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CITY OF SHAVANO PARK 

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 

CITY HALL, COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

900 SADDLETREE COURT, SHAVANO PARK, TEXAS 78231 

October 11, 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. Nomination and appointment of Chairman. 

 

5. Nomination and appointment of Vice-Chairman 

 

6. Welcome to new members and thank you to departing members.  Presentation by Chairman advising new 

Planning & Zoning Commissioners to secure appropriate open meeting and open records training, and 

discussion regarding open meeting and open records requirements – Commissioner Janssen and City 

Manager Hill. 

 

7. Consent Agenda: 

 

A. Approval – Planning & Zoning Commission minutes, September 6, 2017 
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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 flooding 

and storm water runoff. 

 

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

storm water runoff – Commissioner Janssen and City Manager Hill. 

 

10. Discussion - Review and update of the City’s 2010 Town Plan with focus on the City’s municipal tract, 

including a review of the results of the 2015 Municipal Tract Resident Survey – Commissioner Janssen 

and City Manager Hill. 

 

11. Discussion – Review and update of the September Planning & Zoning Commission’s Town Plan update 

public hearing and discussion regarding the City’s residential and commercial development – City 

Manager Hill. 

 

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

voting periods – City Manager Hill and Commissioner Fitzpatrick. 

 

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

concerning the same – 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. November – Presentation by City Attorney regarding update on Open Meetings Act, Public 

Information and discussion regarding the same. 

ii. 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. 

iii. November – Review of the public hearing and discussion at the October meeting regarding 

updates to the 2010 Town Plan for flooding and storm water runoff. 

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

2010 Town Plan with focus on NW Military Highway improvements. 

v. December – Review of the public hearing and discussion at the November meeting 

regarding updates to the 2010 Town Plan for the City’s municipal tract. 

vi. January, 2018 – Review of the public hearing and discussion at the December meeting 

regarding updates to the 2010 Town Plan for NW Military Highway improvements. 

vii. January, 2018 – Discussion and action regarding possible updates and amendments to the 

City’s 2010 Town Plan. 

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

and commercial development in Shavano Park and surrounding areas and discussion 

concerning the same. 

ix. March, 2018 – Review of the City’s zoning ordinances to correct omissions of zoning 

districts A-1 PUD and A-2 PUD in various City ordinances. 

x. March, 2018 – Review of the City’s zoning ordinances to correct a conflict between 

Chapters 32 and 36 regarding the minimum allowable sizing of parking spaces. 

 

15. Adjournment 
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Accessibility Statement: 

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 26th of September 2017 at 11:15 a.m. and remained so posted continuously for at least 72 hours 

preceding the scheduled time of said meeting. 

 

ZINA TEDFORD 

City Secretary 
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1. Call to order 

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

PRESENT:       ABSENT:  

Albert Aleman           

Brian Harr 

Shawn Fitzpatrick 

Carla Laws      

Richard Lazor 

Kerry Dike 

Carlos Ortiz 

Konrad Kuykendall (arrived 6:43 p.m.) 

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 Laws, the Planning & 

Zoning Commission voted seven (7) 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, August 8, 2017 

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

& Zoning Commission voted seven (7) for and none (0) opposed to approve the Planning & Zoning 

Commission August 8, 2017 minutes as presented.  The motion carried.  

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 

Public Hearing opened at 6:32 p.m. 

City Manager Hill and Laddie Denton presented an overview of the request 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. 

 

Public Hearing closed at 6:35 p.m. 
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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. 

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

Planning & Zoning Commission voted seven (7) for and none (0) opposed to approve 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 motion carried.  

 

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

City Manager Hill presented an overview of KFW’s task with a creating a Master Drainage Plan which 

included the following: 

 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. 

   

Chris Otto, KFW Engineer, presented their findings and recommendations to the Planning & Zoning 

Commission.  

 

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. 

Public Hearing opened 8:02 p.m. 

 

City Manager Hill presented the results of the survey of the residential and commercial development 

survey.   

 

Public Hearing closed 8:15 p.m. 

 

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. 

