AGENDA
BENBROOK CITY COUNCIL
THURSDAY, JUNE 17, 2021
911 WINSCOTT ROAD, BENBROOK, TEXAS
PRE-COUNCIL WORKSESSION 7:15 P.M.
Review and discuss agenda items for regular meeting.
REGULAR MEETING 7:30 P.M.
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
ALL AGENDA ITEMS ARE SUBJECT TO FINAL ACTION

I. CALL TO ORDER
II. INVOCATION
Invocation To Be Given By Fr. Kenneth M. Bolin With St. Thomas Becket Catholic Church
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
III. CITIZEN COMMENTS ON ANY AGENDA ITEM
IV. MINUTES
1. Approve Minutes Of The Regular Meeting Held June 3, 2021
Documents:
CC MINUTES-06-03-21.PDF
V. PRESENTATION BY MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF COUNCIL
CC-2021-06 Accept Resignation From Alexander Newman, Planning And Zoning
Commission, Place 3 And Determine Appointment To Position
Documents:
CC-2021-06 RESIGNATION ALEXANDER NEWMAN.PDF
CC-2021-06 RESIGNATION LETTER ALEXANDER NEWMAN.PDF
VI. STAFF REPORTS
1. Present National Flood Insurance Program, Community Rating System - Repetitive Loss
Analysis
Documents:
STAFF REPORT - FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM -REPETITIVE LOSS
ANALYSIS.PDF
STAFF REPORT - REPETITIVE LOSS AREA ANALYSIS.PDF
VII. REPORTS FROM CITY MANAGER
A. GENERAL
G-2515 Approve Finance Report For Period Ending May 31, 2021

STAFF REPORT - REPETITIVE LOSS AREA ANALYSIS.PDF
VII. REPORTS FROM CITY MANAGER
A. GENERAL
G-2515 Approve Finance Report For Period Ending May 31, 2021
Documents:
G-2515 FINANCE REPORT MAY 21.PDF
G-2515 REVENUE CHART MAY 21.PDF
G-2515 EXPENDITURE CHART MAY 21.PDF
G-2515 SALES TAX COMPARISON - MAY 21.PDF
G-2516 Authorize Interlocal Agreement With Fort Worth Independent School District To
Provide Three Police Officers To Participate In The Annual School Security Initiative
Documents:
G-2516 AUTHORIZE ILA FWISD 2021.PDF
G-2516 BENBROOK SRO MOU 2021-2022.PDF
VIII. INFORMAL CITIZEN COMMENTS
State Law prohibits any deliberation of or decisions regarding items presented in informal citizen
comments. City Council may only make a statement of specific information given in response to the inquiry;
recite an existing policy; or request staff place the item on an agenda for a subsequent meeting. The
exception to informal comments is that once an election date has been set by City Council comments
relative to elections will not be broadcast on the City ’s cable channel. However, a copy of the tape
containing citizens’ comments will be available at city hall for review or purchase by interested citizens

IX. COUNCIL MEMBER AND STAFF COMMENTS
Pursuant to the Texas Government Code, Title 5 - Open Government; Ethics, Subtitle A - Open
Government, Chapter 551 - Open Meetings, Subchapter C - Notice o f Meetings, Section 551.0415,
announcements from City Councilmembers and City Staff may be made for items to include: expression of
thanks; congratulations; condolence; recognition of public officials, employees or citizens; information
regarding holiday schedules; reminders of community events or announcements involving an imminent
threat to the public health and safety of the municipality that has arisen after the posing of the agenda. No
discussion or formal action may be taken on these items at this meeting.

X. ADJOURNMENT

WORKSESSION

1.

Discuss garbage, recycling and bulk collection contract

MINUTES
OF THE
MEETING OF THE
BENBROOK CITY COUNCIL
THURSDAY, JUNE 3, 2021
The regular meeting of the Benbrook City Council was held on June 3, 2021 at 7:30 p.m. in
the Council Chambers with the following Council members present:
Jerry Dittrich, Mayor
Renee Franklin
Larry Marshall
Dustin Phillips
Alfredo Valverde
Laura Mackey
Jason Ward
Also Present:

Andy Wayman, City Manager
Jim Hinderaker, Assistant City Manager
Joanna King, City Secretary
Beth Fischer, Deputy City Secretary
Wes Cooper, IT Director
Bennett Howell, Public Service Director
Tommy Davis, Fire Chief
Rick Overgaard, Finance Director

Others:

Monica Dela Garza
Gaby Dela Garza
Lynette Spence
Phyllis Harkins
Michael Barber

I.

