptions don’t actually regulate speech: they 

instead limit how (and how much) cities can regulate speech. The statute does not force cities to 

enact content-based regulations for political signs. A city could comply with § 201.903 and also 

satisfy the First Amendment, for instance by applying the statute’s political sign restrictions to 

all signs. So, because § 216.903 could be applied in a way that does not violate the First 

Amendment, the statute is not facially unconstitutional. 

 

A political sign regulation could satisfy the Local Government Code but violate the First 

Amendment. Consider a hypothetical ordinance that limits political advertising signs to 40 square 

feet, 7 feet in height, and forbid illumination. All non-political signs, in contrast, could be lighted, 

only 20 square feet in area, and 9 feet tall. The ordinance would comply with § 216.903 but would 

violate the First Amendment unless the city could articulate compelling justifications for regulating 

political signs differently than non-political ones, which it almost certainly could not. 

 

On the other hand, a city might enact a content-neutral sign regulation that satisfies the First 

Amendment but violates the Local Government Code. For instance, our current Ordinance limits 

residential yard signs during voting periods to 24 square feet in area. The Ordinance is content-



neutral, and its application to political signs presents no First Amendment problem. However, it 

would violate the Local Government Code, which essentially gives special privileges to political 

speech.  

 

Our current ordinance concerning voting-period signs – CoSP Code § 24-6(5) – presents no First 

Amendment problems. But it violates the Local Government Code. We have a few options going 

forward: 

1. Conform 

2. Take action 

3. Take risk 

 

1. Conform: Section 24-6(5) could be amended to conform to both the Local Government 

Code and the First Amendment. Attached is a red-line version of § 24-6 that does just that. 

This is obviously the safest option, but it also sacrifices local policy objectives by allowing 

big signs that a lot of residents don’t want to see in residential areas. 

 

2. Take action: The City has a number of options to resolve potential conflicts between the 

First Amendment, the Local Government Code, and a local ordinance imposing reasonable, 

content-neutral sign limitations (which also happen to burden political advertising signs). 

These include lobbying the 2019 Legislature to repeal or amend § 216.903, seeking an 

opinion from the Attorney General concerning the enforceability of § 216.903, or (if set up 

appropriately) initiating a legal proceeding against the State to obtain a declaratory judgment 

concerning the constitutionality of § 216.903 and the interplay of the three competing 

interests.  

 

The City’s attorneys should be consulted to provide guidance concerning how best to posture 

the City for success, should we opt to take these or similar actions.  

 

All of the “action” options would involve cost. The costs associated with action can be 

predicted and managed somewhat more effectively and accurately than the costs associated 

with the “risk” option, below. 

 

3. Take risk: Risk is different from Action primarily because Action seeks to affirmatively 

confront the legal trap while Risk invites others to initiate it. All of the Risk options, 

however, require a sign ordinance that does not fit both the Local Government Code and the 

First Amendment. 

 

The City could opt to enact an Ordinance that satisfies the First Amendment and local policies 

and objectives, but not the Local Government Code. The current Ordinance does that (at least 

with respect to voting period signs), so one way of taking risk would be to do nothing. 



 

Similar to leaving the current Ordinance alone, another species of risk would be to amend the 

Ordinance to altogether do away with all voting-period regulations and rely on the content-

neutral restrictions applicable to every other residential sign, regardless of content. This would 

be fine under the First Amendment, but as discussed above, it would violate the Local 

Government Code and might also inconvenience residents who might have to choose between 

political advertisements and other signs they want to post in their yards. It would, however, 

further the City’s interest in an aesthetic residential setting free from big signs.  

 

The risk in enacting an ordinance that satisfies the First Amendment but not § 216.903 is that a 

resident or the State will challenge the Ordinance for violating the Local Government Code. 

Cities must act within the law; indeed, some cities may only enact ordinances enabled by state 

law; expect the challenger to argue the ordinance was void from the start because it violated state 

law and should be considered to have never been passed. However, such a challenge would open 

§ 216.903 to an “as applied” challenge for being a content-based speech restriction that, itself, 

should be voided. 

 

On the other hand, the City could enact an ordinance that complies with the Local Government 

Code but not the First Amendment, as discussed above. This doesn’t make much sense because 

we would lose under the First Amendment, but it would foreclose the argument that the 

ordinance was void from the start. It would also lay the groundwork for the adding a challenge to 

the validity of the State law onto the constitutional challenge. (This is an example of how “risk” 

overlaps the “action” option). 

 

The “risk” options are initially cost-free but could become costly if challenged. Litigation that 

you don’t control can be expensive. And there’s a risk of paying the successful challenger’s 

attorney fees in a First Amendment lawsuit. 

 

But risk is risk: sometimes it doesn’t hail. 

 

COURSES OF ACTION:  1) Comply; 2) Take action; 3) Take risk 

 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: N/A   

 

MOTION REQUESTED:  N/A; Discussion and consensus in order to prepare for public 

hearing and formal action next month.  
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Sec. 24-6. - Non-nuisance signs in residential zoning districts.  

In A-1, A-2, A-3, A-4, A-5 PUD, MXD and CE zoning districts the following signs are 
hereby not deemed to be a public nuisance:  

(1) Upon final plat approval, a single sign may be erected temporarily on each 
approved plat or development, provided, however, that such sign shall not 
exceed 60 square feet in sign area, including its framing, trim and molding, and 
shall be placed so as not to interfere with the occupancy or use of any lots in the 
subdivision. All such signs shall be removed upon completion of the sale of 95 
percent of the lots in the subdivision.  

(2) Each residential property may erect one sign on the property that conforms to 
the following requirements:  

a. The sign cannot be displayed in such a manner that it can be visibly viewed 
from the public right-of-way for more than 60 days per calendar year;  

b. The gross sign area shall not exceed six square feet in sign area including 
framing, trim and molding;  

c. The sign shall not be higher than six feet above grade;  

d. The sign shall not be placed on public property including a public easement 
or right-of-way; and  

e. The sign cannot be an illuminated or backlit.  

(3) In encouragement of the practice of recognizing achievements and student 
activities, each residential property may erect two signs that conform to the 
following requirements:  

a. The signs cannot exceed four square feet in sign area, including framing, 
trim and molding;  

b. Signs shall be placed within ten feet of the front facing of the primary 
residence;  

c. Signs shall not be higher than four feet above grade;  

d. The sign cannot be an illuminated or backlit.  

(4) During the period the residential property is listed for sale or lease, a sign may 
be erected on the property, subject to the restrictions noted in section 24-
6(2)(b)—(e). Residential lots fronting on two streets shall be allowed one sign 
facing each street.  

(5) Signs during voting periods. Each residential property may erect signs in addition 
to those described in section 24-6(2) and section 24-6(3) during voting periods, 
as defined in section 24-2, subject to the following restrictions:  

a. No sign may be erected more than 60 days prior to the start of the voting 
period;  
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b. All signs must be removed by 11:59 p.m. the day following the voting period;  

c. The total sign area of all voting period signs must be no more than 36 square 
feet, and no one sign shall be larger than 24 square feet;  

cd. No voting period sign may be higher than six feet above grade; and  

de. The signs cannot be illuminated or backlit.  

(6)  All signs described in Sections 24-6 shall be, in aggregate, no more than 36 
square feet at any given time. 

Signs erected in violation of these regulations are considered a nuisance and may be 
removed by the City Manager or his/her designee.  

( Ord. No. 0-2016-010 , § I, 10-24-2016)  

http://newords.municode.com/readordinance.aspx?ordinanceid=797937&datasource=ordbank
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