City Manager Hill discussed the review and update of the City’s 2010 Town Plan with focus on the City’s 

residential and commercial development.  The Planning & Zoning Commission discussed the citizen 

survey responses and other considerations regarding residential and commercial development, including 
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future presentations, informing citizens of the meetings and maintenance of city infrastructure (streets, 

drainage, sewer, etc.).  

 

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. 

The Planning & Zoning Commission discussed the review and update of the City’s 2010 Town Plan with 

focus on the City’s hike and bike trails and sidewalks based on consensus of this item at the August 8th 

Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting as presented by City Staff.  

 

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

during voting periods – City Manager Hill and Commissioner Janssen. 

City Manager Hill presented an overview of the proposed amendment Sec. 24-6 regarding regulation of 

allowable signs during voting periods.  Commissioner Fitzpatrick met with staff to review the current 

sign ordinance and discussed possible options.  There was consensus in order to prepare for public 

hearing and formal action next month.  

 

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 previous City Council Meeting. 

 

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

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

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

Planning & Zoning Commission voted eight (8) for and none (0) opposed to reschedule of the Planning 

& Zoning Commission meeting from October 4, 2017 to October 11, 2017. The motion carried.  

 

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. 
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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 

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

Zoning Commission voted eight (8) for and none (0) opposed to adjourn the meeting. The meeting 

adjourned at 9:21 p.m.   

 

 

________________________ 

MICHAEL JANSSEN 

Chairman 

 

 

_____________________________ 

ZINA TEDFORD 

City Secretary 



PLANNING AND ZONING STAFF SUMMARY  

Meeting Date: October 11, 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 flooding and storm water runoff. 
 
9. Discussion – Review and update of the City’s 2010 Town Plan with focus on the City’s 
flooding and storm water runoff – Commissioner Janssen and City Manager Hill. 
 
 Attachments for Reference:  1) 8a Drainage Survey Results (10/6 @ 9AM) 
       2) 8b KFW Drainage Study Presentation 
 

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 8a for reference. 
 
At the September 6, 2017 Planning & Zoning Commission, KFW presented the 25-year storm 
model results and their recommended solutions. On September 28 KFW created a public web 

X 



portal to their GIS software where residents can browse the drainage areas identified and KFW’s 
proposed solutions. Link:  
 
An online survey with this link was made public on September 29. Staff mailed a postcard with 
all survey links and the KFW drainage study web link to all residents on October 4. 
 
The results as of October 6 at 9:00 am in the morning are compiled for the Commission as 
attachment 8a. 
 

DISCUSSION: KFW will be present for the public hearing and discussion with their GIS model 
ready. KFW intends to takes notes in their GIS during the meeting. 
 

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. 
 



Together We Can!

KFW ENGINEERS AND 
SURVEYING, INC

PRESENTS
2017 MASTER DRAINAGE PLAN

FOR
THE CITY OF SHAVANO PARK
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Introduction of Study Team 

This study is the culmination of the work by our 
dedicated and talented team at KFW. . . 

Chris Otto, P.E., CFM
Sofia Reyes, E.I.T.
Claire Mai
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Overview of Drainage Study Analysis

Overview of Drainage Study Analysis
- Review of Historic Documents and Previous Studies
- Software Used  / Methodology
- GIS Database
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Live Demonstration of GIS
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Drainage Study Deliverables

This study provides the following to the City of Shavano Park:

• A list of storm water runoff problems with description of problem areas 
identified.

• 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.

• Provides ultimate solutions with proposed cost estimates.
• For larger projects provide lower cost interim alternatives.
• Provide a recommended list prioritizing locations based upon number of 

properties impacted – ensuring the City can get the best value for the City 
dollars
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Study Area 1

Drainage Area 1 (DA 14)

• Description. This study area focuses on the storm water runoff that 
accumulates in a natural basin between Wagon Trail Road and Huntington

• Problem(s)
During a 25-Year storm event our model shows the basin overflowing 

and impact nearby properties and those properties’ homes.

• Proposed Solution(s) and their cost
Our solution is to install a minimum 2300 gpm pump with 750’ of 12” 

discharge pipe to remove water over a 24 hour period after a storm 
event.

