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April 21, 2015City Council REGULAR WORKSESSION & 

MEETING

***PRE-MEETING / EXECUTIVE SESSION***

5:45 P.M. – COUNCIL BRIEFING ROOM

1. Receive information and discuss Consent Agenda.

2. Council will convene in Executive Session pursuant to Texas Government 

Code:

· Section 551.071 for private consultation with the City Attorney to seek 

legal advice with respect to pending and contemplated litigation and all 

matters on the agenda to which the City Attorney has a duty under the 

Texas Rules of Discipline and Professional Conduct regarding 

confidential communication with the City Council.

o Hamrla, et al, v. City

o Camelot Landfill Application

· Section 551.072 to discuss certain matters regarding real property. 

3. Council will reconvene in open session to consider action, if any, on matters 

discussed in the Executive Session.

***WORKSESSION***

4. Discuss Dates For Strategic Planning Session.

5. Discuss The Solid Waste RFP Committee’s Vendor Selection 

Recommendation.

6. Discuss Update Of Camelot Landfill Expansion Process.

7. Discuss A Municipal Marketing Program.

8. Discuss Proposed Revisions And Updates To The Stormwater And Flood 

Protection Ordinance. 

9. Discuss A.W. Perry Homestead Museum Adjacent Property Use And 

Acquisition.

10. Mayor and Council reports and information sharing.

***REGULAR MEETING 7:00 PM***

INVOCATION

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

PRESENTATIONS
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11. Recognition Of Carrollton Community Chorus.

PUBLIC FORUM

12. Hearing of any citizen/visitor on items not listed on the regular meeting 

agenda. Citizens wishing to address the Council regarding items on the 

posted agenda will be called to speak during the Council's consideration of 

such items. 

Citizens/visitors should complete an appearance card located on the table at the 

entrance to the City Council Chambers. Speakers must address their comments 

to the presiding officer rather than to individual Council members or staff; 

Stand at the podium, speak clearly into the microphone and state your name and 

address prior to beginning your remarks; Speakers will be allowed between 2 

and 5 minutes for testimony; Speakers making personal, impertinent, profane or 

slanderous remarks may be removed from the room; Unauthorized remarks 

from the audience, stamping of feet, whistles, yells and similar demonstrations 

will not be permitted; No placards, banners or signs will be permitted in the 

Chambers or in any other room in which the Council is meeting. In accordance 

with the State Open Meetings Act, the City Council is restricted from discussing 

or taking action on items not listed on the agenda. Action can only be taken at a 

future meeting.

CONSENT AGENDA

(*All items marked with a single asterisk are part of a Consent Agenda and require no 

deliberation by the Council. Each Council member has the prerogative of removing an 

item from this agenda so that it may be considered separately. Contracts and 

agreements are available in the City Secretary’s Office.)

MINUTES

*13. Consider Approval Of The April 7, 2015 Regular Meeting Minutes.

BIDS & PURCHASES

*14. Consider Approval Of The Purchase Of Court Resurfacing In An Amount 

Not To Exceed $30,150.00.

CONTRACTS & AGREEMENTS
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*15. Consider Authorizing The City Manager To Approve A Project Specific 

Agreement (PSA) With Dallas County Road And Bridge District #4 For A 

Street Mill And Overlay Of The 1000 Through 1200 Blocks Of West Alan 

Avenue And The 1000 Through 1200 Blocks Of West Russell Avenue In An 

Amount Not To Exceed $105,757.52.

*16. Consider Authorizing The City Manager To Approve A Contract Amendment 

For Demolition And Environmental Remediation Services With 

Lindamood Demolition In An Amount Not To Exceed $37,145.00 For A Total 

Amended Contract Amount Of $1,311,492.00.

*17. Consider Authorizing The City Manager To Approve A Professional Services 

Contract With Terracon Consultants, Inc. And Kleinfelder For 

Geotechnical And Material Testing Services In An Amount Not To Exceed 

$500,000.00.

RESOLUTIONS

*18. Consider A Resolution Authorizing The City Manager Or His Designee To 

Enter Into An Agreement To Sell A 40,893 Square Feet Tract Of Land In 

Fee Simple, Which Tract Is Part Of A Parcel Of Land Located At 1825 

North IH-35E; And Providing An Effective Date. 

*19. Consider A Resolution Authorizing The City Manager To Approve A 

Contract With BBC Research And Consulting To Prepare The Analysis Of 

Impediments To Fair Housing In An Amount Not To Exceed $37,560.00.

PUBLIC HEARING-CONSENT AGENDA

*20. Hold A Public Hearing And Consider An Ordinance To Rezone To Establish 

A Special Use Permit For A Temporary Surface Parking Lot With Special 

Conditions Located Across Two Parcels On An Approximately 0.2-Acre 

Tract Located At 1101 Carroll Avenue And A Second Approximately 

0.41-Acre Tract Located At 1104 East Belt Line Road; Amending 

Accordingly The Official Zoning Map.  Case No. 04-15SUP2 Downtown 

Temporary Parking Lot 5/City of Carrollton. Case Coordinator: 

Christopher Barton.

OTHER BUSINESS

21. Consider Appeal Under Section 52.084 Of The Carrollton City Code Of The 

Applicability Of The Impact Fees To The Development At 2226 Arbor 

Crest Drive.
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ADJOURNMENT

CERTIFICATE - I certify that the above agenda giving notice of meeting was posted on 

the bulletin board at the City Hall of Carrollton, Texas on the 17th day of April 2015 at 

12:00pm.

________________________________________

Krystle F. Nelinson, City Secretary

This building is wheelchair accessible. For accommodations or sign interpretive 

services, please contact City Secretary’s Office at least 72 hours in advance at 

972-466-3005. Opportunities and services are offered by the City of Carrollton without 

regard to race, color, age, national origin, religion, sex or disability.

Pursuant to Section 551.071 of the Texas Government Code, the City Council reserves

the right to consult in a closed meeting with its attorney and to receive legal advice

regarding any item listed on this agenda. Further, the Texas Open Meetings Act,

codified in Chapter 551 of the Texas Government Code, does not require an agenda

posting where there is a gathering of a quorum of the City Council at a regional, state or

national convention or workshop, social function, convention, workshop, ceremonial

event or press conference. The City Secretary's Office may occasionally post agendas

for social functions, conventions, workshops, ceremonial events or press conference;

however, there is no legal requirement to do so and in the event a social function,

convention, workshop, ceremonial event or press conference is not posted by the City

Secretary's Office, nothing shall preclude a quorum of the City Council from gathering

as long as "deliberations" within the meaning of the Texas Open Meetings Act do not

occur.
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Agenda Memo

City of Carrollton

File Number: 1975

Agenda Date: 4/21/2015  Status: Work SessionVersion: 1

File Type: Work Session ItemIn Control: City Council

Agenda Number: 4.

CC MEETING: April 21, 2015

DATE: April 15, 2015

TO: Leonard Martin, City Manager

FROM: Ashley D. Mitchell, Administrative Services Director

Discuss Dates For Strategic Planning Session.

BACKGROUND:

Each year the city council holds a strategic planning session to set goals for the coming year and 

uses Randy Pennington as the facilitator.  The following dates are available for 2015:

· July 10-11

· July 24-25
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Agenda Memo

City of Carrollton

File Number: 1979

Agenda Date: 4/21/2015  Status: Work SessionVersion: 1

File Type: Work Session ItemIn Control: City Council

Agenda Number: 5.

CC MEETING: April 21, 2015

DATE: April 15, 2015

TO: Leonard Martin, City Manager

FROM: Lon Fairless, Information Technology Director

Discuss The Solid Waste RFP Committee’s Vendor Selection Recommendation.

BACKGROUND:

The purpose of this item is for staff to present the Solid Waste RFP Committee’s vendor 

selection recommendation, and for the Council to provide direction on the final vendor 

selection.
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Agenda Memo

City of Carrollton

File Number: 1976

Agenda Date: 4/21/2015  Status: Work SessionVersion: 1

File Type: Work Session ItemIn Control: City Council

Agenda Number: 6.

CC MEETING: April 21, 2015

DATE: April 15, 2015

TO: Leonard Martin, City Manager

FROM: Scott Hudson, Environmental Services Director

Discuss Update Of Camelot Landfill Expansion Process.

BACKGROUND:

An application to expand the Camelot Landfill was filed with the Texas Commission on 

Environmental Quality (TCEQ) in March 2012. A major permit modification, the proposed 

changes would significantly extend the size and operating life of the landfill. This agenda item 

will provide a review of the current landfill status and an update on the pending expansion 

process.
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Agenda Memo

City of Carrollton

File Number: 1973

Agenda Date: 4/21/2015  Status: Work SessionVersion: 2

File Type: Work Session ItemIn Control: City Council

Agenda Number: 7.

CC MEETING: April 21, 2015

DATE: April 15, 2015

TO: Leonard Martin, City Manager

FROM: Ashley D. Mitchell, Administrative Services Director

Discuss A Municipal Marketing Program.

BACKGROUND:

Councilmember Steve Babick requested that this item be placed on the agenda.  
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CITY OF CARROLLTON 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 
Section I 
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CITY OF CARROLLTON 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 
In October 2012, the City of Carrollton issued an RFP soliciting 
qualifications from firms/individuals to assist the City in pursuing 
opportunities to work with the City’s assets with the objective of obtaining 
incremental revenue through appropriate sponsorship and partnership 
programs. 

Through the identification of and generation of alternate revenue sources, 
the City of Carrollton sought to develop mutually beneficial partnerships 
with private-sector companies. 

In January 2013, LSM made a formal presentation to the City, and then in 
February 2013, the Carrollton City Council officially selected LSM and 
formally approved the contract between the two parties. 

Scope of Services 

The City requested that the selected firm complete the following scope of 
services: 

1.  review and identify tangible and intangible assets and events for 
sponsorship/partnership opportunities; 

2.  identify and prioritize revenue generating opportunities; 

3.  assist the City in developing a marketing partnership policy; 

4.  assist the City in developing a strategic plan to fulfill the goal of 

achieving alternate sources of revenue generation that is 
sensitive to community values; and 

5.  review of existing City contracts to identify revenue opportunities. 

City of Carrollton Fast Facts 

3 

§  Approximately 122,100 residents 

§  Located in the heart of Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex 

§  Located in Dallas, Denton and Collin counties 

§  Corporate boundaries encompass 37 sq. mi. 

§  CNN Money ranked Carrollton 15th among “Best Places to 
Live” in 2008 

§  Forbes recently ranked Carrollton 12th among “America’s 
25 Best Places to Move” 

§  More than 1,200 acres of park land — one of the highest 
park-land-per-capita figures in the Metroplex 

§  Just minutes from DFW, Love Field and Addison airports 

§  Home of three DART rail stations and connects with 
Denton’s A-Train 



CITY OF CARROLLTON 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Section II 
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CITY OF CARROLLTON 

§  Honored numerous times by various publications as one of the best 
places to live in the country, the City of Carrollton is a thriving part of the 
Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex. 

§  With a population of nearly 125,000, a median household income of 
almost $70,000, more than 500 City employees, and a solid corporate 
base, Carrollton is a strong candidate to launch a meaningful marketing 
program that produces positive results for the City, residents and 
businesses. 

§  LSM has identified five (5) types of partnerships that are common in 
municipal marketing — Naming Rights Partnerships, Marketing 
Partnerships, Community Partnerships, Vending Partnerships and 
Advertising Partnerships — and estimated the City of Carrollton’s  
likelihood of generating incremental revenue with respect to each. 

§  LSM believes the City’s top opportunities are Marketing Partnerships and 
Community Partnerships. Meanwhile, LSM believes the City’s 
opportunities for Naming Rights Partnerships and Advertising 
Partnerships are far more limited. And due to the City’s current deal with 
Coca-Cola, opportunities with Vending Partnerships also appear to be 
limited (although adding vending machines that sell salty snacks may be 
worth looking into). 

KEY FINDINGS 

3 

Although Marketing Partnerships have the most revenue potential, they 
are also the most difficult to implement. Community Partnerships, 
which are something the City already has a track record with, are 
relatively easy to execute but typically offer less revenue potential. 

Naming Rights 
Partnerships 

Marketing 
Partnerships 

Community 
Partnerships 

Vending 
Partnerships 

Advertising 
Partnerships 

Type Low High 
Potential for Success 

Evaluating Carrollton’s Opportunities 

§  Naming Rights Partnerships are very common in the sports and entertainment industry but are fairly rare in municipal marketing for a variety of 
reasons. In order to generate significant revenue from the sale of naming rights, a facility typically must meet one of the following criteria: be a 
brand-new, state-of-the-art venue; have a sports team as a tenant; or consistently attract high-profile concerts and performances. As such, LSM 
does not believe that the City of Carrollton has any facilities, including McInnish Park, that will attract interest as it relates to Naming Rights 
Partnerships. It is important to note that this is in no way a negative reflection on the City’s assets or marketing staff but rather a simple reality 
of the sponsorship world. There are thousands upon thousands of municipal parks and recreation centers throughout the United States and only 
a select few have naming rights agreements. As such, Naming Rights Partnerships at the municipal level typically do not provide companies with 
enough ROI to justify the financial commitment. 



CITY OF CARROLLTON 

§  LSM believes that Marketing Partnerships provide the best opportunity for the City of Carrollton to realize incremental revenue going forward. 
LSM reached this conclusion for the following key reasons: (1) Marketing Partnerships are the type of municipal marketing agreement that other 
cities around the country are seeing the most results with, and (2) although the City’s other assets and marketing opportunities are likely to 
generate some degree of interest from the corporate marketplace, LSM does not anticipate that these opportunities are likely to represent 
significant sources of incremental revenue. In order to realize the potential from this type of partnership, the City must be willing to have its 
marketing staff collaborate with its procurement and must be willing to grant a company access to its residents, employees and retirees. 
Marketing Partnerships are attractive to companies because they provide something that advertising and impressions do not: access to 
employees, retirees and residents to market products and services. Marketing Partnerships represent an opportunity to utilize the 
aforementioned parks and recreation centers in a partner agreement. For instance, companies may see little to no value in naming rights at a 
park or recreation center on a one-off basis, but a local health system may want access to recreation centers to offer flu shots or launch 
wellness initiatives. These municipal assets can be valuable in that they can serve as a means of access to employees, retirees and residents. 

§  Although Marketing Partnerships are the partnership type that municipalities around have had the most success with, many cities never realize 
the full potential municipal marketing offers. This is typically due to factors such as public and internal resistance, as well as challenges with 
coordinating and implementing these deals. LSM can assist the City in approaching companies about these types of opportunities. 

§  LSM believes that Community Partnerships represent a modest opportunity for the City to add several agreements on a one-off basis. The most 
attractive asset for this type of partnership is the Festival at the Switchyard, and if the City is able to “beef up” the benefits a partner would 
receive, LSM believes this is a very marketable event. Other candidates for Community Partnerships include capital improvements for Mary 
Heads Carter Park and a presenting sponsorship for the Carrollton Trails 5K, among others. Community Partnerships represent the bucket into 
which most past and present City of Carrollton partnership agreements fall, and it is important to note that LSM believes the City and its 
marketing staff currently do an adequate job of securing Community Partnerships given the available resources and assets. Community 
Partnerships are driven almost exclusively by relationships developed between City employees and the private sector. It is not likely that a third-
party sales agency would have any more success in securing this type of partnership than City employees themselves, as no one has a better feel 
for the pulse of the local business community than the City itself. These deals are secured by establishing a relationship with a local business, 
outlining a vision for specific use of the funds — such as refurbishing a small park — and then asking for a financial commitment. 

§  LSM does not believe that Vending Partnerships presently have the potential to generate incremental revenue for the following reasons: (1) the 
City is locked into an agreement with the Coca-Cola Bottling Company of North Texas until 2016, and (2) the City’s agreement with the Coca-Cola 
Bottling Company of North Texas is, in the opinion of LSM, already a favorable deal for the City when compared to deals struck by other cities 
around the country. 

KEY FINDINGS (cont’d) 

3 



CITY OF CARROLLTON 

§  To the best of LSM’s knowledge, the City of Carrollton does not own or operate any outdoor boards present within City limits. Nor does it control 
any advertising inventory that may be present at the Downtown Carrollton Station, which is served by the DART Rail Green Line trains. Therefore, 
LSM does not believe that Advertising Partnerships are a viable source for generating incremental revenue. Advertising typically offers 
municipalities a very low ROI unless the municipality controls a substantial number of high-visibility assets (for example, the City of Chicago has 
an extensive network of outdoor boards). In LSM’s opinion, Advertising Partnerships are not presently worth the City of Carrollton’s time. 

§  LSM conservatively estimates that the City could generate between $30,000 and $60,000 from Marketing Partnerships in Year 1 and between 
$15,000 and $30,000 from Community Partnerships in Year 1. 

§  If the City decides to move forward with its municipal marketing strategy, industries that should be targeted include telecommunications/
wireless, healthcare, energy, and banking/financial. These are industries that are most likely to have marketing dollars to spend and would be 
most interested in the opportunity to market products and services to City employees, retirees and residents. 

§  The City must also understand the importance of remaining flexible with its marketing program. For instance, the City could pitch a healthcare 
company on a Marketing Partnership that would provide the company with access to numerous parks, rec centers and perhaps even libraries 
and schools. Then, in more advanced conversations with the company, the City may come to find out that the company is only interested in 
marketing its services at rec centers and libraries, but not parks or schools. The ability to stay flexible and open-minded and having the 
willingness to help companies build customized marketing platforms are traits that will translate well to successfully executing a municipal 
marketing program. Professional sports teams excel at figuring out the needs and goals of a particular company and then bundling in the 
necessary assets or building a marketing platform to push a deal across the finish line. An example of this is the City of Plano’s deal with Plano 
Health Presbyterian, which was brokered by LSM. 

§  Another item the City may be wise to invest some resources in is professional photography. Part of what professional sports teams and major 
college programs do well is put together sharp, eye-popping presentations to solicit sponsors. And what often makes this very easy is that these 
teams and college programs have photo severs with thousands and thousands or colorful, exciting photos of players, games, fans and special 
events. The City of Carrollton could have a wonderful set of assets, but when it comes time to put together a pitch deck that will be a critical 
element in securing a key long-term partnership, if there is a lack of photos or architect’s renderings, it will be incredibly difficult to sell the 
company on the City’s vision. At the present time, there is a lack of professional photos that highlight the City’s key assets and events, and if the 
City is serious about launching and executing a successful marketing campaign, hiring professional photography, even on a part-time basis, 
would be a relatively cheap but immensely important place to start. 

KEY FINDINGS (cont’d) 
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CITY OF CARROLLTON 

MARKET SNAPSHOT 

Source: Claritas. 

Market Demographic Summary Location 

POPULATION 
 2000 Population  107,024 
 2013 Population  124,096 
 2018 Population  133,866 

AGE 
 Median Age  36.6 
 Age Distribution: 
   Under 18  25.3% 
   18 to 34  22.3% 
   35 to 54  30.9% 
   55 & Over  21.5% 

HOUSEHOLD INCOME 
 Median Household Income  $68,139 
 Income Distribution: 
   $0 to $24,999  13.3% 
   $25,000 to $49,999  22.1% 
   $50,000 to $74,999  20.0% 
   $75,000 to $99,999  13.3% 
   $100,000 to $149,999  18.6% 
   $150,000 & Over  12.6% 

Demographic Variable  City of Carrollton Maps show Carrollton’s 
location in Dallas County 
and the state of Texas. 
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CITY OF CARROLLTON 

MARKET COMPARISON 

Historical Annual Pop. Growth Rate (2000–13) 

2.0% 

0.5% 

1.5% 

1.0% 

Projected Annual Population Growth (2013–18) 

2.0% 

0.5% 

1.5% 

1.0% 

Median Age 

50 

10 

40 

30 

20 

Median Household Income 

$75,000 

$15,000 

$60,000 

$45,000 

$30,000 

Carrollton Metroplex United States Carrollton Metroplex United States 

Carrollton Metroplex United States Carrollton Metroplex United States 

1.1% 

2.0% 

0.9% 

1.5% 
1.7% 

0.7% 

36.6 
34.2 

37.5 

$68,139 

$55,018 
$49,297 

Source: Claritas. 

11 



CITY OF CARROLLTON 

CORPORATE BASE 

Source: Hoovers. 

Corporate Inventory Top Companies by Annual Sales 

$1.0 million to $2.4 million  268 

$2.5 million to $4.9 million  141 

$5.0 million to $9.9 million  94 

$10 million to $24.9 million  75 

$25 million to $49.9 million  24 

Over $50 million  20 

Annual Sales  No. of Companies 

Woot, Inc.  $2,115.8 

Carlson Restaurants Worldwide, Inc.  772.4 

IBL Limited, LLC  691.0 

Accor North America  586.9 

TGI Friday’s Inc.  417.9 

Schneider Electric Buildings Americas, Inc.  323.1 

RealPage, Inc.  322.2 

McLane Foodservice, Inc.  258.5 

The Brandt Companies LLC  143.4 

Hilton Reservations Worldwide, LLC  127.9 

Thomson Reuters (Tax & Accounting) Inc.  122.5 

Motel 6 Operating Partnership L.P.  99.9 

Company  Annual Sales ($M) 

Total Corporate Inventory 1  622 

1.  Includes all corporations with at least 10 employees and $1 million in 
annual sales within the City of Carrollton. Excludes certain industries 
such as government entities, membership organizations, religious 
organizations, non-profits and private households. 
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CITY OF CARROLLTON 

OVERVIEW 

§  Municipal marketing refers to any mutually beneficial public-
private relationship whereby the external organization 
contributes cash, goods or services to a project or program in 
return for recognition, acknowledgment or promotional 
consideration. 

§  Over the past 15 years, municipal marketing has become an 
increasingly popular vehicle by which cities have attempted to 
generate incremental revenues to fund programs and services 
without raising taxes and fees. 

§  Although cities have long dabbled in various forms of municipal 
marketing, the launch of San Diego’s successful program in 
1999 is widely credited with being the trigger for the current 
municipal marketing movement. 

§  Locally, municipalities such as Dallas, Arlington, Lewisville and 
Plano have all experienced at least some degree of success as 
it relates to municipal marketing. 

§  However, municipal marketing is not without its challenges. 
Many cities have struggled to successfully execute programs 
due to a variety of reasons ranging from public resistance to 
internal politics to issues with implementation. 

§  LSM believes municipal marketing can often be broken down 
into five (5) partnership types: Naming Rights Partnerships, 
Marketing Partnerships, Community Partnerships, Vending 
Partnerships and Advertising Partnerships. 

§  In this strategic marketing study, LSM takes an in-depth look at 
each of the partnership types outlined above and provides 
recommendations on how the City of Carrollton can exploit 
them in a productive and sustainable manner. 

ADDED BENEFITS 
FOR RESIDENTS 

INCREMENTAL  
REVENUE FOR CITY 

PARTNER 
OBJECTIVES MET 

SUCCESSFUL 
PARTNERSHIP 

Successful Municipal Marketing Partnership 

LSM defines a successful public-private partnership as one in which the City 
generates incremental revenue or budget-relieving goods, residents receive added 
benefits, and the partner achieves its marketing objectives.  

3 



CITY OF CARROLLTON 

WHAT THEY ARE: Naming Rights Partnerships are agreements in which a company 

places its name on a specific venue. Local examples of Naming Rights Partnerships include 
the American Airlines Center, Dr Pepper Ballpark and Verizon Theatre at Grand Prairie.  

HOW THEY WORK: Negotiated in a manner similar to Community Partnerships, the City 

seeks agreements on a one-off basis. However, these types of deals are typically done on a 
more intermediate or long-term basis. Most naming rights agreements are at least 5 to 10 
years, while some at the professional level may even be 20- or 25-year deals.  

WHAT THE COMPANY GETS: The company typically receives a plethora of benefits, 

including on-site signage, highway directional signage, digital marquee signage, 
opportunities for activation and product sampling, inclusion in the venue’s media buy, and in 
most cases broadcast exposure. 

WHAT THE CITY GETS: The City receives cash to offset operating expenses, pay down 

debt service or fund capital improvements. An example of a Naming Rights Partnership 
brokered by LSM at the municipal level is the City of Lewisville’s Toyota of Lewisville at 

Railroad Park. In that 2010 deal, Toyota of Lewisville paid $1.5 million over 10 years for 
naming rights to the new 225-acre outdoor athletic complex. The revenue has been set aside 
to fund ongoing maintenance of the facility. Occasionally, the benefits received by the City 
may include products and/or services as well. For instance, the telecommunications 
company Cox Communications agreed to pay $1.7 million in goods, services and monies over 
7 years to put its name on Oklahoma City’s convention center in 2002. At the time, Cox sought 
to promote its IT capabilities and it just so happened that the convention center was in 
tremendous need of a modernized IT infrastructure. 

OUTLOOK FOR CARROLLTON: LSM does not believe any City properties have enough 

presence in the marketplace to warrant interest as it relates to Naming Rights Partnerships.  

NAMING RIGHTS PARTNERSHIPS 

Cox Communications’ $1.7-million deal for 
naming rights at Oklahoma City’s convention 
center revolved around a massive IT infra-
structure upgrade. 

LSM negotiated a $1.5-million, 10-year deal with 
Toyota of Lewisville for naming rights to the 
City’s Railroad Park athletic complex. 
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CITY OF CARROLLTON 

WHAT THEY ARE: Marketing Partnerships are citywide deals between the City and a 

specific company in which the company is entitled to the designation of “Official Partner” in a 
particular business category. 

HOW THEY WORK: The City develops Marketing Partnerships in conjunction with the 

procurement of products and/or services, and as the name suggests, only one company can 
be a partner in each business category. For example, Snapper could be the “Official Lawn 
Care Equipment Partner” of the City of Carrollton. Popular categories for pursuing these 
partnerships include automobiles, banks, healthcare, office supplies and utilities. 

WHAT THE COMPANY GETS: The main benefit received by the company is the right to 

market its products and/or services directly to City employees through the City’s various 
internal communications channels, often times at a special discount. Companies typically 
engage in Marketing Partnerships in order to utilize special access to these marketing 
channels to generate a return on their investment. However, other motivating factors may 
exist. For instance, in the early 1970s, Ford Motor Company provided the City of Dearborn 
(Mich.) with a number of Lincoln Town Cars equipped with early airbag systems in order to 
accumulate engineering data in real-world conditions. 