Estimated cost: $25k - $50k
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Study Area 1: The Problem

This shows the 
impact of a 25-year 
flood event.
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Study Area 1: The Solution

This shows the 
approximate 
location of the 
proposed pump 
and discharge pipe.
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Study Area 2

Drainage Area 2 (DA6 & DA 8)

• Description. This study area focuses on the open channel that drains from Kinnan Way 
to NW Military near Collins Circle.

• Problem(s)
 The existing channel spills the left channel bank and overflows through residential 

lots to Wagon Trail.
 Existing TxDOT culvert causes backwater onto residential lot (16420 NW Military)

• Proposed Solution(s) and their cost
 Construct a small berm approximately 200’ long to prevent spill from occurring. 

Estimated cost $5k
 Replace culvert at a lower elevation to reduce backwater elevation Estimated cost 

$115k



Together We Can!

10/05/2017 11

Study Area 2: The Problem

Use your program to take pictures that will be inserted

This shows the 
impact of a 25-year 
flood event.
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Study Area 2: The Solution

Use your program to take pictures that will be inserted

This shows the 
approximate 
location of the 
proposed 5’x3’ SBC,

City requested 
TxDOT 
improvements.

Proposed Berm
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Study Area 3

Drainage Area 3 (DA 12, DA 13, DA 15 and DA 16)

• Description. This study area focuses on the natural low in the Turkey Creek area.  

• Problem(s)
 The natural low cannot contain the design storm event, impacting homes.  TxDOT 

culvert create backwater. 

• Proposed Solution(s) and their cost
 Construct a storm sewer system through the neighborhood 

Estimated cost $4.5 million
 Minimum recommended: Construct culvert crossings at Honey Bee Lane, Turkey 

Creek Rd, and Long Bow Rd.  
Estimated cost $140k each

 Improvements on NW Military should be constructed as part of the TxDOT project to 
accommodate the future project.
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Study Area 3: The Problem

This shows the 
impact of a 25-year 
flood event.
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Study Area 3: The Solution

Approximate 
alignment of the 
proposed storm 
sewer system.  

Minimum Recommended

City requested 
TxDOT 
improvements.

Minimum 
Recommended 
culvert locations. 
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Study Area 4-1

Drainage Area 4-1 (DA 19, 37, and 38)

• Description. This drainage area is the storm water flows south-west from NW Military and impacts 
properties on Elm Spring Lane.

• Problem(s)
 During a 25-Year storm event our model shows flooding impacting 11 number of homes on 

Elm Spring.
 TxDOT culverts create backwater impacting homes.

• Proposed Solution(s) and their cost
 Our solution is have TxDOT modify the existing culvert crossing and install a grate inlet with 

storm sewer system at the corner of Elm Spring and Bikeway.  
Estimated cost: $1.2M 

 We also considered a possible detention pond on City property near the Bexar 911 property, 
but our model shows this solution does not significantly reducing flooding on Elm Spring 
during a 25-year event.

 Minimal recommended: Construct culvert crossing and outfall at Bikeway Lane
Estimated Cost $115K
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Study Area 4-1: The Problem

This shows the 

impact of a 25-

year flood event.
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Study Area 4: The Solution

This shows the 
impact of a 25-year 
flood event after the 
implementation of 
the proposed storm 
sewer system.

City requested 
TxDOT 
improvements.

Minimum 
Recommended.

Detention Option

Storm Sewer Option
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Study Area 4-2

Drainage Area 4-2 (DA 11, DA 20, and DA 29)

• Description. This drainage area flows across the Municipal Tract across De Zavala Road 
to Ripple Creek Road. 

• Problem(s)
 The 25-year design storm impact multiple homes and causes Ripple Creek Road to 

become impassible.  

• Proposed Solution(s) and their cost
 Construct detention pond on the Municipal Tract, an earthen channel along the rear 

property lines, and a culvert at Ripple Creek Road.  
Estimated cost $600k

 Minimum recommendation: Build detention pond and Ripple Creek culvert.  
Estimated cost $400k
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Study Area 4-2: The Problem

This shows the 

impact of a 25-

year flood event.
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Study Area 4-2: The Solution

This shows the 

impact of a 

adding a 

detention pond on 

the Municipal 

Tract.