WHAT THE CITY GETS: The main benefit received by the City is typically cash but can 

also include products and/or services. In the Ford Motor Company example above, the City of 
Dearborn received free police cruisers. Another example: According to the IEG Sponsorship 
Report, the City of Huntington Beach (Calif.) has saved more than $500,000 over the past four 
years as a result of its partnership with Toyota Motor Sales U.S.A., Inc., which provides 17 
vehicles for the City’s marine safety and beach operations divisions. 

OUTLOOK FOR CARROLLTON: LSM estimates that the City could generate $30,000 to 

$60,000 from Marketing Partnerships in Year 1 and $60,000 to $90,000 each ensuing year. 

MARKETING PARTNERSHIPS 

For years, Ford Motor Company has supplied the 
City of Dearborn (Mich.) with police cruisers. 
Ford’s world headquarters are located in the 
Detroit suburb. 
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CITY OF CARROLLTON 

WHAT THEY ARE: Community Partnerships are marketing agreements between the City 

and a company that are tied to a specific program, project, facility or event. The company 
receives the designation of “Community Partner.” 

HOW THEY WORK: The City seeks partnerships on a one-off basis. For example, the City 

could choose to pursue an agreement with a company to serve as presenting partner for the 
Festival at the Switchyard or it could seek funds for capital improvements at Mary Heads 
Carter Park. Unlike the previously outlined Marketing Partnerships, more than one company 
may be a Community Partner within a given business category, and no RFP is required. 

WHAT THE COMPANY GETS: The benefits can vary widely. For instance, the presenting 

partner for Festival at the Switchyard may receive backlit signage above the main stage and 
the opportunity to activate on-site. In Santa Rosa, Calif., Trimble Navigation Limited recently 
agreed to a $50,000, three-year deal with the school district for a sponsorship at the new 
$3.6-million Science and Technology Center at Piner High School. Trimble is a leading 
provider of GPS technology and pursued the deal to promote its connection to education. 
Trimble receives the right to use the science and technology center one week each year to 
hold one of its corporate conferences. Trimble did not ask for or receive naming rights or 
signage as part of the deal. 

WHAT THE CITY GETS: The benefits received can include cash, products, services or a 

combination of all of the above. The City of Arlington last year secured a $100,000 partnership 
with Chevy to refurbish Randol Mill Park, a park with a play area designed for children with 
special needs. The city is using the funds to upgrade the park with sustainable plants, an 
energy-efficient field house and other environment-friendly improvements.  

OUTLOOK FOR CARROLLTON: LSM estimates that the City could generate $15,000 to 

$30,000 from Community Partnerships in Year 1 and $30,000 to $45,000 each ensuing year. 

COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS 

GPS technology company Trimble Navigation 
partnered with Santa Rosa (Calif.) City Schools 
for a $50,000, three-year deal sponsorship at 
the new Science and Technology Center. 
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CITY OF CARROLLTON 

WHAT THEY ARE: Vending Partnerships are agreements in which a company has the 

exclusive right to sell its non-alcoholic beverage and/or snack brands from vending machines 
at mutually agreed upon City parks, recreation centers, libraries and other facilities. 

HOW THEY WORK: The company typically agrees to pays an annual rights fee as well as a 

commission based on the quantity of product sold, thereby earning the exclusive right to sell 
its products at City vending machines. The overall value of the agreement is usually 
determined, at least to an extent, by the sales volume estimated by the company. The 
company is responsible for installation, operation and servicing of all vending machines. 

WHAT THE COMPANY GETS: The company gets the exclusive right to sell its products 

from City vending machines and may also get additional recognition such as signage at 
mutually agreed upon locations (e.g., City parks and recreation centers).  

WHAT THE CITY GETS: The City receives annual rights fees as well as commissions 

based on sales volume. The value of these deals is often determined by the percentage of 
sales the City can negotiate for itself. In May 2011, the City of Carrollton entered a five-year 

agreement with the Coca-Cola Bottling Company of North Texas to provide non-alcoholic 
beverages, including energy drinks, on City property. The City negotiated an upfront payment 
of $25,000 in Year 1 as well as $15,000 annual rights fees in Years 2 – 5 plus commissions 
ranging from 15% to 25% depending on the product. For the sake of comparison, national 
vending machine operating company Canteen agreed to pay the City of Huntington Beach 
(Calif.) a $50,000 advance against first-year commission plus up to a 20% commission rate on 
snack items and up to a 40% commission rate on beverages. 

OUTLOOK FOR CARROLLTON: Since the City is locked into an existing agreement with 

the Coca-Cola Bottling Company of North Texas until 2016, LSM does not see this category 
being a source of any incremental revenue in the immediate future. unless the City is willing 
to pursue a deal to put salty snack vending machines in City facilities. 

VENDING PARTNERSHIPS 

The City of Carrollton presently has a vending 
deal with the Coca-Cola Bottling Company of 
North Texas through May 2016. 

18 



CITY OF CARROLLTON 

WHAT THEY ARE: Advertising Partnerships are agreements in which the City or a third-

party firm sells advertising to companies on billboards, LED boards, City buses and 
maintenance vehicles, or even at train and bus stations. 

HOW THEY WORK: The City or a third-party firm manages the inventory and sells 

contracts, typically on a month-to-month basis, to companies that seek to expose their brand 
messages to traffic and pedestrians. 

WHAT THE COMPANY GETS: The company gets space to deliver its advertising 

message. There are no other benefits associated with this type of agreement. 

WHAT THE CITY GETS: The City either collects payment from companies on a month-to-

month basis or negotiates a deal with a third-party firm to manage the inventory and collect 
payment. For example, in 2013, outdoor advertising company JCDecaux agreed to a deal with 
the City of Chicago to operate 34 large (up to 1,200 sq. ft.) digital billboards with 60 LED 
display panels along Chicago’s expressways. The Chicago City Digital Network is the first 
public-private partnership to create a large-scale digital billboard network on public land in 

the United States. The network will serve as a communications broadcast system for 
emergencies, weather and traffic alerts, safety issues, and cultural events while at the same 
time generating revenue for the City and providing advertisers the best locations along 
expressways to display messages on a real-time basis. 

OUTLOOK FOR CARROLLTON: LSM does not believe there is presently an opportunity 

for the City to generate incremental revenue from Advertising Partnerships. 

ADVERTISING PARTNERSHIPS 

JCDecaux and the City of Chicago have teamed 
up for a first-of-its kind public-private partner-
ship to create a large-scale digital billboard 
network on public land. 
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CITY OF CARROLLTON 

MARKETING DASHBOARD 
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CITY OF CARROLLTON 

STRATEGY / NEXT STEPS 
Section V 
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CITY OF CARROLLTON 

1.  Despite recommending the pursuit of Marketing Partnerships, LSM recognizes there are several 
challenges associated with this approach, and it is necessary for the City to address the 
following issues before deciding whether or not this is the proper strategy to pursue: (1) Even 
though many cities around the country are implementing this form of municipal marketing with 
success, does pursuing this strategy violate any ordinances or provisions in the City’s charter or 
any local or state laws? (2) Even if the City is not prohibited from seeking these types of 
partnerships, does pursuing this strategy fit the City from a philosophical and organizational 
standpoint? 

2.  Marketing Partnerships require a fairly sophisticated amount of planning and coordination to 
properly execute. For instance, when the City issues an RFP for procurement, the person 
responding to the RFP at any given company is highly unlikely to be the decision maker as it 
relates to the company’s marketing budget. Therefore, in order to successfully negotiate a 
partnership in this manner, it is often times necessary for the City’s procurement department (or 
a consultant) to have an existing relationship with (or to have at least engaged in conversations 
with) the company’s key marketing budget decision maker. 

STRATEGY 

Prospects targeted 
for Community 
Partnerships should 
exclusively be 
companies with a 
presence in the  
City of Carrollton. 

3.  After the opportunities that exist with Marketing Partnerships, LSM believes that the Festival at the Switchyard and the planned 
improvements at Mary Heads Carter Park are the City’s most marketable assets. Although the Festival at the Switchyard has only been 
around for three years, it has brought in solid musical acts and quickly established credibility in the City. LSM believes it would be 
worthwhile to outline a more comprehensive benefits package — such as fixed backlit signage above the stage — and approach local 
companies about making a 5-year commitment to serve as title sponsor. In addition, when considering other Community Partnerships 
around the Metroplex, such as Arlington’s deal with Chevy to refurbish Randol Mill Park, LSM believes there is a strong enough narrative 
present to generate sponsor revenue for capital improvements at Mary Heads Carter Park. 

4.  Prospects targeted for Community Partnerships should exclusively be companies with a presence in Carrollton. Marketing Partnerships can 
include companies from outside the City if, for instance, they are a large vendor to the City. 

5.  If the City does decide to pursue a municipal marketing program, the City could call it the “Carrollton Champion Partners” program and use 
the tagline, “Where Corporate Connections Happen.” 
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CITY OF CARROLLTON 

1.  Decide which types of partnerships, if any, the City of 
Carrollton would like to pursue. 

2.  Designate one person from the City to be responsible for 
all initiatives and matters relating to the partnership 
program. The key functions of this person will be to 
recognize and pursue new partnership opportunities, 
oversee the sales execution of a third-party firm, and 
coordinate the fulfillment of the partner’s rights and 
benefits. 

3.  Designate one person from Purchasing to work with the 
marketing department on drafting RFPs to pursue 
Marketing Partnerships and other opportunities as 
needed.  

4.  Adopt a formal citywide marketing policy that governs all 
partnership agreements. 

5.  Identify immediate opportunities, based on this report, 
that the City may be willing to explore. 

6.  Provide guidance to LSM on which strategy it plans to 
pursue so that LSM can develop and finalize marketing 
collateral accordingly. 

7.  Consider engaging LSM to work with the City’s marketing 
staff to exploit the opportunities outlined in this report. 

8.  Finalize prospect database. 

NEXT STEPS 

The Festival at the Switchyard is one of the City of Carrollton’s most marketable 
assets and falls under the category of Community Partnerships. LSM believes a title 
sponsor can be secured for this event. 
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March 12, 2015               

Steve Babick 

City of Carrollton, Texas 

 

 

Dear Steve, 

Thank you for making the time to talk yesterday concerning our services.  Abby and I are excited about 

our entry in to the municipality marketing /  local government space. The scope of our firm is to assist 

cities and counties in their pursuit of organizing and marketing their sponsorable assets for corporate 

partnership.  

 

This shift in our business, from sports marketing into localized marketing has been a result of listening to 

brands and their desire to be engaged with customers in settings and activities that are important to 

them, even more so than their pro or college team.   After eighteen months of research we are now 

operating in this space that gives us the ability to practice strategic sponsorship procurement 

programming that connects brands with communities. Our focus is to work with municipalities in 

recognizing, organizing, pricing and ultimately taking assets to market and procure much needed dollars 

from brands.  Our approach to this market is to help these types of entities focus on sustainability and 

not just logos on scoreboards.   

 

The Water Tower Process is divided in to two phases. This helps us truly understand city assets in 

discovery and best practice platforms in packaging and presenting. Most of our projects take three to 

four months to fully develop the go‐to market plan. 

 

Steve, please let me know what else you might need at this time.  We look forward to next steps. 

 

Have a great day, 

 

Kevin 

Water Tower Partners 

12 Norcross Street, Suite 101‐A 

Roswell, Georgia 30075 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 



WATER TOWER PARTNERS 
Our mission is to be the experts in creating effective 
corporate partnership programs for municipalities looking 
to generate revenue and enhance their citizen’s 
experiences.  

 

2 



Water Tower 
Partners Water Tower Partners develops tailored 

strategies for our clients in the areas of: 

 

• Asset Development and Packaging 

 

• Corporate Partner Program Strategy 

 

• Attainment of Strategic Corporate 
Partnerships 

 

 

We believe in the 
power of “true” 
leverage that is 
created through 
understanding brand 
essence and trends 
that are important to 
the particular brand 
category and client 
objectives. 
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Our Experience 
Developed successful partnership strategies 
for the following properties, including, but 
not limited to: 

• NCAA 
• Southeastern 

Conference (SEC) 
• Big 12 Conference 
• Southern Conference 
• Metro Atlantic 

Athletic Conference 
(MAAC) 

• University of 
Tennessee 

• Florida State 
University 

• Notre Dame 
• University of 

Kentucky 
• University of South 

Carolina 
• University of 

Michigan 

• Oklahoma State 
University 

• University of Texas 
• University of Arizona 
• Association of 

Historically Black 
Colleges 

• Hoop It Up 3 on 3 
Tournaments 

• FLW 
• Professional BASS 

anglers 
• Shriners 
• Nantahala Outdoor 

Center 

 

Participated in negotiations securing close 
to a billion dollars in major sponsorship 
agreements with some of the biggest 
brands in the world: 

• Coca-Cola 

• Regions Bank 

• Chick-fil-A 

• Cooper Tire 

• Dr. Pepper 

• Brown Forman 

• Golden Flake 

• AT&T 

• FedEx 

• UPS 

• Western Union 
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Under the 
Water Tower 

• Corporations increasingly see the value of “doing 
well by doing good” 

 

• According to The Power of Partnership, 73% of 
companies say that partnerships with nonprofits 
and other socially responsible organizations will 
be important in the next three years 

 

• Nearly 90% of Americans said it is important that 
business, government and non-profits collaborate 
to solve pressing social issues.  

 

• 79% of Americans said they would likely switch 
from one brand to another if the other brand is 
associated with a good cause. 

Brands are looking 
for ways to get 
involved with the 
community where 
their employees 
and customers 
work and live.   
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“On Main Street” 
 “Under the Water 

Tower” 



WHY CORPORATE 
PARTNERS… 

Amid a challenging economic time and historical budget 

cuts in all sectors of society, it is more important than 

ever to have corporations as part of the solution to 

improve our communities while positively impacting the 

brand itself and its bottom line. 
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Foundational 
Partners 

• A Foundational Partner supports 
and participates in different 
programs that promote the 
community's social well-being 
and economic growth. 

 

• Geared towards long term 
partnerships rather than 
sponsoring one time special events 
and fundraisers. 

 

 

FEWER  

and 

BLUER 
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Corporate Partnership Program 

Expectations… 

Brands 

Municipalities 

Exposure 

Revenue 

Brands are looking for increased exposure; 

while cities need incremental revenue. 

 

Municipalities provide exposure and brands provide revenue…it’s a win-win. 

Parks, festivals, concerts, 
community involvement, 
environmental initiatives, 
etc…  

Capital projects, improved 
parks, enhanced 
experiences, etc… 
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Strategic Plan 
 

• Strategically aggregate assets of the 
municipality and package them to take to 
market in a manner appealing to brands 
 

• Manage and advise municipality on pricing 
of all sponsorship marketing and advertising 
assets and creative ideation of new elements 
 

• Target potential partners and create a 
category management matrix 
 

• Develop and maintain criteria for ROI 
 

• Recommendations on the “go-to-market” 
plan 
 

Develop an 
integrated 
corporate 
marketing 
program that 
serves the 
municipality and 
its corporate 
partners. 
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We are this… 

Shade Structures 

Outdoor Furniture 

Concerts/Festivals 

Recycling 

Charging Stations 

Improved Trails 

Hydration Stations 

Playgrounds 

Etc… 
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THE RESEARCH 
Virginia’s Fairfax County Park Authority in 2012 
teamed with researchers at The Pennsylvania State 
University (Andrew Mowen) and the University of 
New Hampshire (Nate Trauntvein) to measure public 
sentiment regarding sponsorship of FCPA programs 
and facilities.  



Support for Sponsorship is High 
 

Overall, I approve of sponsorship of park facilities/programs 
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Support for Sponsorship has Increased 

Level of Support/Opposition for Sponsorship 
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SAN DIEGO CASE STUDY 

Corporate Partner 
Program 
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San Diego 
Corporate 
Partner Program 

• The goal of the program is to work with 
organizations to develop business strategies to 
drive revenue and deliver a positive impact on the 
San Diego community.  

 

• The CPP has generated over $20 million for the 
municipality through past and current 
partnerships with companies and organizations 
including but not limited to the following: 

 

Toyota Motor Sales USA  •  Sprint Solutions Inc.    
Rainbow Vending •  The PEPSI Bottling Group  •  

EA Sports  •  Ford Motor Company •  Cardiac 
Science  •  Sunroad Enterprises     Evolution Film 

Inc.  •  Qualcomm •  San Diego Metropolitan 
Credit Union • Verizon Wireless  

Beginning in 1999, 
the municipality 
generated revenue 
from Marketing 
Partnerships with 
corporations 
through its 
Corporate 
Partnership 
Program (CPP).  
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San Diego - 
Toyota Motor 
Sales, U.S.A. 

• Toyota Motor Sales, U.S.A., as the official vehicle partner of 
the City Lifeguards, is granted a variety of benefits 
including, but not limited to promotional events at City 
facilities, media exposure and working with the City 
Lifeguards for Special Events. 
 

• Toyota has the right to market directly to the City's 10,000 
employees 
 

• Toyota is the presenting sponsor of the Lifeguard Water 
Safety Days (PDF) program at municipality beaches which 
includes outreach to beachgoers along with vehicle 
displays 
 

• As part of the Marketing Agreement Toyota is providing 
the municipality with 34 reliable and quality vehicles with 
an option to replace the entire lifeguard fleet upon renewal 
 

• The vehicles have a projected lease value of up to 
$1,110,000 depending on the length of the Marketing 
Agreement 

 

"Official Vehicle of 
the San Diego 
Lifeguards" 
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San Diego - 
Sprint Solutions, 
Inc. 
 

• Sprint Solutions, Inc. as the official wireless 
partner to the City is granted the exclusive right 
to market discounts directly to the 10,000 City 
employees, along with additional benefits. 

 

• Sprint will also be allowed placement of recycling 
donation kits for their cellular phone recycling 
program in designated municipality employee 
areas 

 

• The City will receive additional funds dependent 
on the total number of phones recycled by 
municipality employees 

 

• The City will receive up to $500,000 in Marketing 
Rights fees depending on the length of the 
Marketing Agreement, which is up to 5 years 

"Official Wireless 
Partner of the City 
of San Diego" 
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San Diego - 
Canteen San 
Diego 
 

• Canteen San Diego is the exclusive beverage 
vending and snack vending partner of the city. In 
part, as the exclusive vending partner, Canteen is 
granted the placement of vending machines on city 
property along with additional marketing benefits 
and opportunities. 
 

• Canteen provides the city with a unique opportunity 
to sell advertising on vend fronts and on vending 
machine enclosures within the sign ordinance 
parameters 
 

• The city receives revenue from advertising in 
addition to revenue from the sale of vending 
products 
 

• The city is projected to receive a combined revenue 
from beverage and snack of $1,255,000 over a 5 year 
term 

"Official Beverage 
and Snack Vending 
Partner of the City 
of San Diego" 
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Roswell mulls corporate partnership possibilities

Exclusive concession agreements, building naming rights and presenting sponsorship deals for 
events like Youth Day were all considered at Monday’s council work session at Roswell City Hall. 

“We wanted to understand the philosophical view of the city on corporate marketing,” said 
Roswell-based marketing matchmaker Water Tower Partners representative Kevin Bryant. 

“Why are you going after corporate partners now, why are you looking at your different events 
and your approaching brands … who’s driving that strategy?”

Bryant said the city, in particular the recreation and parks and cultural arts departments, could be 
banking big on corporate partnerships. 

He projects Roswell could earn $150,000 for “presenting sponsorship” agreements for the city’s 
marquee events, including the annual Fourth of July and End of Summer celebrations. 

Additionally, he said naming rights for city buildings such as the Roswell Cultural Arts Center 
could be worth $250,000.

“We have a lot of resources,” Mayor Jere Wood joked. “I’d open that up for just about every city 
property, except perhaps for the jail or city hall.” 

Some of the targeted corporate partners for Roswell, Bryant said, include banks, insurance firms 
and wireless providers. 

Although Bryant said the city had a large number of “mature ‘sponsorable’ assets,” he also said 
Roswell without an “organized strategic corporate sponsorship acquisition plan.” 

“I think there are some great brands you are involved in and there are some great brands that 
are within the city or within earshot of the city that you’re not involved in,” he said, “that I think 
would love to be a part of the things you are doing as a city.”

One such opportunity, Bryant said, would be city property exclusivity agreements. 

He said a hypothetical “official beverage of Roswell” package, complete with Splash ‘n Play 
Sprayground title sponsorship, was likely to garner bids in the half-million dollar range. 

“We’re very sensitive how we go to market and who we go to market with,” Bryant said. 

“But also, if you’re going to do it, you’ve got to be aggressive — you’ve got to say let’s give it a 
shot, let’s see if we can get somebody to give us ‘x’ amount of dollars for our parks.”

Wood said the city wasn’t looking to “sell out” to the highest bidder, but rather, to strike a deal 
with partners who would provide the best “image” for Roswell. 

While Bryant advised placing a municipal marketing program under Roswell, Inc., Wood said he 
preferred keeping corporate partnering packages “in-house” with the city government. 

“We need to coordinate with Roswell, Inc.,” Wood said, “but it still needs to be Roswell.”
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City of Atlanta puts itself up for sale

The City of Atlanta is putting itself up for sale. It's asking advertisers to submit proposals to place corporate logos in parks, on some city buildings and maybe even 
sidewalks. 11Alive News

Jeremy Campbell, WXIA 11:51 a.m. EST December 5, 2014

The City of Atlanta is putting itself up for sale. It's asking advertisers to submit proposals to place corporate 
logos in parks, on some city buildings and maybe even sidewalks.

ATLANTA (WXIA) -- The City of Atlanta is asking advertisers to submit proposals to place their corporate logos in parks, on some city buildings, kiosks 
and maybe even sidewalks.

There's a one billion dollar infrastructure backlog in Atlanta, and this influx of money from ads would go entirely toward clearing that.

"We think the city could be generating up to $5 million in annual revenue," explained Emily Lieb, a project manager with the city's Innovation Delivery 
Team.

Some places are off limits for advertisers such as Centennial Park, police cars, fire trucks, Falcons stadium, schools, the Beltline and certain government 
buildings.

"We're soliciting ideas right now from both local and national firms, and we're trying to run the gamut of possibilities. Everything from LED signage to 
more traditional media," explained Innovation Delivery Team member Sam Adams.

(Photo: Sam Adams)
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That doesn't mean we should expect full sized billboards in Piedmont Park. Instead, the vision is to add ads that are disguised as high-tech benches 
along walkways. They would be built with charging stations and wifi hotspots, offering a free connection in exchange for viewing an ad on the splash 
page.

"The city is looking to roll out a bike share program," Adams said.

Imagine free helmets with a corporate logo ,of course. It's another way to bring in money for the city.

The kiosks at Woodruff Park are prime candidates for a sponsored digital make over to look more like Wifi hotspots coming from a similar plan in New 
York City. Covered bus stops, courtesy of an advertiser sponsored video screen, are going up in San Francisco and could be sponsored in Atlanta.

"The idea is to offer a new service for citizens while also gaining corporate sponsorship," Adams said.

But is it selling out?

"There's always going to be a balance when talking about things like marketing and advertising. We just want folks to know that we are hearing the 
feedback and are really going to take a holistic approach," Adams said.

Corporations have until February 4 to submit their proposals, and the city will then start considering ideas.
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THE LATEST ON SPORTS, ARTS, CAUSE AND 
ENTERTAINMENT MARKETING

Cities, schools and other public entities explore public-private 
partnerships as a way to offset soaring budget deficits. 

IN DEPTH | SEP 24, 2012

Found Money: The Growing Popularity Of Municipal Marketing  

Swelling budget deficits and shrinking tax revenue are driving renewed 
interest in municipal marketing programs among cities, counties, school 
districts, airports and nearly every other type of government entity.

While municipal marketing has been around since the 1990’s, interest in 
public-private partnerships has gained increased momentum following 
the 2008-2009 economic collapse and subsequent decline in tax 
revenue.

That was a situation faced by David Cavazos, city manager of the City of 
Phoenix. Cavazos took his position in November 2009, a time when the 
city was facing its most difficult financial crisis in its 131-year-old history.

“We had a $277 million deficit on a $1.1 billion budget. We had to be 
creative and think of new ways to generate revenue,” he said.

The city has signed two partners since rolling out a marketing partnership 
program in 2010: Coast2Coast Rx Card and Service Line Warrantees of 
America, a marketer of water and sewer line insurance for residents.

Phoenix receives a commission based on the number of products sold. For example, the city receives $1.25 for each Coast2Coast Rx Card sold and a 
12 percent ongoing revenue share from the service line protection program.

Phoenix designed the program to create mutually beneficial relationships for the city, its residents and corporate partners, said Cavazos, noting that 
the Coast2Coast Rx Card has helped save residents $5.6 million on prescription drugs.

The program also has benefited the city: Phoenix has generated $124,114 over the past two years and will receive another $216,000 this month as 
part of the kickoff of its new partnership with SLWA. The program is expected to generate $500,000 in revenue for the 2012-13 fiscal year.

“That’s revenue we can use to enhance our services and provide better experiences for our residents,” said Cavazos, who is exploring other 
sponsorship inventory ranging from beverage vending rights to naming rights deals.   

“Everything is on the table. We want to raise revenue, but only when it aligns with our objectives of benefiting the city and our residents.”

Other Government Entities Get Into The Act 
A growing number of cities, counties and other government entities are following Phoenix’s lead in the municipal marketing space.

Those efforts range from comprehensive programs that span city-wide assets to sponsorship of specific programs or departments. 

For example, The City of Milwaukee this month endorsed a plan to sell sponsorship rights to everything from parking garages to naming rights deals.  

Others have already gone down the sponsorship road. Those include Indianapolis, Huntington Beach, Calif. and the City of Arlington, Texas.

And many of those cities are finding success using sponsorship to generate new revenue streams and underwrite capital improvements. Case in point: 
The City of Arlington last year secured a $100,000 partnership with General Motors Co.’s Chevy brand to refurbish Randol Mill Park, a park with a play 
area designed for children with special needs.

The city is using the funds to upgrade the park with sustainable plants, an energy-efficient field house and other environment-friendly improvements.  