This shows the 

approximate 

alignment of the 

proposed earthen 

channel. 
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Study Area 5

Drainage Area 5 (DA 18, DA 22, and DA 23)

• Description. The natural low running from Windmill Road to Bent Oak Drive and Cliffside Drive.  

• Problem(s)
 The crossing at Windmill Road, Bent Oak, Cliffside Drive and NW Military are non-existent or 

undersized.  

• Proposed Solution(s) and their cost
 Windmill Road install 3~5’x4’ MBC.  Estimated cost $105k
 Bent Oak Drive install 4~5’x5’ MBC. Estimated cost $130k
 Cliffside Drive Upgrade existing 48” RCP to 5~6’x5’ MBC.  

Estimated cost $170k
 NW Military upgrade existing 8’x7’ SBC to 3~8’x7’ MBC

Estimated cost $200k (culvert only)
 Clearing of underbrush and debris recommended to prevent clogging of downstream 

infrastructure.  Localized reduction to water surface minimal.
Estimated cost $15k
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Study Area 5: The Problem

This shows the 

impact of a 25-

year flood event.
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Study Area 5: The Solution

Use your program to take pictures that will be inserted

This shows the 

approximate 

locations on the 

proposed culvert 

crossings.

City requested 
TxDOT 
improvements.

Minimum 
Recommended.

Underbrush and 
debris removal.
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Study Area 6

Drainage Area 6 (DA 21 and DA 36)

• Description. This area is the natural low along Happy Trail.

• Problem(s)
The existing street and channel do not have capacity for the design 

storm event, impacting homes. 

• Proposed Solution(s) and their cost
Construct storm sewer in street and 300’ earthen channel between 

homes on Happy Trail 
Estimated cost $150k

Minimum recommendation: Construct 300’ earthen channel between 
homes.  Estimated cost $60k
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Study Area 6: The Problem

Use your program to take pictures that will be inserted

This shows the 

impact of a 25-

year flood event.
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Study Area 6: The Solution

Use your program to take pictures that will be inserted

This shows the 

approximate 

locations of storm 

sewer and 

earthen channel.

Minimum 
Recommended.
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Study Area 7

Drainage Area 7 (DA 26 and DA 34)

• Description. Two natural lows on Happy Trail near Bobcat Bend and Rock 
Squirrel.  

• Problem(s)
The existing natural low does not have capacity, impacting homes. 

• Proposed Solution(s) and their cost
Bobcat Bend – construct 250’ of earthen channel between homes 

Estimated cost  - $25k
Rock Squirrel – construct 300’ of earthen channel between homes

Estimated cost – $36k



Together We Can!

10/05/2017 29

Study Area 7: The Problem

Use your program to take pictures that will be inserted

This shows the 

impact of a 25-

year flood event.
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Study Area 7: The Solution

Use your program to take pictures that will be inserted

This shows the 

approximate 

location of the 

proposed earthen 

channels.
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Study Area 8

Drainage Area 8 (DA 27, DA 28, DA 33 and DA 35)

• Description. Natural low south of Cinnamon Creek and Post Oak Way

• Problem(s)
 Model indicates the existing culvert crossings on Blackjack Oak and Post Oak Way 

do not have adequate capacity.  City staff indicated this is not a known problem 
area.  

• Proposed Solution(s) and their cost
 Additional analysis warranted.  Empirical data suggest the model may be over 

conservative.   Estimated cost $0
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Study Area 8: The Problem

Use your program to take pictures that will be inserted

This shows the 

impact of a 25-

year flood event.
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Study Area 9 / 10

Study Area 9 (DA 9, DA 10 and DA 25)

• Description. Bentley Manor area.

• Problem(s)
No problems identified.  

Study Area 10 (DA 2, DA 3 and DA 4)

• Description. Shavano Commons area.

• Problem(s)
No problems identified.  
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Study Area 9 / 10

Use your program to take pictures that will be inserted

Area 9 Area 10
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Study Area 12

Drainage Area 12 (DA 17, DA 30 and DA 32)

• Description. Fawn Drive and Chimney Rock Lane

• Problem(s)
Road becomes impassible due to lack of culverts

• Proposed Solution(s) and their cost
Fawn Drive construct a 7’x4’ SBC

Estimated cost $75k
Chimney Rock Lane construct a 10’x6’ SBC

Estimated cost $95k
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Study Area 12: The Problem

Use your program to take pictures that will be inserted

This shows the 

impact of a 25-

year flood event.
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Drainage Area 12: The Solution

Use your program to take pictures that will be inserted

This shows the 

approximate 

location of the 

proposed 

culverts.
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Preliminary Priority Areas

• Criteria: Prioritized locations based upon number of properties impacted  and the 
cost of the project – ensuring the City can get the best value for the City dollars

1. Area 2-1 Kinnan Way Channel Berm $5K
2. Area 5-5 Bent Oak Clearing $15k
3. Area 4-1 Elm Spring Area $1.2 million (TxDOT*)
4. Area 3 Turkey Creek Area $4.5 million (TxDOT*)
5. Area 2-2 NW Military Culvert #1 $115k (TxDOT)
6. Area 5-1 NW Military LWC #2 $170k (TxDOT)
7. Area 4-2 Ripple Creek Area $600k
8. Area 5-2 Cliffside LWC $170k
9. Area 5-3 Bent Oak LWC $130k
10. Area 5-4 Windmill LWC $105k
11. Area 12-1 Chimney Rock LWC $95k
12. Area 12-2 Fawn Drive LWC $75k
13. Area 6 Happy Trail $150k
14. Area 7-1 Bobcat Bend $25k
15. Area 7-1 Rock Squirrel $36k
16. Area 1  Wagon Trail Depression $25k to $50k (Developer)
*Possible Partial TxDOT participation through NW Military Operational Improvements 
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The Way Ahead

• On-site interview / verification (as needed)
• Staff / Public Input
• Refinement of Priority Areas
• Development of KFW final report
• A Public Hearing and further discussion on the Drainage Study is 

scheduled for Planning and Zoning Commission meeting on October 11, 
2017

• Presentation to City Council
• Note: City staff will package the drainage report in an online survey to 

get resident feedback on the identified problem areas and KFW’s 
proposed solutions.



PLANNING AND ZONING STAFF SUMMARY  

Meeting Date: October 11, 2017    Agenda item: 10 

Prepared by: Curtis Leeth      Reviewed by:  Bill Hill 
      

AGENDA ITEM DESCRIPTION:  
Discussion - Review and update of the City’s 2010 Town Plan with focus on the City’s 
municipal tract, including a review of the results of the 2014 Feasibility Study and the 2015 
Municipal Tract Resident Survey – Commissioner Janssen and City Manager Hill. 
 
 Attachments for Reference:  1) 10a Town Plan Muni-tract Presentation 
 

BACKGROUND / HISTORY:  This is the fourth pre-brief in the Town Plan 2017 Update. 
Current 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: City’s Municipal Tract - 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 
 

DISCUSSION: The City’s Municipal Tract will be the focus of a public hearing and discussion 
at the November Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting.  In this meeting, staff will review the 
results from the 2010 Town Plan, the 2014 Feasibility Study, and the 2015 Survey.   
 

COURSES OF ACTION: This is not an action item. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: N/A 
 

MOTION REQUESTED:  This is not an action item. 

X 
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7. Presentation –
Town Plan Update Municipal Tract

Please remember that the Town Plan should be a guide to 
improve the quality of life for both current and future 
residents, as well as a guide for change that will define 

what type of community will exist in next fifteen to 
twenty years.

Planning and Zoning Meeting
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• The Municipal Tract (Muni-tract) is 
21.804 acres in the center of the City 
reserved in 2000 by the Rogers 
Family and Denton Communities for 
municipal purposes. 

• Of the 21.8 acres, roughly five acres 
are already developed and serve as 
the site for City Hall and the Bexar 
911 facility. The remaining 16 acres 
are overgrown dense forest except 
for a small access path to one of the 
City's well sites.