Arlington secured the partnership through a relationship with EcoMedia. The media buying agency offers advertisers the opportunity to support 
Arlington’s environmental initiatives as part of a media buy in the Dallas-Fort Worth DMA.     

“Ten percent of their ad buy comes back to the city to green buildings, plant trees or create recycling programs,” said Trudy Lewis, a City of Arlington 
project director who managed the program prior to taking a new position with the city last month.

The program helps support GM’s community presence, said Lewis, noting that the automaker operates a factory in Arlington and has an existing 
partnership with the MLB Texas Rangers. The environmental tie-in also gave the automaker a platform to promote the Chevy Volt hybrid vehicle.

A multifaceted relationship: Toyota’s partnership with the City of San Diego 
includes experiential marketing programs and dealer tie-ins.
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In addition to accessing new revenue streams, some cities have found success offsetting expenses through public-private partnerships. For example, 
Huntington Beach has saved more than $500,000 over the past four years as a result of its partnership with Toyota Motor Sales U.S.A., Inc., which 
provides 17 vehicles for the city’s Marine Safety and Beach Operations Divisions.

Toyota receives designation as the official vehicle of Huntington Beach and other benefits in exchange for the vehicle donation. 

Surf City also has expanded its corporate partner roster. Huntington Beach in July rolled out a new tie with Compass Group USA, Inc.’s Canteen 
Vending division, which is installing beverage and snack vending machines throughout the city. The five-year partnership is expected to generate 
roughly $90,000 annually for the city.

And other government entities are getting into the act. California’s Santa Rosa City Schools this month inked a 10-year, $50,000 sponsorship with 
Trimble Navigation LTD, a manufacturer of GPS software, while American Express Co. in June announced a partnership with Toronto Pearson 
International Airport.

Other transportation agencies are rolling out or exploring sponsorship programs to offset fare hikes and improve service. Those include the Chicago 
Transit Authority and Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority, both of which are selling title to subway stops.

The Key To Success: Enhancing The Consumer Experience 
As demonstrated by the City of Phoenix, government organizations need to build business partnerships around one central tenant: enhancing the 
consumer experience.

That can range from improving the quality of life in the local community to providing discounts on specific products and services.

“It is important to demonstrate to the public a benefit of more than just dollars generated, but how the program or service enhances the quality of life in 
the community overall, and perhaps even to them on an individual basis,” said Simone Slifman, economic development project manager with the City 
of Huntington Beach.

And the partnerships don’t have to be complex. Deals that provide a modicum of relief from life’s daily stress can go a long way in making a consumer 
happy, said Brad Jersey, founder and executive vice president of Airport Marketing Income, an agency that specializes in developing nontraditional 
revenue for airports.

Jersey points to two examples: PepsiCo, Inc.’s title of a children’s play area at the Dallas-Fort Worth International Airport, and Yahoo! Inc.’s 2011 
partnership with Chicago’s O’Hare International Airport, around which the technology company underwrote fees associated with curbside check-ins 
during the Thanksgiving Day travel weekend.

In another example, BMO Bankcorp several years ago underwrote the cost of installing hand sanitizers at O’Hare International Airport during the swine 
flu scare.

“We look at every partnership through the lens of how it will enhance the traveler’s experience. Traveling can be an unnerving and stressful 
experience, and something small can go a very long way,” said Jersey.

Some properties look to pro sports venues for inspiration. Case in point: Boston Logan International Airport last year secured Toyota Motor Sales 
U.S.A. Inc.’s Lexus brand as title of the airport’s Parking Passport Gold program. The program offers members guaranteed parking with easy access 
to airport terminals.

“The theme of the day is passenger enhancement,” said Josh Kritzler, a founding partner with Property Consulting Group, a sponsorship sales agency 
that sold the deal on behalf of AMI.

AMI is working similar deals with three other airports, added Jersey.

Where possible, rightsholders should survey residents to gain feedback prior to developing sponsorship programs. The Chicago Transit Authority used 
intercept surveys to gain feedback prior to developing its program.

“We wanted to minimize the risks associated with the commercialization of public assets in the marketplace,” said Jay Kenney, senior vice president of 
IMG Consulting, which developed and is selling the CTA program.

The results were positive. “People realize the CTA is in a serious budget crisis. They don’t want to see service cuts, and they realize the only way for 
transit authorities to continue is to develop additional sources of revenue.”

The CTA has taken a less is more approach by selling title to 11 of its 144 train stations. “Our recommendation was to open up no more than 10 
percent of the system for commercialization.  We want to maintain some exclusivity and value to companies that step up to naming rights,” said 
Kenney.

In addition to title status, each eight-year package includes media exposure in the station, mention in train schedules and other benefits. The CTA 
hopes to generate seven figures from each package, said Kenney.

San Diego’s Evolving Sponsorship Program 
As one of the first municipalities to roll out a comprehensive sponsorship program, the City of San Diego offers a template for other cities to follow.
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San Diego—which launched its program in 1999—has moved away from packages centered on the city’s purchasing department in favor of marketing-
driven deals that may or may include procurement.  

“Procurement was intended to be decided separately from partnerships, and partnerships were not supposed to influence a procurement decision. 
That had created confusion which has led to a revamping of our program,” said Natasha Collura, the City of San Diego’s director of strategic 
partnerships, who has spearheaded the program since joining the city in March 2011.

Going forward, San Diego is placing more focus on packages that include consumer-facing marketing components. For example, the city added a 
public service component to its partnership with Toyota Motor Sales U.S.A., Inc., which was primarily interested in placing vehicles on the city 
beaches.

The package included an on-site display that featured lifeguards, a Toyota lifeguard vehicle and a water safety message.

“The water safety aspect, lifeguard and lifeguard truck actually drew more people to the display than if it were just Toyota vehicles,” said Collura.

San Diego lifeguards go out of their way to ensure the automaker is featured in news interviews and used as a backdrop for TV productions, added 
Collura.

San Diego also has secured deals with three other new partners: Canteen Vending, Service Line Warrantees of America and Sprint Corp. Sprint 
replaces a ten-year-old partnership with Verizon Communications, Inc., while Canteen replaces a 12-year-old sponsorship with a Pepsi distributor.

The distributor did not meet its minimum guarantee to the city after over-projecting the number of machine installations, said Collura. “The amount of 
machines was much lower than projected and thus the minimums were not met.”

Rather than imposing a minimum guarantee with Canteen, the two organizations are working together to increase the number of machines and 
implement an advertising sales component that will generate incremental revenue, she said.

The vending machines also will sell Coke, Pepsi and other products “which is sure to increase sales,” Collura added.

San Diego plans to share its sponsorship knowledge with other cities. Collura has approached other cities about establishing an informal network to 
share best practices and brainstorm ideas in the muni marketing space.

“We want to create a network to share contacts, best practices and other information,” she said, noting that San Diego receives frequent calls from 
other cities looking for advice on starting municipal marketing programs.

Sources
City of Arlington, Tel: 817/459-6100
City of Huntington Beach, Tel: 714/536-5233 
City of Phoenix, Tel: 602/262-7176
City of San Diego, Tel: 619/236-5900 
Airport Marketing Income, Tel: 866/389-9036
IMG, New York City office, Tel: 212/489-8300 
Property Consulting Group, Tel: 312/ 948-0260

SIDEBAR

Muni Marketing: Two Obstacles To Widespread 
Adoption
September 24, 2012:

While consumers and politicians have come a long way in accepting public-private partnerships, 
the programs face two significant hurdles: an antiquated bidding process and a lack of funds to 
hire dedicated staff to manage the programs. 

Below, IEG SR breaks down the two challenges. 

Request for Proposals. RFPs, Request for Qualifications and other requests in the government 
bidding process can present a significant challenge to marketers who may not be familiar with the 
lengthy, paperwork-intensive process.

“The private sector is not used to submitting RFPs for sponsorship opportunities. They want to 
know how much it is and what they get. Unfortunately that’s not the way it works in the public 
sector,” said Jay Kenney, senior vice president of consulting with IMG Consulting, which 
developed and is selling a sponsorship program for the Chicago Transit Authority.  

For its part, IMG educates and guides prospective partners through the bidding process. That 
includes educating prospects about the CTA’s open bidding process.

IMG won the CTA business after responding to the transit agency’s RFP seeking an exclusive 
marketing agency, he said.
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Commission-only deals. The growing popularity of municipal marketing programs has created a 
Catch-22: cities need revenue to offset budget deficits, but most do not have the necessary funds 
to hire dedicated staff or a sponsorship sales agency.

Instead, many cities have opted for commission-only deals. Those kinds of relationships often lead 
to one-off ties that can leave money on the table. 

“Cities aren’t willing to pay for services to get the right consulting expertise. They want everything 
done on a commission basis,” said Ed Augustine, managing partner with The Pathfinder Group, 
which has helped develop city-wide sponsorship programs for the City of San Diego and other 
municipalities.

Agencies also face the risk of having a program unexpectedly shot down by a politician or other 
stakeholders, he added.

But some agencies are willing to take on that risk. Case in point: IMG has a commission-only 
partnership with the CTA. But the agency did have an out: IMG would have received a fee if the 
CTA decided not to pursue the program.

Sources
IMG, New York City office, Tel: 212/489-8300
The Pathfinder Group, Tel: 800/477-2559

Breaking It Down: Two Canteen Vending Deals
City of Huntington Beach
■ Five year deal
■ Installation, operation and servicing of snack and beverage vending machines at city facilities 

and public locations 
■ Canteen pays a quarterly commission based on gross sales proceeds

■ 10 percent snack items/15 percent beverages (select locations) 
■ 20 percent snack items/40 percent beverages (select locations) 

■ Canteen pays $50,000 advance against first year commission 
■ Huntington Beach pays15 percent commission of all revenue to Active Network, the city’s 

municipal marketing consultant 

City of San Diego
■ Five year deal
■ Installation, operation and servicing of snack vending machines at city facilitates and public 

locations 
■ Canteen receives status as “official snack vending partner of the City of San Diego”
■ Canteen pays a commission of 20 percent of gross receipts from the sale of snacks and a 

commission of 30 percent of advertising net revenue 
■ Canteen pays $30,000 advance against first year commission
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Time For Municipal Marketing To Realize Its 
Potential
BY LESA UKMAN NOV 16, 2011

“Make no little plans. They have no magic to stir men's blood and probably 
themselves will not be realized.”

Unfortunately, that sage advice from the great architect Daniel Burnham 
regarding his “Plan of Chicago” is not being followed by the current leader of 
that city, nor by other civic leaders when it comes to building meaningful 
public/private partnerships between municipalities and corporations.

Mayor Rahm Emanuel is rethinking everything from the routing of garbage 
pick-ups to the redevelopment of the Chicago River. Too bad he is not 
applying that same strategic creativity to corporate partnerships.

From Philadelphia to Atlanta and New York to Colorado Springs, scores of 
municipalities, school districts and government bodies have tried, and failed, 
at optimizing revenue potential from corporate partnerships. Rather than 
learning from these experiences, the City of Chicago is repeating the 
mistakes of government officials—and inexperienced rightsholders—coast to 
coast. These include:

Selling advertising, not building partnerships. Mayor Emmanuel projects 
$25 million in annual revenue from selling signage on city property. If the 
Bank of America banners on a Chicago River bridge house that appeared 
last weekend are any indication, the program will end up costing the city 
money while squandering the much bigger opportunity from integrated 
partnerships.

EXPERIENCE 
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Beyond currying favor with the city, why would any company want to clutter 
Chicago’s storied architecture with cheap, ugly banners? It will hurt, not 
enhance, the brands of the advertisers.

In a blog post, the bridge docent for the Chicago River Museum called the 
signage a “tasteless display of corporate graffiti on historic landmarks.”

In addition, if signage is not integrated into a larger partnership strategy, the 
city will be ambushing its own efforts.

Seeking sponsorship for what needs funding rather than what’s most 
marketable. Sponsorship is being sought to offset costs of hosting the 
NATO/G8 Summit in Chicago next May. With police being trained for “mass 
arrests” and more than 30,000 angry protesters expected, the risks of 
sponsoring the summit far outweigh the benefits.

Yet the City of Chicago is sitting on a surfeit of untapped assets, from iconic 
festivals to robust year-round opportunities that can be built with city high 
schools and colleges.

Sponsorship fees are unrestricted. Sell what’s most marketable and use the 
funds to offset G8 costs.

Outsourcing sales to amateurs, political cronies or agencies. Crain’s 
Chicago Business reports that Mayor Emanuel has “enlisted a troika of A-list 
fundraisers” to solicit corporate partners for the NATO/G8 Summit.

The troika, A-list or otherwise, may know how to solicit campaign and 
philanthropic contributions, but have zero experience creating and marketing 
business solutions. Working with fundraisers will either leave money on the 
table or alienate businesses. 

The upside potential is too high to hire an agency to sell on commission or 
risk leaving money on the table with the wrong hires.

Chicago should take control of its commercial destiny, not outsource it.

So, how should the City of Chicago and other municipalities approach 
corporate partnerships? Top-line strategies include:

Set the policy, be transparent. Adopt a marketing partnership policy that 
governs the process. In 2003, New York City’s CMO unilaterally signed a 
deal with Snapple giving it exclusive vending in public schools. The 
Bloomberg administration was accused of making a “backroom deal” without 
public review and was sued for not putting the opportunity out for competitive 
bidding.  While the court allowed the contract to stand, it said future contracts 
could not be handled this way.

Centralize assets, design strategic solutions. IEG client experience 
reveals the way for cities to maximize revenue generation from the corporate 
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GOVERNMENT/MUNICIPAL GUIDELINES HOW TO GET SPONSORSHIP LOCAL

WHAT IS SPONSORSHIP ASSETS

sector is to centralize marketing assets and intellectual properties and create 
multi-year, integrated offers.

Rather than the current approach, where companies are asked to buy 
signage one day and a G8 Summit or city festival the next, targeted 
prospects should be approached with a strategic solution. It should be made 
clear that this is the city’s sole opportunity for the category and that there will 
not be 20 other ways in.  

Base fees on value, not instinct or budget. Without knowing the fair 
market value of the Snapple deal, New York City undersold it and most of the 
revenue was contingent on sales in vending machines that never 
materialized.

Know the drivers of value. Just because you can put a sign on a bridge 
does not mean you should. In 2011, eyeballs are a commodity. Partners 
need engagement opportunities, not signage.

Less is more. Selling 30 partners at $500,000 each generates $15 million, 
with net revenue after deducting the cost of selling, negotiating and servicing 
closer to $12 million.

Alternatively, three strategic partners at $15 million each will generate $45 
million, with an estimated net of $43 million.

Build in benefits for citizens. Corporate partners require buy in from the 
public. This will only occur if residents benefit from the partnerships—
expanded bike lanes, additional science tutoring for school children, green 
initiatives, etc.  Each partnership should be designed accordingly.

Don’t just think cash. When assessing offers, the entire package should be 
considered. In addition to cash, corporate partners bring vast promotional 
budgets which can be harnessed to build the city’s brand, growing jobs and 
tourism.

With a strategic approach, cities and other government entities can lead the 
way in partnerships that enhance the quality of life for their citizens, provide 
much-needed unrestricted dollars to municipal coffers, and deliver high-value 
sales and marketing solutions for corporate partners. Everyone wins.

Listen to IEG Senior Vice President Jim Andrews offer alternatives to the City 
of Chicago’s current advertising program in an appearance on WGN-AM on 
November 15.
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Lesa Ukman is the founder and chief insights officer of 
IEG. With the launch of IEG Sponsorship Report in 
1982, she created a publication that defined an 
industry now worth more than $53 billion. She 
continues to define new and better ways for 
companies to get closer to their customers through 
sponsorship, including her current pioneering work 
developing the new industry standard for measuring 
the results of sponsorship, offered through IEG’s ROI 
Services. Follow Lesa on Twitter!

Comments
Be the first to leave a comment.

Please login to post a comment.

ABOUT IEG
Get Closer

Leadership Team

Press Room

Work For IEG

Partnership 

Opportunities

Register

Contact

CONSULTING & 
MEASUREMENT
Sponsorship Consulting

Sponsorship Valuation

Sponsorship Measurement

Sponsorship Research

Sponsorship Naming Rights

Client List

Case Studies

Litigation Support

Custom Training

Sponsor Summits

INFORMATION & 
RESOURCES
IEG Access

IEG Sponsorship Report

Annual Sponsorship Conference

Sponsorship Webinars

Sponsorship News

Sponsorship Resources

Guide To Sponsorship

COMMUNITY
Sponsorship Jobs

Sponsorship 

Resumes

Join IEG on 

LinkedIn

Follow IEG On 

Twitter

Watch IEG on 

YouTube

LATEST 
THINKING
Sponsorship Blogs

IEG In The News

Client Results

Sponsorship 

Strategy Papers

© 2015 IEG, LLC. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED TERMS OF USE | PRIVACY POLICY | SITEM

Page 4 of 4Time For Municipal Marketing To Realize Its Potential - Sponsorship.com

04/15/2015http://www.sponsorship.com/About-IEG/Sponsorship-Blogs/Lesa-Ukman/November-201...



Municipalities and Corporate Sponsorship
Jun 11, 2013 | Municipalities, Tuesday Morning Commentary | 2 comments

Earlier this month, I had the pleasure of speaking at the Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) conference in 

Vancouver. This is the annual gathering of mayors, councillors, aldermen, and other city officials and staff. FCM does an 

amazing job of organizing this event and running its own sponsorship program. Vancouver was a terrific host to the over 

2,200 delegates. I presented a session on corporate sponsorship and municipalities. The room was packed-not because of 

the speaker, but rather the topic!

Municipalities were represented- at least the ones that are smart enough to understand that corporate sponsorship 

revenue is essential to the long term financial success of their fiefdoms! It is no longer about whether a municipality wants 

to engage in sponsorship, but when it will “get into the game.” Municipal corporate sponsorship is one of the fastest 

growing sectors in our industry-and it will affect all the other sectors, from arts to sports, charities to schools. As 

municipalities enter this game further, the question will be whether they take the money from existing sponsorship 

programs elsewhere in the community or grow the pot! I truly believe they will grow the pot. They will create new 

opportunities that fit brands that have never invested in sponsorship. They will work alongside schools, charities, and 

sport organizations to grow the sector and deliver better results for sponsors, and put much needed dollars on the 

bottom line for all these organizations.

But it has to be done right. When it is not, we see citizens and communities revolt. Or worse yet, hundreds of thousands 

of dollars are spent on “sponsorship development” by marketing agencies and brand integration companies, when what 

the municipality really needs is to know what it has to sell, what it is worth, and how to sell it through training and capacity 

building.

Recently, we have seen two municipalities sell naming rights, parks, or buildings, and also sponsorship programs where 

they truly undersold the value of the assets. This, in turn, hurts the rest of the community such as the sport organization 

or college that now cannot sell their properties at fair market value, because the unprepared and uneducated 

municipality has lowered the bar and undersold its naming rights. In April, The Ottawa Citizen reported the dismal failure 

of The City of Ottawa’s sponsorship program after the first year, where it used an outside sponsorship brokerage to sell 

its programs and raised under $750,000, versus a $2.3 million expectation for year one. The City of Winnipeg still struggles 

with its sponsorship program because its assets have neither been fully identified nor valued by an outside third party to 

allow them to be sold at real market value and generate the money they should.

Then we see examples such as the City of Chicago where the “Blue Bin” recycling program was sold to Coca-Cola for over 

$2.5 million. We watch in British Columbia, where the City of Nanaimo is undertaking training and development not only 

for its staff, but also offering four full days of sponsorship workshop training at a subsidized price to local and area non-

profits, charities, and sport and recreation organizations. Now that is capacity building for success all around! At the same 

time, the community of Fort St John is reviewing such an opportunity. Both these municipalities are being supported by 

credit unions in the delivery of these programs.

For municipalities to be successful, they need to know how to “get into and play the game.” When they do it wrong, they 

are in big trouble. From my experience, and we work with more municipalities across Canada than anyone, municipalities 

are open to sharing. I see how our client the Town of Canmore worked on its policy development with support from the 

City of Edmonton. The City of Spruce Grove has done the same. The City of Toronto also makes its policy available. And 

there are others. My advice to municipalities is to reach out to one another.

On October 21 in Calgary, the day before the SMCC Western Sponsorship Congress™, the Partnership Group –

Sponsorship Specialists™ will host a half day corporate sponsorship workshop for municipalities. The session will review 

everything from asset identification to valuation, procurement issues and concerns, and policy development and 

prospecting. This is “must attend” workshop for municipalities.

These are just one person’s thoughts. Yours are welcomed as well. Please add your thoughts or comments below. Thank 

you for reading and your feedback.

Brent Barootes
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Testimonials
The Partnership Group 

shared their expertise to help 

introduce us to the complex 

world of Corporate 

Engagement, providing 

critical recommendations 

that we are taking action on 

today and key insights that 

will be invaluable going 

forward. With excellent 

commitment to service, they 

over delivered in providing 

industry standard valuations 

on more assets than we 

expected so that we are best 

positioned for success in the 

future. Partnership Group is 

an excellent choice for 

organizations at any stage in 

Corporate Engagement 

seeking assistance in this 

arena.  Thank you Brent, 

Chris and the rest of the 

team at Partnership Group –

Sponsorship Specialists.

Richard Warring

Head, Marketing & Public 

Information - Alberta Parks

http://albertaparks.ca

03/27/2015

Bernie Colterman on June 12, 2013 at 5:26 am

As a firm that has been involved in municipal sponsorship for over a decade, I agree that 

However, as the firm also brokering sponsorship and advertising opportunities on behalf 

of the City of Ottawa, I feel it necessary to point out the inaccuracy of your statement. 

While the Ottawa Citizen may have reported a dismal failure to achieve sponsorship 

revenue objectives, the figures they stated were very much out of context (how surprising 

for a newspaper) and covered areas not even considered under the sponsorship program 

such as transit advertising and station sponsorship. Here are the real stats on the 

sponsorship program:

The City of Ottawa’s sponsorship program was officially launched until June 2012, a year 

later than originally planned. This late start was to ensure that the City had its “act 

together” prior to entering the marketplace. Of the $981,000 actually projected for the 

first year of the program, $773,000 was raised by the end of 2012, a very solid result for 6 

months of full operation.

Since the official launch of the program, less than one year ago:

– 3 naming rights deals have been secured for a total value of $2.4 million,

– $1,242,000 has been secured for 5-year pouring rights in City facilities,

– A billboard advertising program has been put in place which will generate estimated 

revenue of $1,850,000 over 5 years.

The City of Ottawa is well on its way to achieving $12.7 million over 5 years. Moreover, 

they continue to push the boundaries of municipal sponsorship by taking an innovative 

approach towards revenue generation. The City’s “Community Champions” model is one 

that should be adopted by municipalities that want to take a strategic approach towards 

sponsorship.

Reply

Brent Barootes on June 12, 2013 at 5:50 am

Bernie,

Thanks for your post and your clarification. It is always important to 

garner feedback from those on the front line. Congratulations on the 

success of the City of Ottawa project and your work in Burlington and 

Kitchener. Brent

Reply

-
-arpa-
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Agenda Memo

City of Carrollton

File Number: 1969

Agenda Date: 4/21/2015  Status: Work SessionVersion: 1

File Type: Work Session ItemIn Control: City Council

Agenda Number: 8.

CC MEETING: April 21, 2015

DATE: April 14, 2015

TO: Leonard Martin, City Manager

FROM: Cesar J. Molina, Jr., P.E., Director of Engineering

Discuss Proposed Revisions And Updates To The Stormwater And Flood Protection 

Ordinance. 

BACKGROUND:

The Stormwater and Flood Protection Ordinance serves as the basis for drainage design in the 

City. The current ordinance was adopted in 2000 and has served the community well in both 

legal and general practice settings. Revisions are needed to address some inconsistencies in the 

document, to correct or update language related to federal issues, and to set forth new 

requirements for re-development and storm water quality initiatives.

Attached is a memorandum which details all of the changes between the original and revised 

versions, and a draft copy of the revised ordinance. The development of the revised ordinance 

included input from a variety of sources, both internal and external. This has also been reviewed 

by the Texas Water Development Board (FEMA review agency) and the City Attorney. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

There are no direct financial implications associated with the update and revision of this 

ordinance. 

IMPACT ON COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY:

This project will contribute to community sustainability by:

· Further reducing the potential for flooding associated with new development;

· Improve stormwater quality through the use of long-term best management practices;

· Provide for consistency with federal regulations associated with stormwater quality and 

floodplain management.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION/ACTION DESIRED:

Staff seeks to advise City Council and seek input regarding proposed revisions and updates to 
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File Number: 1969

the City’s Stormwater and Flood Protection Ordinance.
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For the last two years, we have been working to revise the City’s Stormwater and Flood Protection 
Ordinance. The previous document had been approved by Council in December 2000. Over the 15 years 
since the approval of the current ordinance, there have been some changes in laws and policies that 
relate to drainage. These issues needed to be addressed as well as clarifications and improvements to 
the document that reflect our current policies and procedures. 

Early in this project, we formed a committee of end users to provide feedback and guidance to the 
development of this ordinance. Members included –

Bill Walker – Billingsley Company – Development Community

Curtis Beitel, P.E. – HDR – Consultant Community

David Humphrey – Humphrey and Morton - Contractor

Brian O’Neill, P.E.  – Pacheco Koch – Consultant – Private Land Development

Rob Guarnieri, P.E. – City Building Inspection

Krista Pender – Code Enforcement - Stormwater Quality

Regina Edwards – Assistant City Attorney

The project was led by William (Bill) Wallace, P.E. and Jenny LaFoy, P.E. with Nathan D. Maier Consulting 
Engineers. Bill has been involved with the City’s drainage infrastructure for over 20 years and has 
authored many of the City’s drainage related documents, including the previous Stormwater and Flood 
Protection Ordinance. He has also developed similar ordinances for other cities in the metroplex. 

The final document has been reviewed and approved by both the City Attorney’s office and the Texas 
Water Development Board (TWDB). The TWDB is the state coordinator for FEMA  floodplain 
management. 

Summary of Changes
The December 2000 ordinance served as the starting point for the new ordinance. To simplify the 
evaluation of the new ordinance, the following lists the significant changes that are in the proposed new 
ordinance. 