Town Plan Update: Municipal Tract

Site Map from the Water Pollution Abatement Plan filed in 2000. 
Sitemap designed by Don McQuary & Associates.
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Deed Restriction for the MuniTract:
"The property shall be used only for general municipal, municipal recreational, or 
community-orientated purposes and/or facilities, including without limitation, a 911 
emergency call center. Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, in no event 
will the Property be utilized for general residential purposes or for commercial 
purposes that compete with the development of the remaining property in the City 
of Shavano Park now owned by Grantor, or its assigns, without the prior written 
consent of the Grantor. Grantee shall be responsible for all drainage and other 
improvements on the Property."

Given the Town Plan’s 20 Year time horizon, how will the Town Plan address the 
Muni-tract?

Deed Restriction
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Town Plan’s vision for the Muni-tract:
• “. . .a place where neighbors could meet neighbors and 

children could safely play outdoors.”

• 2010 Plan proposed for the Muni-tract:
• A Community Center building
• Outdoor Pavilion, Walking Trails, picnic tables and 

sitting benches
• Nature trail for walking / jogging

• The 2010 Town Plan called for an architectural / 
engineering firm to study the Muni-tract’s feasibility for any 
of these developments. (Note: concerns existed that a fault-
line and drainage challenges prevented improvements.)

2010 Town Plan
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• The City conducted a Feasibility Study with an architectural & engineering firm to 
examine what options the City had for further development of the Muni-tract. 

• The Study confirmed the feasibility of making improvements:
• “The strategic options available to the city range form leaving the site alone, or “as-

is,” to developing a highly intensive athletic facility, complete with ballfields and an 
indoor recreation center.”

• “Drainage improvements could be made all at once. . . They can be made 
incrementally, either by themselves or in conjunction with other improvements.”

• “The Municipal Tract is a beautiful piece of property and provides the citizens of 
Shavano Park with a variety of opportunities.”

• “The natural qualities of the tract could be enhanced through selective planting and 
habitat development. Trails, recreational facilities, and opportunities to enjoy the 
natural beauty of the tract could be introduced. A portion of the site could be 
improved with park-like facilities while parts could be left more natural.”

2014 Feasibility Study
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• Research firm, CORE Inc., was contracted to conduct a 
survey on the Feasibility Study. 

• A survey was mailed to all homes in the City and was 
completed by 415 residents.

• The detailed survey results can be viewed on the City 
website. 

The 2015 CORE, Inc. Survey
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The 2015 CORE, Inc. Survey
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The 2015 CORE, Inc. Survey
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The 2015 CORE, Inc. Survey
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Feasibility Study: Natural Option
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Feasibility Study: Park Option
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• Both the 2014 Feasibility Study and the 2017 KFW 
Drainage Study recommends drainage 
improvements such as berms along the edges of 
the South-East corner of the Muni-tract or a 
detention pond.

• KFW, unlike the Feasibility Study, does not 
recommend a northern swell on the property; KFW 
only recommends a southern swell.

Drainage Improvements on Muni-tract
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Study Area 4-2: The Solution
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• The City is designated a Firewise
Community and takes the risk of 
forest fire seriously.

• The City this year took one acre 
of the Muni-tract and created a 
Firewise acre with the Texas 
A&M Forest Service by removing 
underbrush and the lower limbs 
of trees that can be a ready 
source of fuel to any fire.

Fire Safety on the Muni-tract

Firewise Forest on Muni-tract six months 
after completion
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• The City Council in FY 2017-18 Budget approved a 
shaded fuel break on the Muni-tract to reduce the 
risk of forest fire under a grant with the Texas A&M 
Forest Service.  

• A Shaded Fuel Break varies in width from 30 - 100 
feet and reduces the potential fuel for a forest fire 
by raising the canopy base height, removing all 
dead and downed vegetation, and eradicating 
invasive non-native species. A shaded fuel break 
does not provide the same protection as a Fire 
break.

Fire Safety on the Muni-tract



Together We Can!

10/02/2017 16

• The City Council in FY 2017-18 Budget approved two further 
improvements to the grounds of City Hall on the Muni-tract:

• Electrical improvements to provide more electrical 
outputs for City Events around the center island in front of 
City Hall

• Environmentally-Friendly Parking to the rear of City Hall 
near DeZavala to provide safer overflow parking during 
City Events, Municipal Court dates and outside events like 
charity runs.