Miscellaneous Items
 Clarified that the ordinance is enforced by the City Manager or his authorized representative.
 Clarified lowest finished floor in several areas to correspond to FEMA 
 Establishes the Floodplain Administrator as the key enforcement / interpreter of the ordinance. 

The Floodplain Administrator is the de facto City Manager authorized representative.
 Article 9 – Special Provisions – removed several of the specific Corridor Development Certificate 

(CDC) requirements since they are addressed in the CDC Manual prepared by the North Central 
Texas Council of Governments. 



 Specifically addressed the current FEMA floodplain maps (as opposed to the ‘latest) per request 
from TWDB.

 Changed ordinance structure as requested by the City Attorney. This document will be an 
attachment to the ordinance, therefore some of the ordinance wording such as severability will 
be included in the ordinance and not in this technical document.

Article 1 – Title, Findings of Fact, Statement of Purpose, and Scope of Authority
 This section includes references to protecting storm water quality which is added in Article 10

Article 2 – Definitions
 Clarified the definition of Owners Association (Definition 55, page 9)
 Defined Transit Oriented Development Areas (Definition 75, page 12). This also notes that the 

TOD areas may have a Master Drainage Plan.
 Cleaned up several definitions to provide direct correspondence with FEMA definitions. These 

include ‘Manufactured (Mobile) Home Park (Definitions 42, 43 and 44, page 8), Substantial 
Damage (Definition 72, page 11).

Article 3 – General Provisions
 Section A removes exemptions from the city. This was a point that we tried to negotiate with 

TWDB since our channel improvements, by design, do not impact private property. This will 
require the City to prepare a LOMR for channel improvement projects even though it has little, if 
any, impact to real property. This will cause a small increase in cost for these projects. 

 Section C was adjusted to reflect the fact that this is an attachment to the ordinance and the 
Penalty Clauses for violations is covered elsewhere.

Article 4 – Administration
 The Floodplain Administrator is appointed to administer and implement the floodplain 

management portions of this ordinance and associated sections. This was the City Manager.
 IMPORTANT – Page 17, paragraphs 1 and 2 discuss proportionality. This is an issue that is based 

in recent State Law. Essentially a developer should not be responsible for infrastructure that is 
not required by his development. These paragraphs state the developer is required to bring this 
issue to the city and show that the required facilities are serving areas outside of his 
development. The City then has the right to participate or defer until funds are available. The 
methodology for determining the percentages between the City and the developer are 
presented in a guidance document that is not part of the ordinance. This document is attached. 

 Typical Permit Process on page 20 details the general steps required to consider as part of a 
drainage design. Several items were added to address proportionality considerations. Item (m.) 
and (n.) address maintenance responsibilities, which are addressed later in the document. 

 Section E, Item 2 adds a requirement for a maintenance bond of 150% of the contract price for a 
three year period to cover bioengineered improvement projects. These are usually difficult to 
establish and require extensive maintenance during the establishment period. This will aid in 
requiring the contractor to add additional vegetation as needed during the maintenance bond 
period. 



 Section F, Item 2. Variances (page 26). The City Manager shall hear and decide variance requests 
(was the Planning and Zoning Commission). 

Article 5 - Runoff Calculations
 IMPORTANT – The second paragraph on page 28 establishes a new detention / retention 

standard that will increase the area of ponds and the cost associated with them. Currently, 
detention is required to reduce flows leaving the site to the design flow from a typical 
residential development. This was an arbitrary standard. The new standard reduces flows to 
pre-development flows which is potentially a significant increase. This would mean that new 
residential subdivisions will be required to have detention. This is in conformance with Low 
Impact Development (LID) measures that are part of the Community Rating System (CRS) 
associated with flood insurance. 

o Caveat 1 – Redevelopment of a tract will be required to detain to the existing flows 
from the site unless the downstream storm drain capacity is exceeded.

o Caveat 2 – There are very few significant residential tracts remaining in the city for 
development. This section should have minimal impact on a new development. 

 Page 31 – Regional detention / retention is mentioned at the end of the second paragraph. 
While it is hoped that we can encourage regional facilities, the lack of available land may be a 
problem. 

Article 6 - Design of Local Drainage Systems
 Page 32 - All design will be 100 year frequency storm event based designs. There was a provision 

for 10-year design on streets in the previous document, but it was rarely used. 
 Section C, Item 3 (Page 33) – This is clarified to eliminate references to top of curb or alley 

elevation. Proper lot drainage can be provided for lots below the top of curb of the street 
without an alley at the back. The criteria provided address the basic design parameters. 

 Pages 35 and 36 include tables that were moved from the Appendix for ease of reading. 
 Page 37, Item 5 – This section addresses redevelopment concerns, especially in older parts of 

the City. Like proportionality, the City has a responsibility to improve the downstream system if 
the system is currently undersized but has the right to defer the construction until funds 
become available. 

 Tables 6 and 7 (pages 39 and 41) were moved from the Appendix. 
 Item 6, Page 55 – Simplified and clarified responsibilities for maintenance of drainage systems. 

Essentially everything within a dedicated easement or right of way that is accepted by the city 
shall be maintained by the city. For other drainage facilities, the city reserves the right to access 
the facility if it is not properly maintained by the appropriate party (HOA, owner, etc.). The 
previous ordinance had a number of requirements to address city maintained versus privately 
maintained drainage facilities. This was not practical for the major drainageways such as Dudley 
Branch, where poor maintenance could impact upstream homes. 

 Section D, Item 9, page 60 – Adds a requirement for landscaping for detention pond areas. 



 Section E, page 60 – New section that discusses Master Drainage Plans and notes that there may 
be additional requirements put forth in the Master Drainage Plans beyond the requirements in 
this ordinance.

Article 8 – Floodplain Guidelines
 Page 62, Item 2.c. and 3.b. – These two sections were revised to address FEMA requirements 

relating to lowest floor of buildings. Since basements are uncommon in the area, these are very 
minor changes.

Article 9 – Special Provisions
 Page 68 – minor adjustments to address CDC permitting noted above.

Article 10 – Stormwater Quality
 Page 71 through 75 – New section to address stormwater quality issues that are being 

promulgated by the EPA. In short, a number of Permanent Best Management Practices (PBMPs) 
are described and a point system is put forth to allow evaluation of the measures used for a site. 
The system is fairly simple and it is a first attempt at quantifying PBMP effectiveness at a specific 
site. There is flexibility in the last table item on page 24 providing for City approved methods 
beyond the items listed. 

There is a section of exhibits at the back of the ordinance. These are pretty much the same as the 
previous document with the exception of correction of clerical issues on a couple of the exhibits. 
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INTERNAL PROPORTIONALITY GUIDELINE DOCUMENT 

Purpose

The purpose of this document us to set forth general guidelines for the City Manager or other City official
to determine proportional funding shares for the City and developer/owner, builder, and/or other parties as 
related to current Stormwater and Flood Protection Ordinance.  This document is intended for internal use 
to assist the City Manager in determining proportional share of costs related to improvements proposed 
by a developer/owner, builder, and /or other parties, whether intended for this proposed development or 
part of a regional improvement.  

These guidelines are established to address three (3) separate situations.

Condition 1 – The developer/owner, builder and /or other parties are proposing to make drainage 
improvements where upstream discharges are flowing through the property to be developed and the 
proposed improvements are required to convey this upstream flow (with ultimate watershed development) 
and the additional flow resulting from the development of the property.  The City may participate in its 
proportional share of the improvement costs.

Condition 2 – The developer/owner, builder and /or other parties are proposing to make regional drainage 
improvements where the downstream receiving drainage system is inadequate to convey existing and 
ultimate design discharges.  The City may share in its proportional share of the improvement costs to 
bring the design conditions to be point to where the downstream system is sufficient to convey existing 
design discharges.

Condition 3 – The developer/owner, builder and /or other parties are proposing to make regional drainage 
improvements where the downstream receiving drainage system is adequate to convey existing and 
ultimate design discharges.  The City does not share in the improvements costs for this conditions. 

Proportional Share Guidelines

The following calculation method may be used by the City Manager for determining proportional share of 
costs between the City and the developer/owner.  The City’s financial participation in their proportional 
share of costs shall be dependent upon the availability of funds and timing of the project.  The following 
method is provided as a guideline that may be used to determine proportionate costs of developer/owner
and the City for channel improvement projects and major storm sewer improvements that convey runoff 
from both the upstream watershed and on-site improvements.  Other methods, beyond those found in this 
document, may be recommended and selected by the City Manager.

Condition 1 - Calculation Method for Proportional Cost Share of Developer/owner Drainage 
Improvements

This calculation method is based on the determination of runoff without upstream development (within 
the City of Carrollton).  This method also considers the incremental flows that the project will cause due 
to the proposed development.

1. Compute QDEV, the discharge from an undeveloped watershed within the City, ultimate 
development outside City limits, and with development of the proposed site 
(without consideration of detention).
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2. Compute QULT, the total watershed discharge (including the site), based on ultimate development in 
the watershed.

3. Determine CREQ, the cost of channel or conveyance improvements required to meet all Federal,
State and City regulations for the developed site using QDEV.

4. Determine CTOT, the overall improvement cost to meet all requirements with ultimate development
using QULT.

5. Determine CDEV, the Developer's share of costs, using Equation 1.

6. Determine CCITY, the City's share of costs, using Equation 2.

7. Determine RDEV, the Developer's ratio share of easement and future maintenance costs, using 
Equation 3.

8. Determine RCITY, the City's ratio share of easement and future maintenance costs, using Equation 4.

9. Determine EASE, the total cost of conveyance easements based on a fair market analysis of the value 
of the easement prior to site rezoning, platting and/or development, required for 
conveying QULT, including any maintenance access easement required.

10. Determine EDEV, the developer’s cost of conveyance easements based on a fair market analysis of 
the value of the easement prior to site rezoning, platting and/or development, 
required for conveying QULT, including any maintenance access easement 
required, using Equation 5.

11. Determine ECITY, the City’s cost of conveyance easements based on a fair market analysis of the 
value of the easement prior to site rezoning, platting and/or development, 
required for conveying QULT, including any maintenance access easement 
required, using Equation 6.

12. Determine MAIN, the present value of conveyance maintenance costs, projected for a 50-year period 
based on expected maintenance activities, frequency, repair costs, equipment, 
fuel, personnel costs, etc. using an interest rate based on the prime interest rate at 
the time of calculation plus one percent.

13. Determine MDEV, the developer’s portion of the present value of conveyance maintenance costs 
using Equation 7.

CDEV = CREQ (Equation 1)

CCITY = CTOT - CDEV (Equation 2)

RDEV = CDEV/CTOT (Equation 3)

RCITY = CCITY/CTOT (Equation 4)

EDEV = EASE x RDEV (Equation 5)
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ECITY = EASE - EDEV (Equation 6)

MDEV = MAIN x RDEV (Equation 7)

Example Calculations

QDEV = 2,200 cfs
QULT = 3,000 cfs
CREQ = $2,500,000
CTOT = $2,700,000
CDEV = CREQ = $2,500,000
CCITY = $2,700,000 - $2,500,000 = $200,000
RDEV = $2,500,000/$2,700,000 = .93
RCITY = $200,000/$2,700,000 = .07
EASE = $500,000
EDEV = $500,000 x 0.93= $465,000
ECITY = $500,000 - $465,000 = $35,000
MAIN = $120,000
MDEV = $120,000 x 0.93= $111,600

Related Requirements

The developer/owner is responsible for the construction of the project.  Any mutually accepted change 
orders, occurring during construction, may be shared on the same proportional cost share basis, unless a 
different approach is agreed upon prior to the change order approval. The entire cost of any change 
orders, occurring during construction, that do not receive prior written approval from the City shall be the 
responsibility of the developer/owner.

A different calculation method may be determined by City Manager, at his discretion.  In the event that 
the developer/owner does not provide all the data required for the analysis of proportionality shares, then 
the developer/owner will be responsible for all improvement, easement, and future maintenance costs.  In 
this case, the developer/owner shall establish an association, with proper funding, to cover all future 
maintenance and repair costs.

If the City does not have the funds available for their portion of the improvement costs, then:

1. The developer/owner can proceed with the development project, covering all costs of the 
improvements.  The City will reimburse the developer/owner for the City’s proportional cost 
share within an agreed upon time frame after the final completion of the conveyance 
improvements and easement acquisition, or

2. The developer/owner must delay the development project until City funding is available to cover 
the City’s portion of the conveyance improvements and related easement cost.

The developer/owner shall provide the City with the developer’s share of the computed cost of 
maintenance (MDEV).  The City shall place the funds in an escrow account for future maintenance of the 
project.  The City shall be responsible for all future maintenance and repair activities.
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Condition 2 - Calculation Method for a Regional System Where Downstream Capacity Limitations
Control

This calculation method is based on the determination of runoff within the contributing watershed for 
existing conditions and ultimate conditions with the proposed development.  The method is also based on 
the capacity of the downstream receiving system at the point which the system limitation occurs.  This 
method only applies when the existing discharge (QEXIST) is greater than the allowed discharge 
(QALLOW) based on downstream system limitations.  In the event that the existing discharge is less than 
the allowed discharge, then the developer/owner shall be responsible for all improvement costs.

1. QALLOW, the discharge allowed for the downstream system based on capacity requirements or 
other limitations.

2. QEXIST, the existing discharge contributing to the downstream system prior to additional 
development or redevelopment.

3. Compute QULT, the total watershed discharge contributing to the downstream system, based on 
ultimate development in the watershed. 

4. Determine CTOT, the overall system improvement cost (channel, storm sewer, regional 
retention/detention, land acquisition) to meet identified system limitations and to satisfy all 
regulatory requirements with ultimate development using QULT.

5. Determine RDEV, the Developer's ratio share of improvement, easement and future maintenance
costs, using Equation 1.

6. Determine RCITY, the City's ratio share of improvement, easement and future maintenance costs, 
using Equation 2.

7. Determine CDEV, the Developer's share of costs, using Equation 3.
8. Determine CCITY, the City's share of costs, using Equation 4.
9. Determine EASE, the total cost of conveyance easements based on a fair market analysis of the 

value of the easement prior to site rezoning, platting and/or development, required for conveying 
QULT, including any maintenance access easement required.

10. Determine EDEV, the developer’s cost of conveyance easements based on a fair market analysis 
of the value of the easement prior to site rezoning, platting and/or development, required for 
conveying QULT, including any maintenance access easement required, using Equation 5.

11. Determine ECITY, the City’s cost of conveyance easements based on a fair market analysis of the 
value of the easement prior to site rezoning, platting and/or development, required for conveying 
QULT, including any maintenance access easement required, using Equation 6.

12. Determine MAIN, the present value of conveyance maintenance costs, projected for a 50-year 
period based on expected maintenance activities, frequency, repair costs, equipment, fuel, 
personnel costs, etc. using an interest rate based on the prime interest rate at the time of 
calculation plus one percent.

13. Determine MDEV, the developer’s portion of the present value of conveyance maintenance costs 
using Equation 7.

RDEV = (QULT – QEXIST)/(QULT – QALLOW)    (Equation 1)

RCITY = (QEXIST – QALLOW)/(QULT – QALLOW)    (Equation 2)

CDEV = CTOT * RDEV    (Equation 3)

CCITY = CTOT - CDEV    (Equation 4)

EDEV = EASE * RDEV    (Equation 5)
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ECITY = EASE - EDEV    (Equation 6)

MDEV = MAIN x RDEV    (Equation 7)

Example Calculations

QALLOW = 1,700 cfs 
QEXIST = 2,200 cfs
QULT = 3,000 cfs
CTOT = $1,000,000
RDEV = (3,000 – 2,200)/(3,000 – 1,700) = .62
RCITY = (2,200 – 1,700)/(3,000 – 1,700) = .38
CDEV = CTOT * RDEV = $2,700,000 *.62 = $620,000
CCITY = $1,000,000 - $620,000 = $380,000
EASE = $100,000
EDEV = $100,000 x 0.62= $62,000
ECITY = $100,000 - $62,000 = $38,000
MAIN = $120,000
MDEV = $120,000 x 0.62= $74,400

Related Requirements

The developer/owner portion of the funds shall be provided to the City.  The City shall be responsible for 
the bidding and acquisition for the project.  Any mutually accepted change orders, occurring during 
construction, shall be shared on the same proportional share basis, unless a different approach is agreed 
upon prior to the change order approval. 

A different calculation method may be determined by City Manager, at his discretion.  In the event that 
the developer/owner does not provide all the data required for the analysis of proportionality shares, then 
the developer/owner will be responsible for all improvement, easement, and future maintenance costs.  In 
this case, the developer/owner shall establish an association, with proper funding, to cover all future 
maintenance and repair costs.

If the City does not have the funds available for their portion of the improvement costs, then:

1. The developer/owner can proceed with the development project, covering all costs of the 
improvements.  The City will reimburse the developer/owner for the City’s proportional cost 
share within an agreed upon time frame after the final completion of the conveyance 
improvements and easement acquisition, or

2. The developer/owner must delay the development project until City funding is available to cover 
the City’s portion of the conveyance improvements and related easement cost.

The developer/owner shall provide the City with the developer’s share of the computed cost of 
maintenance (MDEV).  The City shall place the funds in an escrow account for future maintenance of the 
project.  The City shall be responsible for all future maintenance and repair activities.
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Condition 3 - Regional System Where Multiple Owners Participate In the Cost of Improvements

In the event that multiple property owners elect to construct regional system improvements (storm sewers, 
channels, retention/detention facilities), to satisfy City requirements that are unrelated to limited 
downstream capacity of the receiving system, than the property owners shall share in the entire cost of the 
improvements. The developers shall provide the City with the computed cost for all maintenance (MAIN 
as defined previously).  The City shall place the funds in an escrow account for future maintenance of the 
project.  The City shall be responsible for all future maintenance and repair activities.



































































































































































Agenda Memo

City of Carrollton

File Number: 1980

Agenda Date: 4/21/2015  Status: Work SessionVersion: 1

File Type: Work Session ItemIn Control: City Council

Agenda Number: 9.

CC MEETING: April 21, 2015

DATE: April 15, 2015

TO: Leonard Martin, City Manager

FROM: Krystle F. Nelinson, Management Analyst/City Secretary

Discuss A.W. Perry Homestead Museum Adjacent Property Use And Acquisition.

BACKGROUND:

The purpose of this item is to allow the City Council an opportunity to discuss property use and 

acquisition related to property adjacent to the A.W. Perry Homestead Museum. 
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Agenda Memo

City of Carrollton

File Number: 1966

Agenda Date: 4/21/2015  Status: PresentationsVersion: 1

File Type: PresentationIn Control: City Council

Agenda Number: 11.

CC MEETING: April 21, 2015

DATE: April 13, 2015

TO: Leonard Martin, City Manager

FROM: Krystle F. Nelinson, Management Analyst/City Secretary

Recognition Of Carrollton Community Chorus.
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Agenda Memo

City of Carrollton

File Number: 1978

Agenda Date: 4/21/2015  Status: Consent AgendaVersion: 1

File Type: MinutesIn Control: City Council

Agenda Number: *13.

CC MEETING: April 21, 2015

DATE April 15, 2015

TO: Leonard Martin, City Manager

FROM: Krystle F. Nelinson, Management Analyst/City Secretary

Consider Approval Of The April 7, 2015 Regular Meeting Minutes.

Page 1  City of Carrollton Printed on 4/16/2015



CARROLLTON CITY COUNCIL 

REGULAR WORKSESSION AND MEETING 

APRIL 7, 2015 

 

The City Council of the City of Carrollton, Texas convened in a Regular Worksession and 

Meeting on Tuesday, April 7, 2015 at 5:45 p.m. with the following members present; Mayor 

Matthew Marchant, Mayor Pro Tem Bob Garza, Deputy Mayor Pro Tem Anthony Wilder, 

Councilmembers Kevin Falconer, Doug Hrbacek, Lisa Sutter, Jeff Andonian and Steve Babick.  

Also present were City Manager Leonard Martin, Assistant City Managers Marc Guy, Bob Scott 

and Erin Rinehart, City Attorney Meredith A. Ladd and City Secretary Krystle Nelinson. 
 

5:45 P.M. – COUNCIL BRIEFING ROOM 

 

***PRE-MEETING *** 

 

Mayor Marchant called the meeting to order at 5:47 p.m. 

 

1. Receive information and discuss Consent Agenda. 

 

 

***REGULAR MEETING 7:00 PM*** 

 

Mayor Marchant called the Regular Meeting to order at 7:10 p.m.  

 

INVOCATION – Deputy Mayor Pro Tem Anthony Wilder 
 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE – Mayor Pro Tem Bob Garza 
 

PRESENTATIONS 
 

9.  Present Recognition Of The Texas Comptroller’s Platinum Leadership Circle Award 

For Financial Transparency. 

 

10.  Present A Proclamation Declaring April 6-11, 2015 As National Community 

Development Week. 

 

11.  Present A Proclamation Declaring April 7, 2015 As National Service Recognition 

Day. 

 

PUBLIC FORUM 
 

12. Hearing of any citizen/visitor on items not listed on the regular meeting agenda. 

Citizens wishing to address the Council regarding items on the posted agenda will be called 

to speak during the Council's consideration of such items. Citizens/visitors should complete 

an appearance card located on the table at the entrance to the City Council Chambers. Speakers 

must address their comments to the presiding officer rather than to individual Council members 

or staff; Stand at the podium, speak clearly into the microphone and state your name and address 

prior to beginning your remarks; Speakers will be allowed between 2 and 5 minutes for 

testimony; Speakers making personal, impertinent, profane or slanderous remarks may be 
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removed from the room; Unauthorized remarks from the audience, stamping of feet, whistles, 

yells and similar demonstrations will not be permitted; No placards, banners or signs will be 

permitted in the Chambers or in any other room in which the council is meeting. In accordance 

with the State Open Meetings Act, the City Council is restricted from discussing or taking action 

on items not listed on the agenda. Action can only be taken at a future meeting. 

 

Gerald Roehrig, 2306 Stonebrook Circle, recommended the Council adopt a resolution stating 

that the City would only respect United States laws, referred to HB 562 and explained his 

reasoning for the resolution. 

 

Lee Roehrig, 2306 Stonebrook Circle, reiterated the request to protect the U. S. Constitution and 

laws. 

 

David Yarbrough, 3202 Cutter Place, asked the Council to consider purchasing land next to the 

Perry Museum for the historical preservation of the whole area.  He offered assistance. 

 

Judy Scamardo, former Mayor Pro Tem, 1517 Northridge Drive, also encouraged the Council to 

consider the land referred to by Mr. Yarborough. 

 

Willie Rainwater, 2006 Southern Oaks, asked the Council to consider naming a street 

“Rainwater” to recognize the history of the Rainwater Family in the City.  He suggested that 

Jamestown be renamed to Rainwater and felt it would have minimal impact.  

 

Charles Rainwater, 2000 Knollwood Lane, also requested Jamestown Street be renamed to 

Rainwater and provided the history of the Rainwater Family. 

 

Ray Rainwater, 1636 Old Hickory Trail, DeSoto, stated the Rainwater Family has been in 

Carrollton since 1855 and requested a street be named Rainwater Street. 

 

Mayor Marchant thanked the Rainwater family for bring forward the request recognizing the 

history of their family and acknowledging the oversight. 

 

CONSENT AGENDA 

(*All items marked with a single asterisk are part of a Consent Agenda and require no 

deliberation by the Council. Each Council member has the prerogative of removing an item from 

this agenda so that it may be considered separately. Contracts and agreements are available in 

the City Secretary’s Office.) 

 

Mayor Marchant advised that Items 26 and 32 would be pulled from the Consent Agenda for 

separate vote. 

 

Councilmember Falconer moved approval of Items 12-25 and 27-31; second by 

Councilmember Andonian.  Deputy Mayor Pro Tem Wilder stated he is a big opponent of debt 

issuance; however since the voters approved the debt, it was the Council’s duty to be good 

stewards of the debt. He thanked Bob Scott and his team because part of the issuance on the 

agenda for approval was a refunding of debt to a lower interest rate and he stated it was in the 

best fiscal interest of the taxpayers of the City. The motion was approved with a unanimous 7-

0 vote. 
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MINUTES 

 

*13. Consider Approval Of The March 17, 2015 Regular Meeting Minutes. 

 

BIDS & PURCHASES 

 

*14. Consider Approval Of The Purchase And Construction Of A Pavilion At Jimmy 

Porter Park For The Parks Department From Play By Design In An Amount Not To Exceed 

$69,650.00. 

 

*15. Consider Approval Of Bid #15-022 For The Purchase Of Four Sand Spreaders To 

Warren Truck & Trailer In An Amount Not To Exceed $63,920.00. 

 

*16. Consider Approval For The Purchase Of Motor Fuel Through An Interlocal 

Agreement And A Tarrant County Bid Renewal In An Amount Not To Exceed 

$1,253,615.00. 

 

*17. Consider Approval Of The Purchase Of HVAC Replacement For Facility Services 

From Trane In An Amount Not To Exceed $46,440.00. 

 

*18. Consider Approval To Renew The Contract For Janitorial Services To CTJ 

Maintenance, Inc In An Annual Amount Not To Exceed $367,140.00. 

 

*19. Consider Approval Of The Replacement Of One (1) Service Truck From Southwest 

International Through An Inter-Local Agreement With BuyBoard In An Amount Not To 

Exceed $69,181.20. 

 

*20. Consider Approval Of The Purchase Of Fourteen (14) Trucks For Various City 

Departments From Caldwell Country Through An Inter-Local Agreement With BuyBoard 

In An Amount Not To Exceed $355,297.43. 

 

*21. Consider Approval Of Bid # 15-007 For Fertilizer For The Parks Maintenance 

Department From Various Vendors In An Amount Not To Exceed $75,000.00. 

 

*22. Consider Approval For The Purchase Of One Shade Structure For Rosemeade Dog 

Park Through An Inter-Local Agreement With BuyBoard In An Amount Not To Exceed 

$19,838.00. 

 

*23. Consider Approval Of The Purchase Of A Restroom/Concession Facility At Thomas 

Baseball Complex In An Amount Not To Exceed $208,000.00. 

 

CONTRACTS & AGREEMENTS 

 

*24. Consider Authorizing The City Manager To Approve Change Order #1 With RKM 

Utility Services, Inc. To Connect Cheyenne Drive With Damsel Caitlyn Drive In Castle 

Hills As Part Of The Streets 2014 (Neighborhood Project #2) Reconstruction Project In An 

Amount Of $86,347.00 For A Revised Contract Amount of $3,614,682.00. 
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*25. Consider Authorizing The City Manager To Approve Change Order #2 With SYB 

Construction Company For Additional Pavement And Driveway Replacement Throughout 

The Carrollton Downs Alley And Sanitary Sewer Line Replacement Project In An Amount 

Of $54,523.30 For A Revised Contract Amount Of $2,177,159.30. 

 

ORDINANCE 

 

*26. Consider An Ordinance Amending Title XI, Chapter 116, “Restaurants And Food 

Establishments”, To Allow Dogs On Food Establishment Patios, And Title III, Chapter 31, 

“Comprehensive Fee Ordinance”, Of The Carrollton Code Of Ordinances. 

 

*27. Consider An Ordinance Amending Title XIII, Chapter 133, “Parks And 

Recreation,” Of The Carrollton Code Of Ordinances Regarding General Policies And 

Guidelines. 

 

*28. Consider An Ordinance Adopting The North Central Texas Council Of 

Governments’ Regional Transportation Council’s Revised Clean Fleet Vehicle Policy. 

 

*29. Consider All Matters Incident And Related To The Issuance And Sale Of “City Of 

Carrollton, Texas, General Obligation Improvement And Refunding Bonds, Series 2015”, 

Including The Adoption Of An Ordinance Authorizing The Issuance Of Such Bonds, 

Establishing Parameters For The Sale And Issuance Of Such Bonds And Delegating 

Certain Matters To Authorized Representatives Of The City. 

 

RESOLUTIONS 

 

*30. Consider A Resolution Authorizing The City Manager To Enter Into A Contract 

With Grant Thornton LLP For Independent Auditing Services In An Amount Not to Exceed 

$107,197.00. 

 

*31. Consider A Resolution Authorizing The City Manager To Execute A Contract With 

KBA EnviroScience, Ltd. For The Installation And Sampling Of Permanent Groundwater 

Monitoring Wells At 1309 South Broadway In An Amount Not To Exceed $13,750.00. 

 

CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS PULLED FOR SEPARATE CONSIDERATION. 

 

*26. Consider An Ordinance Amending Title XI, Chapter 116, “Restaurants And Food 

Establishments”, To Allow Dogs On Food Establishment Patios, And Title III, Chapter 31, 

“Comprehensive Fee Ordinance”, Of The Carrollton Code Of Ordinances. 

 

Mayor Marchant introduced the item that would allow dogs on exterior patios. 

 

Councilmember Sutter moved that dogs be allowed in food establishments only in the TOD 

area. She voiced her opinion stating that it makes sense to try the new concept of allowing dogs 

on patios of food establishments in the TOD area because of the urban nature of the area.  The 

motion was seconded by Councilmember Andonian.  He supported trying the concept before 

making it a city-wide option.  Councilmember Babick spoke in favor of allowing dogs on patios 
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on a city-wide basis as published on the agenda.  Councilmember Babick made a substitute 

motion to approve it as stated across the City; second by Councilmember Falconer.  A lengthy 

discussion was held regarding various issues surrounding the proposed motions and allowing 

dogs in food establishment patios.  

 

Mayor Marchant called the vote on the substitute motion to allow it city-wide and the motion 

failed with Councilmembers Hrbacek, Falconer and Babick in favor and Councilmembers Sutter, 

Wilder, Andonian and Garza opposed. 

 

Mayor Marchant called the vote on the original motion to allow it only in the TOD 

Districts.  Councilmember Hrbacek stated he would vote against the motion stressing that it 

doesn’t mean that he doesn’t want dogs in restaurants in the Transit center.  The motion was 

approved with a 6-1 vote, Councilmember Hrbacek opposed. 
 

 

PUBLIC HEARING  

 

*32. Hold A Public Hearing And Consider An Ordinance To Repeal And Re-Establish 

Special Use Permit 293 To Allow For An Increase In Height For An Existing Antenna 

Support Structure With Special Conditions; Amending Accordingly The Official Zoning 

Map. The Approximately 3.7-Acre Tract Is Located At 3065 North Josey Lane And Is 

Currently Zoned For The (LR-2) Local Retail District. Case No. 02-15SUP1 AT&T Cell 

Tower/Clinton Earnhart/SBA Communications. Case Coordinator: Christopher Barton. 

 

Christopher Barton, Chief Planner, stated the request was to replace an existing SUP for a 

cellular antenna monopole located at the southwest corner of Josey Lane and Frankford Road. 

The request would increase the height of the existing pole approximately 20 ft to allow the 

applicant to add additional carriers.  Without the additional height, another antenna would be 

requested. He described enhanced landscaping that would occur.  Staff received no comments 

from the public and he advised that the Planning Commission recommended unanimously in 

favor of the request. 

 

Peter Kavanagh, 1620 Handley, Suite A, Dallas, representing Verizon Wireless advised that the 

antenna currently belongs to Sprint and explained that Verizon was requesting the 20 ft extension 

which would allow Verizon Wireless to be at the top of the pole and AT&T would be between 

Verizon and Sprint.  He explained where the equipment would be placed and explained that there 

would a total of three tiers of antenna like the one that was existing.  He explained that allowing 

the T arms would allow for more carriers and more antennas in a lower profile.  He guessed that 

flush mount antennas would require a 100 ft pole.  Discussion was held about various types of 

antenna, locations and the need to get more data through to address customer need.  Mayor 

Marchant felt the pole was detrimental to the view and the corridor and discussion was held with 

regard to aesthetics and alternative structures.  Mr. Cavanaugh stated he does not see fewer or 

shorter poles in the future.  He stated they would be agreeable to a six week continuation to 

allow them time to review options. 

 

Councilmember Falconer moved to continue the case to May 19; second by 

Councilmember Babick. 

 



REGULAR MEETING AND WORKSESSION MINUTES – APRIL 7, 2015  PAGE 6 

Mayor Marchant announced that Councilmember Hrbacek removed himself from the meeting 

due to a conflict of interest as soon as it became apparent that Verizon was a party to the request. 

 

The motion was approved with a 6-0 vote, Councilmember Hrbacek abstained. 

 

Councilmember Hrbacek returned to the dais. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING - INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION 

 

33. Hold A Public Hearing And Consider An Ordinance To Rezone To Establish A 

Special Use Permit For A Child Daycare Center With Special Conditions On An 

Approximately 4.5-Acre Tract Located At 2760 East Trinity Mills Road; Amending 

Accordingly The Official Zoning Map. Case No. 01-15SUP1 University Kids/Tekisha Scott. 

Case Coordinator: Christopher Barton. 

 

Mr. Barton began the presentation with photographs of the location.  He stated that initially the 

staff recommended denial was based on the historic practice of the City showing a clear 

preference for a natural turf play area and in this case, the applicant was proposing to use 

artificial turf at the rear of the facility for the play area.  He noted that there was no State 

requirement for natural turf.  The Planning Commission continued the case to allow the applicant 

to provide more information about the proposed play area.  He advised that the applicant 

returned with a well organized and detailed proposal including a drawing showing how the area 

could be fenced and protected with steel bollards.  At the second public hearing on the case, the 

Planning Commission recommended in favor of the case.  He also advised that staff had not 

received any public opposition to the request.  He stated that although staff recommended denial 

in the beginning, they probably would not have made that recommendation had they had the 

information now available.   

 

Tekisha Scott, applicant, stated that with her background in education she proposed to provide 

quality daycare and prep the children to be on or above grade level.  She requested that the hours 

of operation be 6:00 am to 12:00 midnight. 

 

Mr. Barton explained that the hours of operation in the case report were in accordance with the 

applicant’s initial request and stated staff had no opposition to the requested change. 

 

With regard to the distance between the bollards, Ms. Scott stated she would be happy to adjust 

the distance as Council desired. 

 

Mayor Marchant opened the public hearing.  He noted that Elsie Thurman, 9406 Biscayne Blvd., 

Dallas, and Donal Thompson, 1419 US Hwy 67 North, Cedar Hill, submitted a card in favor but 

did not wish to speak.  He invited speakers to the podium and being none, he closed the public 

hearing. 

 

Councilmember Sutter moved approval of Item 33 with the stipulation of having guard 

rails rather than bollards and that the hours of operation be from 6:00 a.m. to 12:00 

midnight; second by Mayor Pro Tem Garza and the motion was approved with a 

unanimous 7-0 vote. 
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34. Hold A Public Hearing And Consider An Ordinance To Establish A Special Use 

Permit To Allow A Used Car Dealer With Special Conditions On An Approximately 1.3-

Acre Tract Located At 2399 Midway Road; Amending Accordingly The Official Zoning 

Map. Case No. 03-155UP2 Texas Carz/Salah Nimer. Case Coordinator: Christopher 

Barton. 

 

Mr. Barton presented the case noting it was initially denied by the City Council in September 

2014; however the City Council granted a waiver to the “one-year rule,” allowing the applicant 

to resubmit an application for reconsideration.  On March 5, 2015 the Planning & Zoning 

Commission recommended approval with staff stipulations with a 7-2 vote.  He reported there 

was no public opposition to the request.  Staff added a stipulation that the driveway at Midway 

Road be removed based on the driveway spacing requirements. 

 

Salah Nimer, applicant, began the presentation with a history of the business stating that it went 

from a one man operation in 2008 to a team of nine employees in 2015.  He talked about the 

measures they took to address traffic flow concerns.  Further, they would be willing to remove 

the driveway as stipulated by staff although they feel it may impact the business.  He provided 

before and after photographs of the site.  He stated there would not be any wrecked cars in the 

parking lot and requested approval. 

 

Mayor Marchant opened the public hearing and invited speakers to the podium.  There being no 

speakers, he closed the public hearing. 

 

Deputy Mayor Pro Tem Wilder asked if he intended to use the parking lot for overnight storage.  

Mr. Nimer replied that it was the idea because there was not enough space on the inside.  He 

added that he intends to park about half of the number of vehicles as he formerly parked.  Mr. 

Barton clarified that the proposal would allow overnight storage.  Mr. Nimer advised that they 

added lighting when they purchased the building so the parking lot would be well lit and there 

were cameras on the parking lot for security purposes.  Further, he added that the entrance to the 

dealership was chained on both sides.  The hours of operation were 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.  In 

response to Councilmember Falconer, Mr. Nimer stated there were about 65 parking spaces and 

they park approximately 35 vehicles; a maximum of 40.  He stated he would be okay with a 

stipulation on the maximum number allowed.  He also stated that only one of the dock doors was 

active and as the budget allows, he would consider changing the façade of the other dock doors. 

 

Councilmember Andonian asked the applicant if he would be willing to bring the outdoor 

lighting into compliance with City Code and Mr. Nimer replied affirmatively. 

 

Councilmember Babick moved approval of the case, Item 34 with an added stipulation 

allowing for a maximum of 45 vehicles for overnight storage subject to stipulation for 

lighting in accordance with City Code; second by Sutter.  Deputy Mayor Pro Tem Wilder 

asked that the motion be amended to add a stipulation that the three garage bay doors to 

the left would be changed to the transparent paneling that was discussed.  Councilmember 

Babick agreed to the amendment and Councilmember Sutter agreed to second.  Discussion 

about the time frame to make the garage bay door replacement and Mr. Nimer agreed that 90 

days should be okay.  Discussion was held with regard to adding a stipulation to increase the 

landscaping and Councilmember Falconer suggested five to seven ornamental trees.  

Councilmember Babick voiced his agreement to amend the motion to include the additional 
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landscaping stipulation as did Councilmember Sutter.  The motion was approved with a 

unanimous 7-0 vote. 

 

35. Hold A Public Hearing And Consider An Ordinance To Rezone To Amend Planned 

Development District 124 To Remove An Approximately 36 Acre Tract And To Establish 

A New Planned Development District For The (MF-18) Multi-Family Residential, (O-2) 

Office And (LR-2) Local Retail Districts With Modified Development Standards. The 

Subject Tract Is Located On The South Side Of Hebron Parkway Between Huffines 

Boulevard And SH 121/Sam Rayburn Tollway. Case No. 03-15Z2 The 

Collection/Dimension Group. Case Coordinator: Christopher Barton. 

 

Mr. Barton presented the case and specifically noted the requirement that all driveways have a 

minimum of 75 ft internal storage which staff felt was a little onerous noting that it was not a 

standard that was applied anywhere else in the City.  He also referred to the requirement that 

40% of the façade be windows noting the problems it created and offered the stipulation that 

would allow up to half of the 40% to be fake or false windows meaning from the street, it would 

still look like a window for the architectural interest but would not function like a window. 

Lastly staff recommended deleting the requirement that front doors be recessed into the side of 

the building by a minimum of 5 ft.  He further noted that staff deleted redundancies in the PD 

regulations where requirements were found in other parts of the ordinance or the City Code.  He 

advised that notice was sent to all property owners as required and one card was returned by a 

property owner across the street to the north however the objection was for a different case.   

 

Mayor Marchant opened the public hearing inviting speakers to the podium.  There being no 

speakers, he closed the public hearing. 

 

Councilmember Babick moved approval of Item 35 as presented; second by 

Councilmember Falconer. 

 

Councilmember Sutter asked the applicant to address the fake or false window design.  The 

applicant stated the main windows would consist of the drive through window and the transit 

window located directly above and the remaining 20% would be the false windows.  He stated 

anything more than 20% would be false glazing.  Councilmember Sutter voiced a desire to 

reduce the requirement to 20%.  Mr. Barton stated staff had no objection to the reduction to 20%. 

 

Councilmember Babick agreed to amend his motion to reduce the glass requirement to 

20% including the change in B2 design standard to strike the italicized portion regarding 

faux windows and Councilmember Falconer voiced agreement as well.  The motion was 

approved with a unanimous 7-0 vote. 

 

36. Hold A Public Hearing And Consider A Resolution For An Amendment To The 

Comprehensive Plan And The Future Land Use Map To Change An Approximately 3.4-

Acre Site From Single-Family Residential Detached To Single-Family Residential Attached 

Uses Located In The Vicinity Of The Southwest Corner Of Frankford Road And McCoy 

Road. Case No. 03-15MD1 McCoy Villas Comprehensive Plan Amendment/Harlan 

Properties, Inc. Case Coordinator: Michael McCauley. 
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37. Hold A Public Hearing And Consider An Ordinance Amending PD-63 Changing The 

Zoning Of A Certain Tract From The (SF-12/20) Single-Family Residential District To The 

(SF-TH) Single-Family Townhouse Residential District With Special Development 

Standards; Amending Accordingly The Official Zoning Map. The Approximately 3.4-Acre 

Tract Is Located In The Vicinity Of The Southwest Corner Of Frankford Road And 

McCoy Road. Case No. 10-14Z3 McCoy Villas/Harlan Properties, Inc. Case Coordinator: 

Michael McCauley. 

 

Mayor Marchant advised that Items 36 and 37 would be heard simultaneously.   

 

Michael McCauley, Senior Planner, stated the applicant would like to construct a single family 

townhouse development on the subject site consisting of 36 lots, one of which would be for the 

detention area.  The applicant was requesting to amend the PD to allow the base zoning to 

change from Single Family 12/20 Residential to Single Family Townhouse Residential with 

modified development standards.  The applicant requested a minimum lot of 2500 sq ft rather 

than 3500 sq ft; lot coverage to increase from 45% to 70%; minimum lot width to decrease from 

35 ft to 25 ft; front entry garage; no alley; and as part of the plat application, staff would require 

a relocation of the ingress/egress easement off of McCoy Road as well as relocation of the utility 

easement.  Staff recommended that the easement be on the north side of the development to 

relieve congestion from Joy Drive.  He referred to a revised zoning exhibit where Rainwater 

Court (formerly Joy Drive) would have visitors parking on the west end of the cul-d-sac as well 

as on the northwestern part of the site.  Mr. McCauley provided photos of the Shoal Creek 

development to illustrate the product proposed by the developer and other townhouse 

developments with smaller lots most of which included alleys.  He reported receiving four 

comment cards in opposition to the request and one in support of the request.  Lastly he advised 

that the Planning Commission recommended approval of the request with stipulations. 

 

Jim Dewy, JDJR Engineering, 2500 Texas Drive, Irving, stated he represented Harlan Properties 

and Sumeer Homes.  He advised that Sumeer Homes had been building homes in the DFW 

market for 30 years.  He stated the proposed townhouses would average $250,000 and some 

would be around $300,000.  He stated the project would replace the driveway with a public 

street.  He read a couple of excerpts from the traffic study as well as the conclusion and stated he 

did not feel there would be a problem.  He addressed each of the elements to consider listed in 

the staff report and specifically stated that based on the traffic study, they feel that staff’s 

requirement for a separate easement and driveway (second point of access) was completely 

unnecessary.  He stated the applicant was not providing a transitional buffer because it was not 

required in the Code and further felt there was no point in constructing a buffer next to an alley. 

He explained why the developer felt front entry homes were a better product.  He advised that 

the developer met with the HOA to the south who stated they did not want the developer to use 

the alley and was another reason why the developer proposed no alleys. 

 

Mayor Marchant noted the combination of skinnier lots and no alley and stated an issue of 

concern was where the utilities would be placed.  Mr. Dewy used a picture of Shoal Creek in 

Garland stating it was the exact product with the same amount of green space and setback that 

was proposed and there would be no issue with utility placement.  He stated the gas meter was 

usually placed next to the unit and hidden by shrubs.  With regard to trash cans, he stated the 

cans would not be allowed to anywhere in the front area and would have to be stored out of site. 

Also, there would be a stipulation that vehicles must be parked in the garage.  With regard to 
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guest parking, he stated there were nine spaces available on the street and there would also be 10 

off-street parking spaces at the end of the cul-d-sac.  Councilmember Falconer stated he felt 

townhomes was an appropriate choice for the area and had an inherent disagreement on front 

entry versus alley.  He noted although Palisades HOA did not want to share the alley, it was a 

public alley available for use and the second alley would be single loaded and would not need to 

be as wide. He voiced his preference for the rear entry and felt the developer could have the 

same buildable area for the neighborhood.  He felt the rear entry product was more sustainable 

than front entry and suggested a possible further reduction in setbacks to accommodate the 

alleys. 

 

Mayor Marchant opened the public hearing. 

 

The following individuals submitted a card in opposition but did not wish to speak: 

Raye Achilli, 1602 Mission Ridge Trail, Carrollton 

J Watson, PO Box 111265, Carrollton 

 

The following individuals submitted a card in support but did not wish to speak: 

Cliff Erickson, 1737 Delaford Drive, Carrollton 

Stephanie Johnson, 1100 Magnolia Dr., Carrollton 

Kathy Joiner, 3257 Northview Dr., Carrollton 

Sean Flynn, 1734 Bluffview Dr., Carrollton 

Lori Vriend, 1366 Dogwood Trail, Lewisville 

Jan Erickson, 1737 Delaford Dr., Carrollton 

MaryRose Anderson, 4636 N. Josey #1926, Carrollton 

Steve & Lyn Hau, 3617 Field Stone, Carrollton 

Steve and Julie Walker, 6423 Garlinghouse, Dallas 

Joe & Ellie Wakeman, 2109 Pueblo Dr., Carrollton 

Heather Erickson, 1737 Delaford Dr., Carrollton (36 only) 

Ana and Dan Belville, 3813 Branch Hollow Circle, Carrollton 

 

The following individuals spoke in support of the request: 

Coby & Shari Sparks, 2357 Highlands Creek Rd, Carrollton 

David Johnson, 1100 Magnolia Drive, Carrollton 

Gabe & Frances Cruz, 2909 Panorama Drive, Carrollton 

Randall Chrisman, 1501 Broken Bow Trail, Carrollton 

Mark Mohrweis, 1533 Brighton Dr, Carrollton 

Marcia Seebachan, 2019 Stefani Court, Carrollton 

Gene Burks, 3704 Standridge, Carrollton 

 

Tracey Ramsey, 2927 Miarwood, Carrollton, did not speak opposed or in support but voiced 

concern about school traffic and the traffic study results. 

 

There being no other speakers, Mayor Marchant closed the public hearing. 

 

Councilmember Hrbacek stated he was concerned about traffic congestion.  He stated he would 

have like to hear more about the product and felt a rear entry development would be better.  He 

suggested that the item be tabled to the May 5
th

 meeting. 
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Councilmember Hrbacek moved to continue the case to the May 5, 2015 meeting; second 

by Councilmember Falconer. 

 

Mr. Dewy stated he clearly understands what Councilmember Falconer proposed including 

reduction of setbacks and felt it showed a willingness on the part of the Council to make the 

development work.  However, the developer has constructed the product in other areas and did 

not want to change to a rear entry product. 

 

Councilmember Babick asked if there was a way to put the necessary utilities at the back of the 

houses along the church property.  Mr. Dewy stated they would be willing to dedicate easements 

to put the utilities at the back (north) of the property and voiced concern with Oncor.  He stated 

that he understood the concern about the utilities, but didn’t feel it would be a problem but there 

would be utility boxes in the front of the homes. 

 

Councilmember Sutter supported the front entry design and felt there would be fewer vehicles on 

the street with the front entry product and referred to the tenured development on Keller Springs 

Road. 

 

Councilmember Andonian voiced concern with not having a valid drawing of what the product 

would look like and Mr. Dewy referred to the photographs of Shoal Creek and stated it would be 

essentially the same. 

 

Councilmember Falconer talked about the safety of children walking on the sidewalk to get to 

the school with vehicles backing out of the drive and felt that was another reason for the product 

to be a rear entry product.  He voiced concern about the sustainability of the neighborhood as a 

front entry product. 

 

Mayor Pro Tem Garza felt it would be a quality product due to the expected price range and 

noted there would be traffic concern and congested. 

 

Mayor Marchant voiced an idea that would involve a little bit of rear entry product.  He felt that 

both sides being front entry with the skinny lots means a lot of pavement.  He suggested that the 

southern side of the site would be rear entry using the existing alley with a 20 ft front building 

setback to capture green space in the back yards along with the restrictions requiring vehicles to 

be parked in the garage as well as storage of the trash cans. 

 

There being no further discussion, Mayor Marchant called the question.  The motion to 

continue the case to May 5 was approved with a 4-3 vote, Councilmembers Wilder, Sutter 

and Babick opposed. 

 

Mayor Marchant provided direction to staff to look at alternatives to address the front entry and 

utility issues as well as obtain a rendering of the product. 

 

Mayor Marchant adjourned the Regular Session at 10:50 p.m. to convene in Worksession and 

Executive Session. 
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***EXECUTIVE SESSION*** 

 

2. Council convened in Executive Session at 10:58 p.m. pursuant to Texas Government 

Code: 

• Section 551.071 for private consultation with the City Attorney to seek legal advice 

with respect to pending and contemplated litigation and including all matters on this 

agenda to which the City Attorney has a duty under the Texas Rules of Discipline and 

Professional conduct regarding confidential communication with the City Council.  

• Hamrla, et al v. City 

• Camelot Landfill Application 
 

Council recessed the Executive Session and reconvened in open session at 11:06 p.m. to 

convene the Worksession. 

 

***WORKSESSION*** 

 

Mayor Marchant called the Worksession to order at 11:09 p.m. 

 

4.  Discuss New Police Headquarters Facility. 

 

Cesar Molina, City Engineer, introduced the team that had been working on the design of the 

facility; Andrew Combs, Phil Calson, and Chief Rex Redden.  He stated they were ready to 

move to the formal final design phase.  Mr. Combs reminded the Council that the three primary 

items of consideration were space, safety and the third had to do with physical deterioration.  He 

referred to various challenges and the cross section of employees from the Police Department.  

Mr. Calson stated the plan was to totally gut part of the existing building, completely renovate 

the interior and systems, and talked about the design of the building as well as the parking and 

entry to the facility.  With regard to previous discussion about using Jamestown for parking, Mr. 

Combs stated that they were able to meet Code and satisfy police vehicles on site, but the intent 

was to erect a fence around the parking on Jamestown with Oncor’s approval.  Mr. Calson used a 

color coded plan to describe the various aspects of the facility and talked about circulation.  He 

reviewed a rendering of the concept of the design and elevation of the building. Lastly he talked 

about the desire to get the Construction Manager At Risk on board to get further input on 

construction costs.  Mr. Combs stated that with Council’s direction to proceed, they would move 

forward with the plan as the basis for design and with bringing the CMAR on board.  Chief 

Redden voiced his feeling that the department was in good shape with what was inside the 

building.  The thing he’d like to see was a covered area for the officers as they gather all of their 

things and check equipment and vehicle.  He stated they were working on that.  Another thing 

was some sort of secured parking for the people working during the dark hours.  Mayor 

Marchant noted a consensus to move forward. 

 

5.  Discuss The Solid Waste RFP Committee’s Recommendations. 

 

Lon Fairless, IT Director, stated the Committee has reviewed the responses to the Solid Waste 

RFP.  Mayor Marchant went through each recommendation and requested feedback from 

Council: ask for best and final on both weekly and biweekly recycling pickup; and agreed with 

remaining recommendations. Mr. Fairless explained that the item would be brought back to 

Council as soon as the responses were provided, probably within the next month. 
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6.  Discuss Update On Landfill Expansion Process. 

 

Mayor Marchant stated the update would be provided at the next meeting. 

 

7.  Discuss Request To Name A Street After The Rainwater Family. 

 

Leonard Martin advised that he spoke with the Rainwater Family members about naming 

changing Joy Drive to Rainwater Court, but the Family stated they would really prefer renaming 

Jamestown to Rainwater because of the history of the family working in the area.  The history of 

the Jamestown name was unknown and no objections were raised about the change. 

 

8.  Mayor and Council reports and information sharing. 

 

This item was not discussed. 

 

Mayor Marchant adjourned the Worksession at 12:32 a.m. to convene in Executive Session. 

 

***EXECUTIVE SESSION*** 

 

2. Council reconvened in Executive Session at 12:32 a.m. pursuant to Texas Government 

Code: 

• Section 551.071 for private consultation with the City Attorney to seek legal advice 

with respect to pending and contemplated litigation and including all matters on this 

agenda to which the City Attorney has a duty under the Texas Rules of Discipline and 

Professional conduct regarding confidential communication with the City Council.  