Other Planned Improvements on the Muni-tract



PLANNING AND ZONING STAFF SUMMARY  

Meeting Date: October 11, 2017    Agenda item: 11 

Prepared by: Curtis Leeth      Reviewed by:  Bill Hill 
      

AGENDA ITEM DESCRIPTION:  
Discussion – Review and update of the September Planning & Zoning Commission’s Town Plan 
update public hearing and discussion regarding the City’s residential and commercial 
development – City Manager Hill. 
 
 Attachments for Reference:  1) 11a Development Consensus 
 

BACKGROUND / HISTORY: This consensus document is not final, but helps Planning & 
Zoning and staff track updates to be made to the Town Plan. 
 

DISCUSSION: At the September 6, 2017 Planning & Zoning Commission meeting, the 
Commission held a public hearing to gather citizen input and reviewed the results of the online 
survey residential & commercial development.  The Commission held discussion related to the 
residential & commercial development and that discussion is summarized in the attachment 
 

COURSES OF ACTION: The attached memo summarizes what staff captured as the key points 
regarding how to shape the residential and commercial development presentation in the 2018 
Town Plan. Discussion and 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 

Residential & Commercial Development 

Consensus from September 6, 2017 Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting 

 

Residential Development 

• Include image of full residential development of Shavano Park 
• Include updated pictures / description of the different lifestyles afforded by the various 

communities (similar to the 2010 Town Plan) 
• Include discussion rejecting multi-family townhomes / condos along 1604 
• Include discussion regarding the preserving single-family residential use in residential 

zoning districts and future review of ordinances regulating redevelopment to preserve 
single-family use (with specific mentions of preventing business along NW Military 
Highway) 

Commercial Development 

• Include residents want more local access to commercial services – restaurants, retail, 
office space, entertainment and healthcare 

• Include residents support the City exploring ways to incentivize green development 
without additional cost to the City – Include City steps already taken to incentivize green 
development. 

• Include residents’ support for strict commercial uses and signage (and the type of high-
standard business community that those regulations create) 



PLANNING & ZONING STAFF SUMMARY  

Meeting Date: October 11, 2017    Agenda item: 12 

Prepared by: Commissioner Fitzpatrick / Bill Hill  Reviewed by: Bill Hill 
      

AGENDA ITEM DESCRIPTION: 
Discussion / action – Proposed amendments to Sec. 24-6 regarding regulation of allowable signs 
during voting periods – City Manager Hill and Commissioner Fitzpatrick 
 
 Attachments for Reference:  1) 11a Section 24-6 amendments  
       2) 11b Section 24-6 amendments v2 
 

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. 

X 



(d)  Subsection (b) does not apply to a sign that: 
(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. 
 
At the September 6, 2017 Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting the Commission had a 
discussion on possible Section 24-6 amendments but otherwise took no action. 
 
The City Attorney at the September 6, 2017 meeting recommended considering alternative 
language, as seen in attachment 11b.  In discussions with the City Attorney, it is clear that in any 
version of the ordinance that is ultimately approved that there will be a conflict between Texas 
Local Government Code and the Supreme Court Decision.  Version 1 (as originally presented in 
September) appears to provide the least amount of conflict and more closely resembles the 
current version of the ordinance.  
 

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. Attachment 1 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:  Approve proposed amendments to Sec. 24-6 regarding regulation of 
allowable signs during voting periods by deleting single sign limitations and providing that all 
signs described in Sections 24-6 shall be, in aggregate, no more than 36 square feet at any given 
time. 
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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)  

Formatted: Indent: Left:  0.31", Hanging:  0.31"

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


 
 

  Page 1 

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;  



 
 

  Page 2 

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;  
d. No voting period sign may be higher than six feet above grade; and  
e. The signs cannot be illuminated or backlit.  

(6)  All signs described in Sections 24-6 shall be regulated as prescribed unless 
otherwise stated herein or otherwise specifically authorized by state law. 

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)  
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