• Hamrla, et al v. City 

• Camelot Landfill Application 
 

3.  Council reconvened in open session at 1:23 a.m. to consider action, if any, on matters 

discussed in the Executive Session.  No action taken. 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

Mayor Marchant adjourned the meeting at 1:23 a.m.  

 

 

ATTEST: 
 

 

_________________________________  _________________________________ 

Krystle Nelinson, City Secretary   Matthew Marchant, Mayor 



Agenda Memo

City of Carrollton

File Number: 1977

Agenda Date: 4/21/2015  Status: Consent AgendaVersion: 1

File Type: Bid/PurchasesIn Control: City Council

Agenda Number: *14.

CC MEETING: April 21, 2015

DATE: April 15, 2015

TO: Leonard Martin, City Manager

FROM: Kim Bybee, Athletics Manager, and Scott Whitaker, Parks and Recreation 

Director

Consider Approval Of The Purchase Of Court Resurfacing In An Amount Not To Exceed 

$30,150.00.

BACKGROUND:

This project is part of the Park Amenities Fund, which was approved by council for the 

FY2014-15 budget. Courts and other park amenities were evaluated using set criteria to 

determine current conditions and to aid staff in prioritization of projects. Each amenity was 

given a grade and a preliminary list of projects was presented to council for completion in 2015 

using the initial funds provided. The following courts were considered to be in bad condition 

and given grades of F and D-; Thomas Tennis Courts (F), Rhoton Tennis Courts (F), Mill 

Valley Tennis Court (D-), and Keller Springs Basketball Court (D-). Courts at all four locations 

needed to be repaired and resurfaced.

Quotes were requested from the following vendors:

American Tennis Courts (HUB Vendor) - $37,800.00

Dobbs Tennis Courts - $30,150.00

Game Court Services (HUB Vendor) - No Quote

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

The court resurfacing will be funded using Park Amenity Funds out of the following account.

ACCTG UNIT ACCOUNT BUDGET AMOUNT

854360 115370399 $30,150.00

STAFF RECOMMENDATION/ACTION DESIRED:

Based on the outcome of the report card process and approval of the park amenity projects 
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presented to City Council in December 2014, staff made the assumption that the court 

resurfacing project was approved and therefore the low bidder was selected and the work has 

begun. In the future, staff will adhere to the Council policy to seek approval of all projects over 

$25,000 prior to selecting a vendor and beginning work. Staff recommends Council approve the 

project with Dobbs Tennis Courts in an amount not to exceed $30,150.00.
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Agenda Memo

City of Carrollton

File Number: 1967

Agenda Date: 4/21/2015  Status: Consent AgendaVersion: 1

File Type: 

Contracts/Agreements

In Control: City Council

Agenda Number: *15.

CC MEETING: April 21, 2015

DATE April 15, 2015

TO: Leonard Martin, City Manager

FROM: Robert Kopp, Director of Public Works

Consider Authorizing The City Manager To Approve A Project Specific Agreement (PSA) 

With Dallas County Road And Bridge District #4 For A Street Mill And Overlay Of The 

1000 Through 1200 Blocks Of West Alan Avenue And The 1000 Through 1200 Blocks Of 

West Russell Avenue In An Amount Not To Exceed $105,757.52.

BACKGROUND:

Under an existing Master Interlocal Agreement, the Dallas County Public Works Department 

provides road and bridge maintenance and repair on “Type E” roadways situated within the city 

of Carrollton. This has proven to be an economical arrangement when compared to the costs for 

a private contractor.

This proposed project will resurface the 1000 through 1200 blocks of West Alan Avenue and 

the 1000 through 1200 blocks of West Russell Avenue. Traffic control is provided for in the 

agreement by Dallas County and the city will provide message boards as necessary to notify the 

public.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

Dallas County Public Works estimates the project cost to be $105,757.52. Since this street 

classification does not include financial participation by Dallas County, the city of Carrollton 

will fund 100% of the costs. Funding is available from Account Unit 854460, Account 68210, 

Activity 114380499 bond revenue.

IMPACT ON COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY:

· Sustaining quality of life - Infrastructure improvements should enhance the overall 

appearance of the neighborhood, thereby encouraging residents to invest in the upkeep of 

properties in the neighborhood.

· Sustaining day-to-day operations - Dallas County’s lower costs make this a beneficial 

arrangement for the city.  Also, the repair of substandard street pavement will reduce the 
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need for non-scheduled repairs and will extend the life of the street before reconstruction.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION/ACTION DESIRED:

Staff recommends authorizing the City Manager to execute a Project Specific Agreement (PSA) 

with Dallas County to perform an asphalt overlay for the 1000 through 1200 blocks of West 

Alan Avenue and the 1000 through 1200 blocks of West Russell Avenue, in an amount not to 

exceed $105,757.52. 
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PROJECT SPECIFIC AGREEMENT 

Re: W. Alan and W. Russell 
 

PURSUANT TO MASTER ROAD & BRIDGE 
INTERLOCAL MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN DALLAS COUNTY AND CITY OF 

CARROLLTON, TEXAS 
 

This Project Specific Agreement, (hereinafter “PSA”), supplemental to the Master Interlocal 
Agreement, is made by and between Dallas County, Texas (hereinafter “County”) and the City of 
Carrollton, Texas (hereinafter “City”), acting by and through their duly authorized representatives 
and officials, for the purpose of transportation-related maintenance, repairs and improvements to be 
undertaken on public roadway in the City of Carrolton, Texas (“Project”). 

 

WHEREAS, Chapter 791 of the Texas Government Code and Chapter 251 of the Texas 
Transportation Code provides authorization for local governments to contract amongst themselves 
for the performance of governmental functions and services; 

WHEREAS, on or about August, 14, 2012, County and City entered into a Master Interlocal 
Agreement (“Agreement”), whereby County agreed to provide road and bridge maintenance and 
repair on “Type E” roadways, situated within the territorial limits and jurisdiction of City, such 
maintenance to be fully funded and paid for at City’s costs and expense; and  

WHEREAS, City now desires County to perform such maintenance and repairs, consisting 
of asphalt overlays in the 1000 through 1200 blocks of W. Alan; and 1000 through 1200 blocks of 
W. Russell, all public roadways situated in the City of Carrolton, Texas, as more fully described on 
Attachment “A”; 

NOW THEREFORE THIS PSA is made by and entered into by County and City, for the 
mutual consideration stated herein. 

Witnesseth 
 

Article I  
Project Specific Agreement 

This PSA is specifically intended to identify a Project authorized under the Master 
Agreement.  This document sets forth the rights and responsibilities pertaining to each party hereto, 
and is additional and supplemental to the Master Agreement, and all amendments and supplements 
thereto, which are incorporated herein. All terms of the Master Agreement remain in full force and 
effect, except as modified herein.  In the event of any conflict between the Master Agreement and 
this PSA, this PSA shall control. 

 
 

Article II 
Incorporated Documents 

This PSA incorporates, as if fully reproduced herein word for word and number for number, 
the following items: 
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1.  Master Agreement authorized by County Commissioners Court Order. 2012- 1318, 
 dated August, 14, 2012, and additions thereto as incorporated herein, 

2.  The Construction Estimate (Attachment “A”), and 
3. Map/Diagram of the Proposed Work Site (Attachment “B”). 
  

Article III 
Term of Agreement 

This PSA becomes effective when signed by the last party whose signature makes the 
agreement fully executed and shall terminate upon the completion and acceptance of the Project by 
City or upon the terms and conditions in the Master Agreement. 
 

Article IV 
Project Description 

This PSA is entered into by the parties for repair, maintenance and improvements conducted 
on “Type E” public roadways within the City of Carrollton, Texas.  The Project shall consist of 
asphalt overlays in the 1000 through 1200 blocks of W. Alan; and 1000 through 1200 blocks of W. 
Russell, in the City of Carrollton, Texas, (hereinafter “Project”), and as more fully described in 
Attachments “A” and “B”.  The Project is authorized by the aforementioned Master Agreement, with 
the parties’ obligations and responsibilities governed thereby, as well as by the terms and provisions 
of this PSA.  The Project will facilitate the safe and orderly movement of public transportation to 
benefit both the City and County.  The City has and hereby does give its approval for expenditure of 
County funds for the construction, improvement, maintenance, or repair or a street located within the 
municipality. 

Article V 
Fiscal Funding 

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary herein, this PSA is expressly contingent upon the 
availability of County funding for each item and obligation contained herein.  City shall have no 
right of action against the County of Dallas as regards this PSA, specifically including any funding 
by County of the Project in the event that the County is unable to fulfill its obligations under this 
PSA as a result of the lack of sufficient funding for any item or obligation from any source utilized to 
fund this PSA or failure of any funding party to budget or authorize funding for this PSA during the 
current or future fiscal years.  In the event of insufficient funding, or if funds become unavailable in 
whole or part, the County, at its sole discretion,  may provide funds from a separate source or 
terminate this PSA.  In the event that payments or expenditures are made, they shall be made from 
current funds as required by Chapter 791, Texas Government Code. 

 
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary herein, this PSA is expressly contingent upon the 

availability of City funding for each item and obligation contained herein.  County shall have no 
right of action against the City as regards this PSA, specifically including any funding by City of the 
Project in the event that the City is unable to fulfill its obligations under this PSA as a result of the 
lack of sufficient funding for any item or obligation from any source utilized to fund this PSA or 
failure of any funding party to budget or authorize funding for this PSA during the current or future 
fiscal years.  In the event of insufficient funding, or if funds become unavailable in whole or part, the 
City, at its sole discretion,  may provide funds from a separate source or terminate this PSA.  In the 
event that payments or expenditures are made, they shall be made from current funds as required by 
Chapter 791, Texas Government Code. 
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Article VI 
Agreements  

I. City’s Responsibilities: 

1.         City, at its own expense, shall be responsible for the following: (a) informing the 
public of the Project construction activity, (b) acquiring any right-of-way 
necessary to complete the Project, (c) locating and marking all known City 
utilities (water, sewer, etc) within the Project, (d) making all utility relocations, (e) 
assisting County with manhole and water valve grade adjustments necessary for 
the Project, (f) remediation  of any hazardous or regulated materials, or other 
environmental hazard on or near the Project site, and (g) requesting appropriate 
police presence to enable the Project to be completed in a timely and safe manner. 

2. City shall be responsible for maintaining the Project site once the project is 
completed.  

 
III.  County Responsibilities: 

1.  County, shall be responsible for the following: (a) locating, marking and adjusting 
(with City assistance) all visible manholes and water valve covers within the Project, 
(b) contacting Texas 811 “Call before you dig” in compliance with State Law (c) 
providing appropriate work zone traffic control, including but not limited to flagging, 
cones, barricades, shadow vehicles, arrow boards, signage, etc., to enable the Project 
to be completed in a timely and safe manner. 

2. County shall be responsible for performing all maintenance responsibilities and 
services contemplated hereunder, as more fully set forth in Attachment “A”, in a 
good and workmanlike manner. 

 
IV. Funding: 

County and City mutually agree that City shall be responsible to pay One Hundred Percent 
(100%) of the costs and expenses necessary to carry out and to perform the Project, provided: 
1. City shall only be liable and responsible for the amounts set forth in this PSA, and 

any properly executed amendments and/or supplements hereto, and 
2. Should unforeseen and unforeseeable circumstances arise which adversely and 

materially impact the costs and expenses necessary to complete the Project as 
contemplated,  County and City shall renegotiate the terms hereof, taking into proper 
account then-current conditions and estimated total costs to complete the Project. 

3. Once approved by County, and before commencement of the Project by County, City 
shall segregate, set aside and place into an escrow account with the Dallas County 
Treasurer, One Hundred and Five Thousand, Seven Hundred and Fifty-Seven dollars 
and Fifty-Two cents ($105,757.52) representing the full amount to be paid to County 
either through monthly invoicing or upon completion of the Project. 

 
 

Article VII 
Miscellaneous: 

I. Indemnification. County and City agree that each shall be responsible for its own negligent 
acts or omissions or other tortious conduct in the course of performance of this Agreement, 
without waiving any governmental immunity available to County or City or their respective 
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officials, officers, employees, or agents under Texas or other law and without waiving any 
available defenses under Texas or other law.  Nothing in this paragraph shall be construed to 
create or grant any rights, contractual or otherwise, in or to any third persons or entities. 
 

II. No Third Party Beneficiaries. The terms and provisions of this PSA are for the benefit of the 
parties hereto and not for the benefit of any third party.  It is the express intention of County and City 
that any entity other than County or City receiving services or benefits under this PSA shall be 
deemed an incidental beneficiary only.  This PSA is intended only to set forth the contractual right 
and responsibilities of the parties hereto. 
 

III. Applicable Law. This PSA is and shall be expressly subject to the County’s and City’s Sovereign 
Immunity and/or Governmental Immunity of City, Title 5 of the Texas Civil Practice and Remedies 
Code, as amended, and all applicable Federal and State Law.  This PSA shall be governed by and 
construed in accordance with the laws of the State of Texas.  Exclusive venue for any legal action 
regarding this PSA shall lie in Dallas County, Texas. 

 

IV. Notice.  All notices, requests, demands, and other communication under this PSA shall be 
tendered in writing and shall be deemed to have been duly given when either delivered in person, via 
e-mail, or via certified mail, postage prepaid, return receipt requested to the respective parties as 
follows: 

 COUNTY:     CITY: 

Director of Public Works   Director of Public Works 
Dallas County     City of Carrollton 
411 Elm Street, Suite 400   1945 East Jackson Road 
Dallas, Texas 75202    Carrollton, Texas 75006 
 
Commissioner Mike Cantrell 
Road & Bridge District 2 
1701 N. Collins, Suite 1000 
Richardson, Texas 75080 
 
Commissioner Elba Garcia 
Road & Bridge District 4 
411 Elm Street, Suite 200 
Dallas, Texas 75202  
           

 
V. Assignment. This PSA may not be assigned or transferred by either party without the prior 

written consent of the other party. 

VI. Binding Agreement; Parties Bound.  Upon execution by the parties, this PSA shall constitute a 
legal, valid and binding obligation of the parties, their successors and permitted assigns. 

VII. Amendment. This PSA may not be amended except in a written instrument specifically referring 
to this PSA and signed by the parties hereto. 
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VIII. Counterparts. This PSA may be executed in multiple counterparts, each of which shall be 
deemed an original, but all of which shall constitute one and the same instrument. 

IX. Severability. If one or more of the provisions in this PSA shall for any reason be held to be 
invalid, illegal, or unenforceable in any respect, such invalidity, illegality or unenforceability shall 
not cause this PSA to be invalid, illegal or unenforceable, but this PSA shall be construed as if such 
provision had never been contained herein, and shall not affect the remaining provisions of this PSA, 
which shall remain in full force and effect. 

X. Entire Agreement. This PSA embodies the complete agreement of the parties, and except where 
noted, it shall supersedes previous and/or contemporary agreements, oral or written,  between the 
parties and relating to matters in the PSA. 

XI. Contingent. This PSA is expressly subject to and contingent upon formal approval by the Dallas 
County Commissioners Court and by resolution of the City of Carrolton. 

 
The City of Carrollton, State of Texas, has executed the Agreement pursuant to duly authorized 
City Council Resolution ____________________approved/passed on the ______day of 
______________, 2015. 
 
The County of Dallas, State of Texas, has executed this agreement pursuant to Commissioners Court 
Order Number ______________________ and passed on the _______day of ___________, 2015. 
 
 
 
Executed this the _____day of    Executed this the ______ day of 
___________________, 2015.    ______________________, 2015. 
 
 
CITY OF CARROLTON:    COUNTY OF DALLAS: 
 
 
_________________________________  _______________________________ 
MATHEW MARCHANT    CLAY LEWIS JENKINS  
MAYOR      COUNTY JUDGE 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________    
CITY  SECRETARY 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
DALLAS COUNTY 
SUSAN HAWK 
DISTRICT ATTORNEY 
 

By:  
Sherri Turner 
Assistant District Attorney 

 
 

*By law, the District Attorney’s Office may only advise or approve contracts or legal documents on behalf of its clients.  It may not advise or 
approve a contract or legal document on behalf of other parties.  Our review of this document was conducted solely from the legal 
perspective of our client.  Our approval of this document was offered solely for the benefit of our client.  Other parties should not rely on 
this approval, and should seek review and approval by their own respective attorney(s). 
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Attachment “A” 
 

Construction Estimate 
Dallas County District 4 

Dr. Elba Garcia, Commissioner 
 
Date: April 7, 2015 
For: City of Carrollton 
Project: Type E Streets (W. Alan & W. Russell) 
Subject: Project Cost Estimate 
 
Total Cost Estimate: $105,757.52                                          Cost/Sq. Yd: $15.58 
 
Scope of Work: Mill street surface 2 inches, mark all base repairs and mill down 6 inches. Repair base 
failures with cement treated base in 3 inch lifts and compact. Apply emulsion and overlay with 2 inches 
of Type (D) hot mix asphalt. Haul millings and sub-base material to temporary site at City of Carrollton 
Service Center until work is completed. Then haul milling and sub-base materials to Dallas County 
Langdon Yard.  
 
Labor Cost Lbs./Sq.Yds. Quantity Units  Unit Cost Total 
Milling      220    5360  Sq.Yds.    $1.50  $  8,040.00 
Base Milling     660    1428  Sq.Yds.    $4.30  $  6,140.40 
Base in Place     660    1428  Sq.Yds.    $4.30  $  6,140.40 
Hauling      220    1061  Tons    $4.92  $  5,220.12 
Overlay      220    5360  Sq.Yds.    $2.64  $14,150.40 
                       $39,691.32 
 
Material Cost Lbs./Sq.Yds. Quantity Units  Unit Cost Total 
CTB Base      660      471  Tons    $16.00  $  7,536.00 
Emulsion    0.15    1540  Gal      $3.00  $  4,620.00 
Type D Hot Mix     220      590  Tons    $50.00  $29,500.00 
          $41,656.00 
 
Equipment Cost    Hours   Cost/Hrs.   Total 
      642          $38.00    $24,410.20   
       
 
Grand Total                                                                                                         $105,757.52  
 
      
Limits 
Street Blocks  From   To    Length        Width   Sq.Yds.    Base        Total  
                         Repair     Sq.Yds. 
1000-1200 W. Alan  Cottonwood Denton       1,005           24          2,680         804       3,484  
1000-1200 W. Russell  Cottonwood Denton       1,005           24        2,680     624       3,304 
         5,360    1464       6,788  





Agenda Memo

City of Carrollton

File Number: 1971

Agenda Date: 4/21/2015  Status: Consent AgendaVersion: 1

File Type: 

Contracts/Agreements

In Control: City Council

Agenda Number: *16.

CC Meeting: April 21, 2015

DATE: April 14, 2015

TO: Leonard Martin, City Manager

FROM: Peter J. Braster, Senior Development Manager

Consider Authorizing The City Manager To Approve A Contract Amendment For 

Demolition And Environmental Remediation Services With Lindamood Demolition In An 

Amount Not To Exceed $37,145.00 For A Total Amended Contract Amount Of $1,311,492.00.

BACKGROUND:

On August 19, 2014, City Council approved a Demolition and Environmental Remediation 

Service Contract with Lindamood Demolition in an amount not to exceed $1,274,347.00. The 

scope of work included demolition, asbestos remediation, and site restoration (i.e. hydro mulch, 

temporary irrigation and fencing) of City-owned buildings in Downtown Carrollton, Trinity 

Mills, and the Crosby Creek Apartments. 

This contract amendment, in the amount of $37,145.00, covers the following:

1.  1309 South Broadway (Benz Auto Repair): 

Scope includes: asbestos abatement (exterior stucco and roofing); selective 

demolition of the garage; demolition of the parking area; and a contingency for a cost 

of $27,580.00.

2.  1104 Belt Line Road and 1005 West Main Street:

Abatement services for additional asbestos removal beyond the square footage 

identified in the bid: $9,565.00.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

There are funds available for this work in the Transit-Oriented Development Capital Account.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION/ACTION DESIRED:

Staff recommends the approval of a contract amendment with Lindamood Demolition for an 

amount not to exceed $37,145.00, for a total amended contract amount of $1,311,492.00.
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Attachment A 

Location Map 

City Property 

Subject Property 

1309 
SOUTH 

BROADWAY 

BELT LINE ROAD 



CONTRACT AMENDMENT NO. 1 
 

Date: April 21, 2015 
 
 
 
A. INTENT OF CONTRACT AMENDMENT: 
 

The intent of this contract amendment is to modify the provisions of the contract entered 
into by the City of Carrollton, Texas and Lindamood Demolition, Inc. for the Demolition 
and Environmental Remediation Services, dated August 20, 2014.  
 

B. DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE 
 

This change order accommodates a change in the scope of work. 
 

C. REASON FOR CHANGE 
 

This change order adds costs for additional demolition and abatement services. 
 

D. EFFECT OF CHANGE 
 

This change order will have the following effect on the cost of this project: 
 

 1.  1309 South Broadway (Benz Auto Repair):  
Scope includes: asbestos abatement (exterior stucco and roofing); selective 
demolition of the garage; demolition of the parking area; and a contingency for a 
cost of $27,580.00. 
 

 2.  1104 Belt Line Road and 1005 West Main Street: 
Abatement services for additional asbestos removal beyond the square footage 
identified in the bid: $9,565.00. 

 
 
Original Contract Amount   $1,224,347.00 

 

  Contract Amount 
   (Including Previous Contract Amendments) $1,224,347.00 
 

  Amount of this Contract Amendment  $     37,145.00 
 
  Revised Contract Amount   $1,261,492.00 
 
  Total Percent Increase Including 
  Previous Change Orders    3.03% 
 
 



E. AGREEMENT 
 

By the signatures below, duly authorized agent of the City of Carrollton, Texas and Lindamood 
Demolition, Inc., do hereby agree to append this Contract Amendment No.   1   to the original 
contract between themselves, dated August 20, 2014. 
 
 
 
Lindamood Demolition, Inc.                               
Company      Senior Development Manager 
 
2020 South Nursery            
Address      Director of Development Services 
 
Irving              TX                 75060         
City                   State  Zip   Assistant City Manager 
 
(972)721-0898             (972)438-6745    
Phone Number             Fax Number                    
 
        
Contractor’s Signature     



Agenda Memo

City of Carrollton

File Number: 1972

Agenda Date: 4/21/2015  Status: Consent AgendaVersion: 1

File Type: 

Contracts/Agreements

In Control: City Council

Agenda Number: *17.

CC MEETING: April 21, 2015

DATE: April 15, 2015

TO: Leonard Martin, City Manager

FROM: Cesar J. Molina, Jr., P.E., Director of Engineering

Consider Authorizing The City Manager To Approve A Professional Services Contract With 

Terracon Consultants, Inc. And Kleinfelder For Geotechnical And Material Testing 

Services In An Amount Not To Exceed $500,000.00.

BACKGROUND:

As part of nearly all construction projects the City performs, material testing is a requirement to 

ensure that the contract requirements are met or exceeded. These tests include compaction and 

densities of roadway subgrades, concrete compressive strength and pipeline trench compaction. 

These costs vary due to a number of factors, but generally run between 1% and 3% of 

construction costs. These costs come out of the capital account for the specific project. 

In some rare circumstances, geotechnical services may be used for special projects such as slope 

stability or small city facility projects. This contract would cover these projects.

A formal selection process was conducted. Ten firms submitted statements of qualifications. 

After evaluation by staff, Terracon Consultants, Inc. and Kleinfelder were deemed to be the best 

qualified for the services identified.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

There are no direct financial implications associated with the approval of these agreements. 

Services will be provided as a work order on a project-by-project basis. Funding for these 

services will come from the respective capital project budget.

 

Staff is proposing a two-year term for this contract, with a total amount not to exceed 

$500,000.00. While staff will try to split the fee equitably between the two firms, the variability 

in project size and scope requires some flexibility in the individual firm fees. 

IMPACT ON COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY:
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This project will contribute to community sustainability by:

· Ensure construction provided to the city meets project requirements;

· Reduce issues concerning maintenance bonds by reducing the potential for substandard 

material. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION/ACTION DESIRED:

Staff recommends that City Council authorize the City Manager to enter into a professional 

services agreement for geotechnical and materials testing services with Terracon Consultants, 

Inc. and Kleinfelder for a total fee not to exceed $500,000.00. 
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Firm Rankings
Geotechnical / Materials Testing Services

March 2015

Firm Rank
Terracon Engineers and Scientists, Inc. 1
Kleinfelder 2
Fugro Consultants, Inc. 3
ETTL Engineers & Consultants, Inc. 4
Alliance Geotechnical Group 5
Henley Johnston & Associates 6
GME Consulting Services 7
Reed Engineering Group 8
TEAM Consultants 9
Pavetex Engineering and Testing 10



THE STATE OF TEXAS § 
       Professional Services Contract 
COUNTY OF DALLAS §   with __________________ 
 
 
 THIS CONTRACT is entered into on this ______ day of _______________, 20   , 
by and between the CITY OF CARROLLTON, TEXAS, a municipal corporation 
located in Collin County, Texas, (hereinafter referred to as “City”), acting by and 
through its City Manager or his designee, and _________________ (“hereinafter 
referred to as “Consultant”) whose address is __________________.   
 

W I T N E S S E T H: 
 
WHEREAS, City desires to obtain professional services from Consultant for 

________________________________; and  
 
WHEREAS, Consultant is an architectural, engineering, professional planning, urban 

design, or landscape architecture firm qualified to provide such services 
and is willing to undertake the performance of such services for City in 
exchange for fees hereinafter specified; NOW, THEREFORE, 

 
 THAT IN CONSIDERATION of the covenants and agreements hereinafter 
contained and subject to the terms and conditions hereinafter stated, the parties hereto 
do mutually agree as follows: 
 

I. 
Employment of Consultant 

 
 Consultant will perform as an independent contractor all services under this 
Contract to the prevailing professional standards consistent with the level of care and 
skill ordinarily exercised by members of the architectural, engineering and planning 
professions, both public and private, currently practicing in the same locality under 
similar conditions including but not limited to the exercise of reasonable, informed 
judgments and prompt, timely action.  If Consultant is representing that it has special 
expertise in one or more areas to be utilized in this Contract, then Consultant agrees to 
perform those special expertise services to the appropriate local, regional and national 
professional standards. 
 

II. 
Scope of Services 

 
 Consultant shall perform such services as are necessary to 
_______________________ specifically including, but not necessarily limited to, the 
tasks enumerated more fully in Attachment “A” hereto entitled “Scope of Work” 
(hereafter referred to as the “Project”). Attachment “A” is hereby incorporated herein by 



reference and made a part hereof as if written word for word.  However, in case of 
conflict in the language of Attachment “A” and this Contract, the terms and conditions 
of this Contract shall be final and binding upon both parties hereto. 
 

III. 
Payment for Services 

 
 Total payment for services described herein shall be a sum not to exceed 
_______Thousand ______________ and No/100 Dollars ($_____________).  Consultant 
will also be compensated for the following reimbursable expenses, if any, to the extent 
such expenses are directly related to Consultant’s performance of the Project, and to the 
extent the total amount of such reimbursable expenses do not exceed ______________ 
and No/100 Dollars ($___________): printing; photocopying; long distance telephone 
calls; and, mileage at the allowable rate established by the Internal Revenue Service.   
 
 Consultant will bill City on an hourly basis at the hourly rates described in 
Attachment “B”; provided however that this Contract shall control in the event of any 
conflict between the language in Attachment “B” and the language in this Contract.  If 
additional services, trips or expenses are requested, Consultant will not provide such 
additional services until authorized by City in writing to proceed.  The scope of services 
shall be strictly limited.  City shall not be required to pay any amount in excess of the 
amount identified in the preceding paragraph unless City shall have approved in writing 
in advance (prior to the performance of additional work) the payment of additional 
amounts. 
 
 Each month Consultant will submit to City an invoice for actual services 
performed and reimbursable expenses incurred by Consultant during the previous 
month.  Each invoice shall be itemized to show the amount of work performed during 
that month broken down by the identity of the person(s) performing such work, the 
amount of time expended by such person(s) in performing that work, the billing rate for 
each such person, and a brief summary of the work performed by each such person.  
Each invoice shall also state the percentage of work completed on the Project, the total 
of the current invoice amount and a running total balance for the Project to date.   
 
 Within thirty (30) days of receipt of each such monthly invoice City shall make 
monthly payments in the amount shown by Consultant’s approved monthly statements 
and other documentation submitted.   
 
 Nothing contained in this Contract shall require City to pay for any work that is 
unsatisfactory as determined by City or which is not submitted in compliance with the 
terms of this Contract, nor shall failure to withhold payment pursuant to the provisions 
of this section constitute a waiver of any right, at law or in equity, which City may have 
if Consultant is in default, including the right to bring legal action for damages or for 
specific performance of this Contract.  Waiver of any default under this Contract shall 
not be deemed a waiver of any subsequent default.   
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IV. 
Revisions of the Scope of Services 

 
 City reserves the right to revise or expand the scope of services after due 
approval by City as City may deem necessary, but in such event City shall pay 
Consultant equitable compensation for such services.  In any event, when Consultant is 
directed to revise or expand the scope of services under this Section of the Contract, 
Consultant shall provide City a written proposal for the entire costs involved in 
performing such additional services.  Prior to Consultant undertaking any revised or 
expanded services as directed by City under this Contract, City must authorize in writing 
the nature and scope of the services and accept the method and amount of compensation 
and the time involved in all phases of the Project.   
 
 It is expressly understood and agreed by Consultant that any compensation not 
specified in Paragraph III herein above may require Carrollton City Council approval 
and is subject to the current budget year limitations.   
 

V. 
Term 

 
 This Contract shall begin on the date first written above, and shall terminate 
when City has approved the Project as being final or otherwise terminates this Contract 
as provided herein. 
 

VI. 
Contract Termination Provision 

 
 This Contract may be terminated at any time by City for any cause by providing 
Consultant thirty (30) days written notice of such termination.  Upon receipt of such 
notice, Consultant shall immediately terminate working on, placing orders or entering 
into contracts for supplies, assistance, facilities or materials in connection with this 
Contract and shall proceed to promptly cancel all existing contracts insofar as they are 
related to this Contract.    
 

VII. 
Ownership of Documents 

 
 All materials and documents prepared or assembled by CONSULTANT under this 
Contract shall become the sole property of City and shall be delivered to City without 
restriction on future use.  CONSULTANT may retain in its files copies of all drawings, 
specifications and all other pertinent information for the work.  CONSULTANT shall 
have no liability for changes made to any materials or other documents by others 
subsequent to the completion of the Contract. 
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VIII. 
Insurance Requirements 

 
A. Before commencing work, Consultant shall, at its own expense, procure, pay for 

and maintain during the term of this Contract the following insurance written by 
companies approved by the state of Texas and acceptable to the City.  Consultant 
shall furnish to the City of Carrollton Purchasing Manager certificates of 
insurance executed by the insurer or its authorized agent stating coverages, 
limits, expiration dates and compliance with all applicable required provisions.  
Certificates shall reference the project/contract number and be submitted to the 
City. 

 
1. Commercial General Liability insurance, including, but not limited to 

Premises/Operations, Personal & Advertising Injury, Products/Completed 
Operations, Independent Contractors and Contractual Liability, with 
minimum combined single limits of $1,000,000 per-occurrence, 
$1,000,000 Products/Completed Operations Aggregate and $1,000,000 
general aggregate.  Coverage must be written on an occurrence form.  The 
General Aggregate shall apply on a per project basis.  

 
2. Workers’ Compensation insurance with statutory limits; and Employers’ 

Liability coverage with minimum limits for bodily injury:  a) by accident, 
$100,000 each accident, b) by disease, $100,000 per employee with a per 
policy aggregate of $500,000.   

 
3. Business Automobile Liability insurance covering owned, hired and non-

owned vehicles, with a minimum combined bodily injury and property 
damage limit of $1,000,000 per occurrence. 

 
4. Professional Liability Insurance to provide coverage against any claim 

which the consultant and all consultants engaged or employed by the 
consultant become legally obligated to pay as damages arising out of the 
performance of professional services caused by error, omission or 
negligent act with minimum limits of $2,000,000 per claim, $2,000,000 
annual aggregate. 

 
NOTE: If the insurance is written on a claims-made form, coverage shall be 

continuous (by renewal or extended reporting period) for not less than 
thirty-six (36) months following completion of the contract and acceptance 
by the City of Carrollton.  

 
B. With reference to the foregoing required insurance, the consultant shall endorse 

applicable insurance policies as follows: 
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1. A waiver of subrogation in favor of City of Carrollton, its officials, 
employees, and officers shall be contained in the Workers’ Compensation 
insurance policy. 

 
2. The City of Carrollton, its officials, employees and officers shall be named 

as additional insureds on the Commercial General Liability policy, by 
using endorsement CG2026 or broader . 

 
3.. All insurance policies shall be endorsed to the effect that City of 

Carrollton will receive at least thirty (30) days notice prior to cancellation, 
non-renewal, termination, or material change of the policies. 

 
C. All insurance shall be purchased from an insurance company that meets a 

financial rating of B+VI or better as assigned by A.M. Best Company or 
equivalent. 

 
IX. 

Right to Inspect Records 
 
 Consultant agrees that City shall have access to and the right to examine any 
directly pertinent books, documents, papers and records of Consultant involving 
transactions relating to this Contract.  Consultant agrees that City shall have access 
during normal working hours to all necessary Consultant facilities and shall be provided 
adequate and appropriate work space in order to conduct audits in compliance with the 
provisions of this section.  City shall give Consultant reasonable advance notice of 
intended audits. 
 
 Consultant further agrees to include in subcontract(s), if any, a provision that any 
subcontractor or engineer agrees that City shall have access to and the right to examine 
any directly pertinent books, documents, papers and records of such engineer or sub-
contractor involving transactions to the subcontract, and further, that City shall have 
access during normal working hours to all such engineer or sub-contractor facilities and 
shall be provided adequate and appropriate work space, in order to conduct audits in 
compliance with the provisions of the paragraph.  City shall give any such engineer or 
sub-contractor reasonable advance notice of intended audits.   
 

X. 
Successors and Assigns 

 
 City and Consultant each bind themselves and their successors, executors, 
administrators and assigns to the other party to this contract and to the successors, 
executors, administrators and assigns of such other party in respect to all covenants of 
this Contract.  Neither City nor Consultant shall assign or transfer its interest herein 
without the prior written consent of the other.   
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XI. 
Consultant’s Liability 

 
 Acceptance of the final plans by the City shall not constitute nor be deemed a 
release of the responsibility and liability of Consultant, its employees, associates, agents 
or consultants for the accuracy and competency of their designs, working drawings, 
specifications or other documents and work; nor shall such acceptance be deemed an 
assumption of responsibility by City for any defect in the designs, working drawings, 
specifications or other documents and work; nor shall such acceptance be deemed an 
assumption of responsibility by City for any defect in the designs, working drawings, 
specifications or other documents and work prepared by said Consultant, its employees, 
associates, agents or sub-consultants.   
 

XII. 
INDEMNIFICATION 

 
 CONSULTANT DOES HEREBY COVENANT AND CONTRACT TO 
WAIVE ANY AND ALL CLAIMS, RELEASE, DEFEND, INDEMNIFY, AND 
HOLD HARMLESS THE CITY, ITS CITY COUNCIL, OFFICERS, EMPLOYEES, 
AND AGENTS, IN BOTH THEIR PUBLIC AND PRIVATE CAPACITIES, FROM 
AND AGAINST ALL LIABILITY, CAUSES OF ACTION, CITATIONS, CLAIMS, 
COSTS, DAMAGES, DEMANDS, EXPENSES, FINES, JUDGMENTS, LOSSES, 
PENALTIES OR SUITS, WHICH IN ANY WAY ARISE OUT OF, RELATE TO, 
OR RESULT FROM CONSULTANT’S PERFORMANCE UNDER THIS 
CONTRACT OR WHICH ARE  CAUSED BY THE INTENTIONAL WRONGFUL 
ACTS OR NEGLIGENT ACTS OR OMISSIONS OF CONSULTANT, ITS 
SUBCONTRACTORS, ANY OFFICERS, AGENTS OR EMPLOYEES OF EITHER 
CONSULTANT OR ITS SUBCONTRACTORS, AND ANY OTHER THIRD 
PARTIES FOR WHOM OR WHICH CONSULTANT IS LEGALLY 
RESPONSIBLE (THE “INDEMNIFIED ITEMS”) SUBJECT TO THE 
LIMITATIONS IN TEXAS LOCAL GOVERNMENT CODE § 271.904 (A) AND 
TEXAS CIVIL PRACTICE AND REMEDIES CODE, § 130.002 (B). 
 
 BY WAY OF EXAMPLE, THE INDEMNIFIED ITEMS MAY INCLUDE 
PERSONAL INJURY AND DEATH CLAIMS AND PROPERTY DAMAGE 
CLAIMS, INCLUDING THOSE FOR LOSS OF USE OF PROPERTY. 
 
 INDEMNIFIED ITEMS SHALL INCLUDE ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND 
COSTS, COURT COSTS, AND SETTLEMENT COSTS.  INDEMNIFIED ITEMS 
SHALL ALSO INCLUDE ANY EXPENSES, INCLUDING ATTORNEYS’ FEES 
AND EXPENSES, INCURRED BY AN INDEMNIFIED INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY 
IN ATTEMPTING TO ENFORCE THIS INDEMNITY. 
 
 In its sole discretion, the City shall have the right to approve counsel to be 
retained by Consultant in fulfilling its obligation to defend and indemnify the City.  
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Consultant shall retain approved counsel for the City within seven (7) business days 
after receiving written notice from the City that it is invoking its right to 
indemnification under this Contract.  If Consultant does not retain counsel for the City 
within the required time, then the City shall have the right to retain counsel and the 
Consultant shall pay these attorneys’ fees and expenses.  The City retains the right to 
provide and pay for any or all costs of defending indemnified items, but it shall not be 
required to do so.   
 

XIII. 
Independent Contractor 

 
 Consultant’s status shall be that of an Independent Contractor and not an agent, 
servant, employee or representative of City in the performance of this Contract.  No 
term or provision of or act of Consultant or City under this Contract shall be construed 
as changing that status.  Consultant will have exclusive control of and the exclusive 
right to control the details of the work performed hereunder, and shall be liable for the 
acts and omissions of its officers, agents, employees, contractors, subcontractors and 
engineers and the doctrine of respondeat superior shall not apply as between City and 
Consultant, its officers, agents, employees, contractors, subcontractors and engineers, 
and nothing herein shall be construed as creating a partnership or joint enterprise 
between City and Consultant. 
 

XIV. 
Default 

 
 If at any time during the term of this Contract, Consultant shall fail to commence 
the work in accordance with the provisions of this Contract or fail to diligently provide 
services in an efficient, timely and careful manner and in strict accordance with the 
provisions of this Contract or fail to use an adequate number or quality of personnel to 
complete the work or fail to perform any of its obligations under this Contract, then City 
shall have the right, if Consultant shall not cure any such default after thirty (30) days 
written notice thereof, to terminate this Contract.  Any such act by City shall not be 
deemed a waiver of any other right or remedy of City.  If after exercising any such 
remedy due to Consultant’s nonperformance under this Contract, the cost to City to 
complete the work to be performed under this Contract is in excess of that part of the 
Contract sum which has not theretofore been paid to Consultant hereunder, Consultant 
shall be liable for and shall reimburse City for such excess.  Consultant’s liability under 
this provision shall be limited to the total dollar amount of this Contract.   
 
 City’s remedies for Consultant’s default or breach under this Contract shall be 
limited to one or more of the following remedies which may be exercised separately or 
in combination at City’s sole exclusive choice:  
 
 (a) Specific performance of the Contract;  
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 (b) Re-performance of this Contract at no extra charge to City; or, 
 
 (c) Monetary damages in an amount not to exceed the greater of:  
 
  (1) The amount of any applicable insurance coverage Consultant is 

required to purchase and maintain under this Contract plus any deductible 
amount to be paid by Consultant in conjunction with said coverage 
regardless of whether Consultant has actually purchased and maintained 
said coverage; or, 

 
  (2) The total dollar amount of this Contract.   
 
 The terms of Sections XII entitled Indemnification, and XVII entitled 
Confidential Information shall survive termination of this Contract. 
 

XV. 
Changes 

 
 City may, from time to time, require changes in the scope of services to be 
performed under this Contract.  Such changes as are mutually agreed upon by and 
between City and Consultant shall be incorporated by written modification to this 
Contract. 
 

XVI. 
Conflict of Interest 

 
 Consultant covenants and agrees that Consultant and its associates and employees 
will have no interest, and will acquire no interest, either direct or indirect, which will 
conflict in any manner with the performance of the services called for under this 
Contract.  All activities, investigations and other efforts made by Consultant pursuant to 
this Contract will be conducted by employees, associates or subcontractors of 
Consultant. 
 

XVII. 
Confidential Information 

 
 Consultant hereby acknowledges and agrees that its representatives may have 
access to or otherwise receive information during the furtherance of its obligations in 
accordance with this Contract, which is of a confidential, non-public or proprietary 
nature.  Consultant shall treat any such information received in full confidence and will 
not disclose or appropriate such Confidential Information for its own use or the use of 
any third party at any time during or subsequent to this Contract.  As used herein, 
“Confidential Information” means all oral and written information concerning City of 
Carrollton, its affiliates and subsidiaries, and all oral and written information 
concerning City or its activities, that is of a non-public, proprietary or confidential 
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nature including, without limitation, information pertaining to customer lists, services, 
methods, processes and operating procedures, together with all analyses, compilation, 
studies or other documents, whether prepared by Consultant or others, which contain or 
otherwise reflect such information.  The term “Confidential Information” shall not 
include such materials that are or become generally available to the public other than as 
a result of disclosure of Consultant, or are required to be disclosed by a governmental 
authority. 
 

XVIII. 
Mailing Address 

 
 All notices and communications under this Contract to be mailed to City shall be 
sent to the address of City’s agent as follows, unless and until Consultant is otherwise 
notified: 
 
   ___________________________ 
   ___________________________ 
   City of Carrollton 
   Post Office Box 10535 
   Carrollton, Texas  75011-0535. 
 
 Notices and communications to be mailed or delivered to Consultant shall be sent 
to the address of Consultant as follows, unless and until City is otherwise notified: 
 
   ___________________________ 
   ___________________________ 
   ___________________________ 
   ___________________________ 
 
 Any notices and communications required to be given in writing by one party to 
the other shall be considered as having been given to the addressee on the date the 
notice or communication is posted, faxed or personally delivered by the sending party. 
 

XIX. 
Applicable Law 

 
 The Contract is entered into subject to the Carrollton City Charter and ordinances 
of City, as same may be amended from time to time, and is subject to and is to be 
construed, governed and enforced under all applicable State of Texas and federal laws.  
Consultant will make any and all reports required per federal, state or local law 
including, but not limited to, proper reporting to the Internal Revenue Service, as 
required in accordance with Consultant’s income.  Situs of this Contract is agreed to be 
Dallas County, Texas, for all purposes, including performance and execution. 
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XX. 
Severability 

 
 If any of the terms, provisions, covenants, conditions or any other part of this 
Contract are for any reason held to be invalid, void or unenforceable, the remainder of 
the terms, provisions, covenants, conditions or any other part of this Contract shall 
remain in full force and effect and shall in no way be affected, impaired or invalidated. 
 

XXI. 
Remedies 

 
 No right or remedy granted herein or reserved to the parties is exclusive of any 
other right or remedy herein by law or equity provided or permitted; but each shall be 
cumulative of every other right or remedy given hereunder.  No covenant or condition of 
this Contract may be waived without written consent of the parties.  Forbearance or 
indulgence by either party shall not constitute a waiver of any covenant or condition to 
be performed pursuant to this Contract. 
 

XXII. 
Entire Agreement 

 
 This Contract embodies the complete agreement of the parties hereto, superseding 
all oral or written previous and contemporaneous agreements between the parties 
relating to matters herein, and except as otherwise provided herein cannot be modified 
without written agreement of the parties. 
 

XXIII. 
Non-Waiver 

 
 It is further agreed that one (1) or more instances of forbearance by City in the 
exercise of its rights herein shall in no way constitute a waiver thereof. 
 

XXIV. 
Headings 

 
 The headings of this Contract are for the convenience of reference only and shall 
not affect any of the terms and conditions hereof in any manner. 
 

XXV. 
Venue 

 
 The parties to this Contract agree and covenant that this Contract will be 
enforceable in Carrollton, Texas; and that if legal action is necessary to enforce this 
Contract, exclusive venue will lie in Dallas County, Texas. 
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XXVI. 
No Third Party Beneficiary 

 
 For purposes of this Contract, including its intended operation and effect, the 
parties (City and Consultant) specifically agree and contract that: (1) the Contract only 
affects matters/disputes between the parties to this Contract, and is in no way intended 
by the parties to benefit or otherwise affect any third person or entity notwithstanding 
the fact that such third person or entity may be in contractual relationship with City or 
Consultant or both; and (2) the terms of this Contract are not intended to release, either 
by contract or operation of law, any third person or entity from obligations owing by 
them to either City or Consultant.   
 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have set their hands by their 
representatives duly authorized on the day and year first written above. 
 

CITY OF CARROLLTON 
 
 
By: _______________________________ 

Leonard Martin 
City Manager 

Date Signed: ______________________ 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Ashley D. Mitchell 
City Secretary 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
_________________________ 
Meredith Ladd 
City Attorney 
 __________________________________ 
      (Consultant’s Name) 
 
 

By: _______________________________ 
       Name: _______________________ 
       Title: ________________________ 

Date Signed: _______________________ 
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THE STATE OF TEXAS § 
COUNTY OF ________ § 
 
This instrument was acknowledged before me on the ______ day of ________________, 
20_____, by _____________________ in his capacity as _____________ of 
________________________, a ___________ Corporation, known to me to be the 
person whose name is subscribed to the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged that he 
executed the same on behalf of and as the act of ___________________________. 
 
GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND SEAL OF OFFICE, THIS THE   
DAY OF  , 20_____. 
 
   
 Notary Public   County, Texas 
     My commission expires    
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Attachment “A” 
 

Scope of Work 
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Attachment “B” 
 

Hourly Rates 
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Agenda Memo

City of Carrollton

File Number: 1962

Agenda Date: 4/21/2015  Status: Consent AgendaVersion: 1

File Type: ResolutionIn Control: City Council

Agenda Number: *18.

CC MEETING: April 21, 2015

DATE: April 13, 2015

TO: Leonard Martin, City Manager

FROM: Cesar J. Molina, Jr., P.E., Director of Engineering

Consider A Resolution Authorizing The City Manager Or His Designee To Enter Into An 

Agreement To Sell A 40,893 Square Feet Tract Of Land In Fee Simple, Which Tract Is 

Part Of A Parcel Of Land Located At 1825 North IH-35E; And Providing An Effective 

Date. 

BACKGROUND:

This agenda item is to seek authorization to sell property to the Texas Department of 

Transportation (TxDOT) for the IH-35E managed lanes expansion project, phase 2. This sale 

consists of one partial tract of vacant property, known as 1825 North IH-35E. The partial tract is 

40,893 square feet of land.

 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

TxDOT has provided a full appraisal establishing the fair market value of the property.  

Proceeds from the sale ($327,144.00) will be deposited in the City’s General Fund. 

IMPACT ON COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY:

The land will be used to expand existing roads in the city. The remainder of the city's property 

at Luna Road and North IH-35E can still be developed.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION/ACTION DESIRED:

Staff recommends approval of the attached resolution authorizing the City Manager or his 

designee to sell the tract of land to TxDOT.

Page 1  City of Carrollton Printed on 4/16/2015



RESOLUTION NO._____ 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF CARROLLTON, TEXAS AUTHORIZING THE 
CITY MANAGER OR HIS DESIGNEE TO ENTER INTO AN AGREEMENT TO SELL 
A 40,893 SQUARE FEET TRACT OF LAND IN FEE SIMPLE, WHICH TRACT IS 
PART OF A PARCEL OF LAND LOCATED AT 1825 NORTH INTERSTATE 
HIGHWAY 35 EAST; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 
 
WHEREAS, there is approximately 40,893 square feet of land described in Exhibit A and 
shown in Exhibit B (“Property”) which is part of a parcel of land located at 1825 North 
Interstate Highway 35 East and owned by the City of Carrollton (“City”); and 
 
WHEREAS, the City has received an offer letter, attached as Exhibit C, from the State of 
Texas Department of Transportation to purchase the Property; and 
 
WHEREAS, the State seeks to acquire the Property in fee simple for the public purpose of 
construction or improvement of Interstate Highway 35 East; and    
 
WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that the sale of the Property in fee simple is in 
the best interests of the residents of the City of Carrollton; and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
CARROLLTON, TEXAS, THAT: 
 

SECTION 1: 
 

 The City Council of the City of Carrollton hereby authorizes the City Manager or his 
designee to enter into an agreement to sell in fee simple one tract of 40,893 square feet of land 
described in Exhibit A and shown on Exhibit B. 
 

    SECTION 2: 
 
The City Council of the City of Carrollton hereby authorizes the City Manager or his 

designee to enter into an agreement to sell the parcel in fee simple for fair market value 
($327,144.00) as determined by an appraisal.  
 

SECTION 3: 
 

This resolution shall take effect immediately from and after its passage. 
 
PASSED AND APPROVED April 21, 2015. 

 
CITY OF CARROLLTON, TEXAS 
 
By: ____________________________ 

 Matthew Marchant, Mayor 
ATTEST:    
          
__________________________    
Krystle Nelinson, City Secretary                               
 
Approved as to form:     Approved as to content: 
 
 
________________________________   _________________________ 
Susan Keller, Assistant City Attorney    Cesar J. Molina, P.E. 
       Director of Engineering 
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Agenda Memo

City of Carrollton

File Number: 1970

Agenda Date: 4/21/2015  Status: Consent AgendaVersion: 1

File Type: ResolutionIn Control: City Council

Agenda Number: *19.

CC MEETING: April 21, 2015

DATE: April 14, 2015

TO: Leonard Martin, City Manager

FROM: Scott Hudson, Environmental Services Director

Consider A Resolution Authorizing The City Manager To Approve A Contract With BBC 

Research And Consulting To Prepare The Analysis Of Impediments To Fair Housing In 

An Amount Not To Exceed $37,560.00.

BACKGROUND:

A regulatory condition of continued participation in the federal Community Development Block 

Grant (CDBG) program is to periodically provide a new Analysis of Impediments to Fair 

Housing. The last analysis was completed in 2008.

The Analysis of Impediments (AI) is intended to help cities ensure opportunities for all persons 

to reside in any given housing development, regardless of race, color, religion, sex, disability, 

familial status, or national origin and identifying any barriers to fair housing choice. The AI 

study serves as the framework for a community-wide dialogue to identify housing priorities that 

align and focus funding from the CDBG program and other city efforts. The study includes 

community input and socioeconomic analysis.

Conclusions of the AI are then incorporated into and addressed by Annual Action Plans, which 

provide a concise summary of the actions, activities, and specific federal and non-federal 

resources used each year to address the priority needs and goals identified. The city reports on 

accomplishments and progress toward goals in the Consolidated Annual Performance and 

Evaluation Report.

A request for qualifications for this study resulted in responses from two qualified companies.  

Staff ranking, based on criteria published with the solicitation, led to the selection of BBC 

Research and Consulting to conduct this study and prepare the required report.  

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

Federal funds for this study have been allocated in the CDBG Grant Planning and 
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File Number: 1970

Administration budget. No additional city funding will be required.

IMPACT ON COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY:

By periodically analyzing community needs and conditions, the city ensures optimum use of 

CDBG funds to ensure fair housing opportunities while sustaining vital and attractive 

neighborhoods.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION/ACTION DESIRED:

Staff recommends City Council approval of the attached resolution authorizing the City 

Manager to contract with BBC Research and Consulting for the Analysis of Impediments to 

Fair Housing study and report in an amount not to exceed $37,560.00. 
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RESOLUTION NO ____________________ 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CARROLLTON, 

TEXAS, AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO ENTER INTO A CONTRACT 

WITH BBC RESEARCH AND CONSULTING FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE 

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING IN AN AMOUNT NOT TO 

EXCEED $37,560.00; ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 

 WHEREAS, the Fair Housing Act of 1968, as amended, requires the Secretary of the 

Department of Housing  and Urban Development (HUD) to administer the Department’s housing 

and urban development programs in a manner to affirmatively further fair housing;  

 

WHEREAS, the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as amended, 

regulates the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program, requiring that each 

grantee certify that it will administer the awarded grant according to the Fair Housing Act and 

will work diligently to affirmatively further fair housing;  

 

 WHEREAS, the City of Carrollton participates in HUD’s CDBG program; 

 

WHEREAS, the City of Carrollton has certified through the Consolidated Plan process 

its commitment to 1) examine and attempt to alleviate housing discrimination within its 

jurisdiction; (2) promote fair housing choice for all persons; (3) provide opportunities for all 

persons to reside in any given housing development, regardless of race, color, religion, sex, 

disability, familial status, or national origin; (4) promote housing that is accessible to and usable 

by persons with disabilities; (5) and comply with the non-discrimination requirements of the Fair 

Housing Act; 

 

WHEREAS, conducting an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing and addressing 

impediments thereby identified fulfills the HUD criteria for Fair Housing Planning; and 

 

 WHEREAS, upon full review and consideration of the project, and all matters attendant 

and related thereto, the City Council is of the opinion that the contract for the Analysis of 

Impediments to Fair Housing Choice is necessary and that the City Manager shall be authorized 

to execute it on behalf of the City of Carrollton; 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

CARROLLTON, TEXAS, THAT:  

 

SECTION I 

 

 The above and foregoing premises are found to be true and correct and are incorporated 

herein and made part hereof for all purposes. 

 

SECTION 2 

 The City Manager is hereby authorized to execute a contract with BBC Research and 

Consulting for the preparation of the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing in an amount not 



to exceed $37,560.00 and to take those steps reasonable and necessary to comply with the intent 

of this resolution. 

 

SECTION 3 

 This resolution shall take effect upon passage. 
 
 

DULY PASSED AND APPROVED by the City Council of the City of Carrollton, Texas this 

21
st
 day of April, 2015 

 

______________________________ 

Matthew Marchant, Mayor 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

____________________________ 

Krystle Nelinson, City Secretary 

 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM:   APPROVED AS TO CONTENT: 

 

 

 

_____________________________  ______________________________________ 

Meredith Ladd, City Attorney  Scott Hudson, Environmental Services Director 

     
 



Agenda Memo

City of Carrollton

File Number: 1960

Agenda Date: 4/21/2015  Status: Public Hearing/Consent 

Agenda

Version: 1

File Type: Public HearingIn Control: City Council

Agenda Number: *20.

CC MEETING: April 21, 2015

DATE: April 13, 2015

TO: Leonard Martin, City Manager

FROM: Christopher Barton, Chief Planner

Hold A Public Hearing And Consider An Ordinance To Rezone To Establish A Special Use 

Permit For A Temporary Surface Parking Lot With Special Conditions Located Across 

Two Parcels On An Approximately 0.2-Acre Tract Located At 1101 Carroll Avenue And 

A Second Approximately 0.41-Acre Tract Located At 1104 East Belt Line Road; 

Amending Accordingly The Official Zoning Map.  Case No. 04-15SUP2 Downtown 

Temporary Parking Lot 5/City of Carrollton. Case Coordinator: Christopher Barton.

BACKGROUND:

This is a City-initiated request for approval of a special use permit for a temporary public 

parking lot. The parking lot will be located across two parcels. The first parcel is an 

approximately 0.2-acre site located at 1101 Carroll Avenue and a second parcel is an 

approximately 0.41-acre tract located at 1104 East Belt Line Road. Both parcels are zoned for 

the (TC) Transit Center District, Urban General Sub-District.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION/ACTION DESIRED:

On April 2, 2015 the Planning & Zoning Commission recommended APPROVAL as 

presented. The attached ordinance reflects the action of the Commission. Because the action of 

the Commission was unanimous and no public opposition has been received, this item is being 

placed on the Public Hearing - Consent portion of the agenda.
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Case No. 04-15SUP2 DT Temp Parking Lot 5 
 

Page 2 

 

RESULT SHEET 
 
Date: 04/22/15 
Case No./Name: 04-15SUP2 Downtown Temp. Parking Lot 5 

 
A. STIPULATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Staff recommends APPROVAL with the following stipulations: 
 
1. The urban streetscape design standards found in the General Design Standards of the 

City of Carrollton (including streetlights, street trees, enhanced paving, etc.) shall not 
be installed along streets abutting the tracts as part of this project.   

 
2. Construction/paving standards for the surface parking lot (not including fire lanes) 

may be the same as those used for the first City-owned “temporary” parking lot in 
downtown Carrollton (located at 1109 S. Main Street) as follows:  

 
 Sub-base pulverized with sheep’s foot and compacted by roller to 95% 

density 

 Four-inch thick HMAC Base Course (type B, over the graded dirt/sub-
base) 

 Three-inch thick HMAC Surface Course (type C; finer gravel) 
 
 … Or equivalent as approved by the City Manager or designee. 
 
3. In accordance with Section E, Article XX (TC) Transit Center District of the 

Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance, a Special Use Permit for the surface parking lot shall 
be for a period of up to five (5) years, with subsequent review for continued 
appropriateness thereafter.  However, this SUP would be limited to thirty (30) months to 
run concurrent with the City’s lease for the 1101 Carroll Ave. land. The thirty month 
period shall begin when both surface parking lots are completed and open to the public. 

 
 
B. P&Z RECOMMENDATION from P&Z meeting:  04/02/15 

Result:  APPROVED /Vote: 7 – 0 (Krauss & Stotz absent)  
 

 
C. CC RECOMMENDATION from CC meeting:  04/21/15 

Result:     /Vote:   
 
 
 
 



Case No. 04-15SUP2 DT Temp Parking Lot 5 
 

Page 3 

 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT 
 

Case Coordinator: Christopher Barton 
 

 

GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION 
 

SITE ZONING: (TC) Transit Center District, Urban General Sub-Districts.  
   
 SURROUNDING ZONING SURROUNDING LAND USES 
   
NORTH (TC) Transit Center District Vacant Lot  

SOUTH (TC) Transit Center District Existing mixed-use (Across 
Carroll Ave.) 

EAST (TC) Transit Center District  Vacant  

WEST (TC) Transit Center District Existing downtown development 
(Across S. Main St.) 

 
REQUEST: Approval of a new Special Use Permit to allow for a temporary public 

surface parking lot  
  

PROPOSED USE: Temporary public parking 
  

ACRES/LOTS: 0.61 acres/2 lots 
  

LOCATION: 1101 Carroll Avenue and 1104 E. Belt Line Road 
  

HISTORY: It is unknown when the subject tract was platted into a lot of legal 
record. 

Current zoning was established in April, 2005.  Prior to that, the area 
was zoned for the (ODC) Old Downtown Commercial District 
(established in 1989).  

  
COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN: 

Mixed Use/Urban (Transit) Uses 

  

TRANSPORTATION 
PLAN: 

Belt Line Road is designated as an (A6D) Six-Lane Divided Arterial.  
Carroll Avenue is designated as a (C2U) Two-Lane Undivided 
Collector.  

  
OWNER: City of Carrollton 
  

REPRESENTED BY: Christopher Barton/City of Carrollton   
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STAFF ANALYSIS 
 
PROPOSAL/BACKGROUND 

This is a City-initiated request for approval of a Special Use Permit for a temporary surface 
parking lot to provide interim downtown parking.   

The first City-initiated public temporary parking lot was located at the southeast corner of 
Carroll Avenue and South Main Street.  This tract is now the site of a portion of The Union at 
Carrollton Square mixed-use development.   SUP 331 was enacted in January 2006 and expired 
in January 2011. 

The second City-initiated public temporary parking lot is located at the southwest corner of 
Broadway Street and Fifth Avenue.  SUP 368 was enacted in January 2009 and was reassessed 
for continued appropriateness in January 2015. 
 
The third and fourth City-initiated public temporary parking lots are located at 1200 S. 
Broadway Street and 1211 S. Broadway Street.  SUP 3580 was enacted on November 2013. 
 
ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS 

According to the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance, in the (TC) Transit Center District, all 
surface parking lots are only allowed upon approval of a Special Use Permit, that the SUP be 
approved for only an initial five-year period with subsequent reassessment thereafter for 
continued appropriateness. 
 
ELEMENTS TO CONSIDER 

 The City currently owns the property 1104 E. Belt Line Rd. and leases the property at 
1101 Carroll Avenue. 

 The parking lots will be open to the public. 

 According to the (TC) Transit Center Zoning District, since the proposed parking lot is a 
temporary use, typical internal landscaping and buffering as stated in the Landscape 
Ordinance is not required. 

 The proposed lots will provide approximately 28 additional parking spaces for the 
downtown area. 

 The lot will be constructed by the City of Carrollton.  Paving will be designed for a short 
lifespan, as the two parking lots are not anticipated to be permanent. 
 

 The proposed stipulations are the same as have been used in previous cases. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The request appears appropriate. 
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SITE LOCATION AND ZONING MAP 

 

 
 



 
Excerpt from Draft Minutes 
Planning & Zoning Commission 
Meeting of April 2, 2015 
 
Hold A Public Hearing And Consider An Ordinance To Rezone To Establish A Special Use 
Permit For A Temporary Surface Parking Lot With Special Conditions Located Across Two 
Parcels. An Approximately 0.2-Acre Tract Located At 1101 Carroll Avenue And A Second 
Approximately 0.41-Acre Tract Located At 1104 East Belt Line Road; Amending Accordingly 
The Official Zoning Map. Case No. 04-15SUP2 Downtown Temporary Parking Lot 5/City of 
Carrollton. Case Coordinator: Christopher Barton.  
 
Barton presented the case noting that it was a City initiated request and the intent was to provide 
reliever parking for the Old Downtown Square area.  He explained that because the lot would be 
short term in nature, it would not be constructed with the standard of a long term parking lot and 
would include minimal landscaping. 
 
Chair McAninch opened the public hearing and invited speakers to the podium; there being no 
speakers, she closed the public hearing. 
 
 Chadwick moved approval of Case No. 04-15SUP2 Downtown Temporary 

Parking Lot 5 with stipulations; second by Kiser and the motion was approved 
with a unanimous 7-0 vote. 

 



ORDINANCE NO.______  
Case No. 04-15SUP2 Downtown Temp. Parking Lot 5
 
PLANNING SPECIAL USE PERMIT NO. 425
City of Carrollton 
Date: 05/05/15 
 

ORDINANCE NUMBER __________ 
 

ORDINANCE NO. __________ OF THE CITY OF CARROLLTON 
AMENDING ITS COMPREHENSIVE ZONING ORDINANCE BY 
ESTABLISHING SPECIAL USE PERMIT NUMBER 425 FOR A 
TEMPORARY PARKING LOT UPON PROPERTY LOCATED AT 1104 
EAST BELT LINE ROAD AND 1101 CARROLL AVENUE; 
AMENDING ACCORDINGLY THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP; 
PROVIDING PENALTY, SEVERABILITY, REPEALER AND 
SAVINGS CLAUSES; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE 
ON AND AFTER ITS ADOPTION AND PUBLICATION. 
 

WHEREAS, at a public hearing held on the Second day of April, 2015, the Planning & 
Zoning Commission considered and made recommendation on a request regarding a 
Special Use Permit (Case No. 04-15SUP2), and: 
 
WHEREAS, this change of zoning is in accordance with the adopted Comprehensive Plan 
of the City of Carrollton, as amended; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council, after determining all legal requirements of notice and 
hearing have been met, has further determined the following amendment to the zoning 
laws would provide for and would be in the best interest of the health, safety, morals, and 
general welfare: 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
CARROLLTON, TEXAS, THAT: 
 

Section 1. 
 

 All of the above premises are found to be true and correct legislative and factual 
findings of the City Council, and they are hereby approved, ratified and incorporated into 
the body of this Ordinance as if copied in their entirety.  

 



ORDINANCE NO.______  
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Section 2. 
 
 Special Use Permit Number 425 is hereby established for a certain approximately 
0.5-acre of land located at 1104 East Belt Line Road and a certain approximately 0.2-acre 
tract of land located at 1101 Carroll Avenue as more specifically described on Exhibit A 
and generally depicted on Exhibit B, which exhibits are attached hereto and incorporated 
herein by reference for all purposes allowed by law, providing for the following use: 
 

“Temporary Surface Parking Lot” 
 

Section 3. 
 
 Development shall be in accordance with the following special conditions, 
restrictions, and regulations: 
 
1. The urban streetscape design standards found in the General Design Standards of 

the City of Carrollton (including streetlights, street trees, enhanced paving, etc.) 
shall not be installed along streets abutting the tracts as part of this project.   

 
2. Construction/paving standards for the surface parking lot (not including fire lanes) 

shall be as follows:  
 

 Sub-base pulverized with sheep’s foot and compacted by roller to 
95% density. 

 Four-inch thick HMAC Base Course (type B, over the graded 
dirt/sub-base). 

 Three-inch thick HMAC Surface Course (type C; finer gravel).  
 
 …or equivalent as approved by the City Manager or his designee. 
 
3. This Special Use Permit is limited to a thirty (30) month period to run concurrent 

with the City’s lease for the 1101 Carroll Avenue land. The thirty month period 
shall begin when both surface parking lots are completed and open to the public. 

 



ORDINANCE NO.______  
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Section 4. 
 
 The Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance and the Official Zoning Map are hereby 
amended to reflect the action taken herein. 
 

Section 5. 
 
 Any person, firm or corporation violating a provision of this ordinance, upon 
conviction, is guilty of an offense punishable as provided in Section 10.99 of the 
Carrollton City Code. 
 

Section 6. 
 
 The provisions of this ordinance are severable in accordance with Section 10.07 of 
the Carrollton City Code. 
 

Section 7. 
 
 This ordinance shall be cumulative of all provisions of ordinances of the City of 
Carrollton, Texas, except where the provisions of this ordinance are in direct conflict with 
the provisions of such ordinances, in which event the conflicting provisions of such 
ordinances are hereby repealed. 
 

Section 8. 
 
 Ordinance Number 1470, otherwise known as the Comprehensive Zoning 
Ordinance and the Official Zoning Map, as amended, shall remain in full force and effect.   
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Section 9. 
 
 This ordinance shall become and be effective on and after its adoption and 
publication. 
 
PASSED AND APPROVED this the Fifth day of May, 2015. 
 
 

CITY OF CARROLLTON 
 
 
 

By: ______________________________ 
Matthew Marchant, Mayor 

 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Krystle Nelinson 
City Secretary 
 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:    APPROVED AS TO CONTENT: 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
Susan Keller      Christopher Barton 
Assistant City Attorney    Chief Planner 
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EXHIBIT A 
Legal Descriptions 

 

For 1104 E. Belt Line Road: 

Lots 18 – 20, Block A 
D.C. Perry Addition 
(less right-of-way) 

 

 

For 1101 Carroll Avenue: 

Lot 2, Block A 
D.C. Perry Addition 
(less right-of-way) 
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EXHIBIT A 
Location Map 

 



Agenda Memo

City of Carrollton

File Number: 1982

Agenda Date: 4/21/2015  Status: Other BusinessVersion: 1

File Type: Procedural ItemIn Control: City Council

Agenda Number: 21.

CC MEETING: April 21, 2015

DATE: April 15, 2015

TO: Mayor and City Council

FROM: Meredith A. Ladd, City Attorney

Consider Appeal Under Section 52.084 Of The Carrollton City Code Of The Applicability 

Of The Impact Fees To The Development At 2226 Arbor Crest Drive.

BACKGROUND:

Pursuant to Chapter 52 of the Carrollton City Code, Matt Garrett, a property owner, was 

assessed impact fees based on the installation, at Mr. Garrett’s request, of a 1.5” meter to 

replace the existing 5/8” meter during an existing City water line replacement project.  

Carrollton City Code Section 52.084 provides that a property owner may appeal the imposition 

of an impact fee to City Council. Mr. Garrett is appealing the applicability of the impact fees.  

The burden is on the property owner to prove the impact fee collected was not calculated 

pursuant to Carrollton City Code.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

The possible financial implication for a finding in favor of the property owner is the amount of 

any refund of the impact fees assessed.  The fee assessed was $2,550.00.

IMPACT ON COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY:

Waiver of the requirements of the Impact Fee Ordinance could result in increased demand, 

without recovery of costs for such demand increase, to the City’s water system that was not 

anticipated in the City’s capital improvement plan.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION/ACTION DESIRED:

Staff recommends denial. The plain language of the Impact Fee Ordinance was complied with.
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From: Matt Garrett [mailto:mgarrett@mcsmk8.com]  
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 11:00 PM 
To: Leonard Martin 
Cc: Robert Kopp; Classic Performance; Thomas L. Davis; Steve Woods; Marc Guy; Erin Rinehart; Anthony 
Wilder; Bob Garza; Doug Hrbacek; Jeff Andonian; Kevin Falconer; Lisa Sutter; Matthew Marchant; Steve 
Babick; Camille Pasternak; Gary Pasternak; Jody Byerly; Krystle Nelinson 
Subject: Arbor crest water line - Update - Impact Fee Appeal 
 
Neighbors, City staff and Council members, 
 
This is an update on the upper Arbor Crest water service issues and an appeal to the impact fees 
enclosed.  
 
Yesterday we completed the larger water meter and tie in to my home at 2226.  This went from 
the small service 5/8 meter to the 1.5 meter, which is also had by 2231,2232, 2234.   All other 
homes have 5/8 or 1" service. In our research comparisons, we found that 3 homes (2231, 2232, 
2234) are the only ones in the 2224-2234 range that did not suffer from poor  water service as the 
remainder have suffered.  Just doing this cut over is a 100% improvement in service, using my 
example.   I can now turn a sink on and flush a toilet.   For the first time in 17 years I know what 
a refrigerator ice maker sounds like when it tries to fill up.   We can now use the built in water 
dispenser on the door.   The garden hose actually can spray with its sprayer from 3 ft to about 
12.   Time from 10 mins to 2 mins the bathtub fills up.   The key factor here is NO CHANGE 
was made to the home plumbing between the cut over from yesterday and today and NO 
additional water pressure was provided at the street.  The only factor is the volume difference 
and only to the existing home line, which is eventually reduced down to 3/4 at the inlet point of 
the house.  Service has gone from horrible to very satisfactory with the still lower pressure 
maintained vs a massive pressure drop on any light load.  With a heavy load, complete shut 
down to all fixtures.  As many of you have been told over the years, the problem was always 
your house.   Well, that is not the case.  
 
So why did I have to compensate with a bigger service for the lower water pressure and at my 
own expense and why was your only choice to do the same???  That is a question I hope Council 
and Staff will address not only for us, but for anyone who has these type of situations, especially 
when things are under construction.  Our situation may be very unique, so the understanding may 
not be there with staff, but the complaints over the years should not have been brushed under the 
rug.  If these situations do not fit into some "box" or ordinance, it seems that it takes a whole lot 
of effort to make those that should be listening aware.   As we have said as a group in our 
appearance at the public forum, we did not mind paying a little to get satisfactory service.  I still 
think our situation should have been included in the redesign and the costs involved are exactly 
for what we pay taxes and our water bills.  So here you see my charges.  No one thinks this is "a 
little fee."  With the impact fees added in, it is exorbitant. 
 

mailto:mgarrett@mcsmk8.com


Attached are what these improvements cost on the city side only;  $3725 on top of a $125.00 
permit fee, for $3850.00, city fees only.   My home is now adequate and I am pleased with the 
before and after, but take the stance that the impact fees are completely unjust in this scenario.  
 
Impact fees are there for a surcharge of how the size of a water service line "impacts" the water 
system.  A 5/8 meter is looked at as being able to flow less water than a 1.5" meter.  That is basic 
physics, obviously.  However, a 1.5" meter at 40PSI will only do a little more than a 5/8 meter at 
80PSI.  It is now very obvious that those impact fees were never properly calculated using a 
pressure factor.  If they were, we would be owed an impact credit since the 70s vs homes that 
have inherent higher pressure. 
 
A 5/8 supply and meter at high pressures in the 80s can flow 36GPM, but at 40PSI, the flow 
comes down to the 15GPM range.  This is what we had here and it is simply not enough to work 
well. 
 
A 1.5 supply and meter at higher pressures can flow at 100GPM+,  That is a ton of water, really 
too much for any residential home.   The question of "why you wound need this" is always 
raised.  Well at 40psi it's about 35GPM and puts it right there with a 5/8 service at 80.... and that 
is why. 
 
We can blame the homes, but here is the key; our homes are existing.  They are not new 
construction or redesigned projects that should be subject to impact fees.  When the homes of the 
70s and 80s were built, water pressure was not an issue, even on the hill on Arbor Crest.  It was 
not great, but it was adequate.  Over the years with the growth and northern additions to the 
water system in this area, the water pressure has dropped.  The new water tower did not help 
anything either.   The promised water line replacement did not help.  It was just new.  3 homes 
have larger meters and work fine.  There is no record in the city why these homes have 1.5 
meters, but they do even to public works disbelief, leaving an easy working model to duplicate 
on the others.  So, all that leaves is us as homeowners of older homes bearing the cost to upgrade 
and compensate for what was once supplied at one pressure from the city and in 2015 is not.   A 
$4000 tax, so to speak.   I am appealing the impact portion of these fees.   They are totally not 
applicable in this scenario.  The amount is $2550.00. 
 
The public works guys doing the job really have done their best to make this go smoothy.   I 
know the neighbors are tired of the mess, but really in this scope of work, they have done a great 
job.  They should be complemented from the top down.   I also want to throw a compliment out 
to Jody Byerly with Carrollton PW for really being the front person neighbors have had to push 
their frustrations on.   He really deserves recognition for being what is short of a punching bag 
here taking everything professionally and courteously.  I think if Jody was allowed to 
accommodate this situation, he would have.  But the answer was always "hands are tied".   A 



little loosening of the binds from the top down is sometimes called for in unique situations. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Matt Garrett 
214-878-3823 

  



 

 



• Sec. 52.084. - Appeals. 

(A) The property owner or applicant for new development may appeal the following decisions to the City 
Council.  
(1) The applicability of an impact fee to the development; 
(2) The method of calculating the amount of the impact fee due; 
(3) The availability or the amount of an offset, credit or rebate; 
(4) The application of an offset or credit against an impact fee due; and 
(5) The amount of a refund due, if any. 

 
(B) The burden of proof shall be on the appellant to demonstrate that the amount of the fee or the amount 

of the offset, credit or rebate was not calculated according to section 52.079 or the guidelines 
established for determining offsets, credits and rebates as set forth in section 52.081 

 
(C) The appellant must file a notice of appeal with the City Secretary within 30 days following the 

determination of the amount of the impact fees to be paid by the development. If the notice of appeal 
is accompanied by a bond or other sufficient surety satisfactory to the City Attorney in an amount 
equal to the original determination of the impact fee due, the development application may be 
processed while the appeal is pending.  

 

(Ord. 1648, passed 8-7-90) 

• Sec. 52.079. - Computation and collection of impact fees. 

(A) The impact fee due for the new development shall be collected at the time a building permit is issued 
by the city, unless an agreement between the developer and the city has been executed providing for a 
different time of payment.  

 
(B) The impact fees due for the new development shall be calculated in the following manner: 

 
(1) The impact fee per service unit for each category of capital improvements, which is to be paid 

by each new development within the service area, shall be that established by ordinance by the 
City Council, as may amended from time to time, and shall be not more than the maximum 
impact fee per service unit established in section 52.077. Unless technical information and 
studies are submitted in accordance with division (B) of this section, the impact fees which are 
to be paid by new development shall be as set forth in Appendix B of this chapter.  

 
(2) The developer may submit or the Director of Public Works and Engineering may require the 

submission of a study, prepared by a professional engineer, licensed in the state, clearly 
indicating the number of water and/or wastewater service units which will be consumed or 
generated by the new development. The Director of Public Works and Engineering will review 
the information for completeness and conformity with generally accepted engineering practices 
and will, when satisfied with the completeness and conformity of the study, multiply the 
number of service units times the impact fee per service unit contained in Appendix B of this 
chapter to determine the total impact fee to be collected for the development.  

 



(C) The amount of any impact fee due for any new development shall not exceed the amount computed by 
multiplying the maximum impact fee per service unit under section 52.077 by the number of new 
service units consumed or generated by the development.  

 
(D) Impact fee schedules as set forth in Appendices A and B of this chapter may be amended from time to 

time utilizing the amendment procedure set forth in section 52.086 
 

(Ord. 1648, passed 8-7-90; Am. Ord. 2322, passed 3-24-98) 

• Sec. 52.073. - Definitions. 

For the purpose of this subchapter the following definitions shall apply unless the context clearly 
indicates or requires a different meaning:  

New development. A project involving the construction, reconstruction, redevelopment, conversion, structural 
alteration, relocation or enlargement of any structure, or any use or extension of land, which has the effect of 
increasing the requirements for capital improvements or facility expansions, measured by the service units to 
be generated by that activity, and which requires either the approval and filing of a plat or replat pursuant to 
the city's subdivision regulations, the issuance of a building permit, or connection to the city's water or 
wastewater system. 

(Ord. 1648, passed 8-7-90; Am. Ord. 1958, passed 2-1-94; Am. Ord. 2322, passed 3-24-98) 

 

• APPENDIX B: FEE COLLECTION SCHEDULE 

SCHEDULE 2 
FEE COLLECTION SCHEDULE (PER SERVICE METER)  

    

5/8″ $  560.00 $ 190.00 $  750.00 
¾″    780.00   270.00    1,050.00 
1″   1,310.00   440.00    1,750.00 
1 ½″   2,460.00    840.00    3,300.00 
2″   3,920.00   1,330.00    5,250.00 
4″  15,380.00   5,220.00   20,600.00 
6″  34,040.00  11,560.00   45,600.00 
8″  39,560.00  13,440.00   53,000.00 
10″  90,960.00  30,890.00  121,850.00 
 

(Ord. 1648, passed 8-7-90; Am. Ord. 1958, passed 2-1-94; Am. Ord. 2322, passed 3-24-98; Am. Ord. 2677, 
passed 4-16-02) 
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