CALL TO ORDER
Meeting called to order at 7:30 p. m. by Mayor Dittrich.

II.

CITIZEN COMMENTS ON ANY AGENDA ITEM
Mayor Dittrich paused the meeting for citizen comments on any agenda item via
telephone call. There were no callers.
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III.

MINUTES
1.

Approve minutes of the regular meeting held May 20, 2021

Motion by Dr. Marshall, seconded by Ms. Mackey to approve the minutes of the
regular meeting held May 20, 2021.
Vote on the Motion by Roll Call:
Ayes: Ms. Franklin, Dr. Marshall, Mr. Phillips, Mayor Dittrich, Mr. Valverde, Ms.
Mackey, Mr. Ward
Noes: None
Motion carried unanimously.
IV.

STAFF REPORT
1. Flood Insurance Assessment and Substantial Damage Management Plan
Bennett Howell gave the following report: The City of Benbrook participates in the
Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) Community Rating System
(CRS) program, which provides flood insurance premium relief to property owners
who purchase flood insurance. As part of the once every five-year CRS review
process, FEMA requires verification that City Council has had an opportunity to
review certain informational documents.
The two informational documents include:
Flood Insurance Assessment - A Flood Insurance Assessment (FIA) is an
analysis of the City’s level of flood insurance coverage that identifies where
increased coverage would be beneficial. FEMA provides the data and the City
determines the effectiveness of the flood insurance outreach projects. The most
recent data was provided on January 2, 2021. Reassessments are every 5 years.
There are 617 properties within the floodplain. Of that number, 302 or 49% of the
properties have flood insurance. The City will continue to provide flood insurance
outreach projects through mailings, website and social media.
Substantial Damage Management Plan - A Substantial Damage Management
Plan is a detailed mitigation plan that describes the City’s process for evaluating
damage to buildings prior to repairs. The City, as a National Flood Insurance
Program (NFIP) participant, must first determine whether any proposed building
reconstruction qualifies as a substantial improvement or repair of substantial
damage that may mandate the structure conform to NFIP requirements.
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V.

REPORTS FROM CITY MANAGER
A. GENERAL
G-2514

Adopt Ordinance amending Chapter 1.12-Fees for City Services,
Title 1-General Provisions of the Benbrook Municipal Code, as
amended, by amending Section 1.12.030(1) Ambulance Service
Fee, amending Section 1.12.080 Building and Construction Fees,
and further amending Section 1.12.020.A(5) repealing Credit Card
Service Fees

Jim Hinderaker gave the following report: Periodically, staff conducts a review of
City service fees. Staff surveyed nine cities in Tarrant County (White Settlement,
Lake Worth, Crowley, Westworth Village, Burleson, Fort Worth, N. Richland Hills,
Keller, and Mansfield) and found Benbrook on average is charging less for building
and construction fees. In comparing ambulance service fees, staff surveyed nine
neighboring cities (Azle, Bedford, Cleburne, Hurst, Keller, Kennedale, Crowley, N.
Richland Hills, and Roanoke) and Medstar, the private ambulance service provider
contracted by the City of Fort Worth, and similarly found that Benbrook on average
is charging less.
Staff recommends the following changes:
Plan Review Fee
Unlike seven of the comparison cities, Benbrook does not currently charge a plan
review fee. As a result, Benbrook collects on average approximately $1,597 less
in total building permit fees for a new commercial building valued at $500,000. Staff
recommends a one-time plan review fee (regardless of the number of revision
submittals) of 25% of the total building permit fee. The plan review fee is payable
at plan submittal and is not dependent on whether or not the applicant follows
through to building permit issuance.
Contractor Registration
Benbrook currently charges $100 for an initial contractor registration fee and
thereafter an annual renewal fee of $40. The average annual contractor
registration fee for the nine comparison cities is just under $69. Staff recommends
the city increase the annual renewal fee to $50.
Miscellaneous Fees
The majority of Benbrook’s miscellaneous building and construction fees are
calculated based on a number of different factors including square feet of living
space, garage size, number of electrical fixtures, electrical amperage, etc., which
makes calculating the permit fee both time consuming and subject to error. Staff
recommends the City establish a flat fee of $50 for the majority of the City’s
miscellaneous fees.
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Credit Card Service Fee
The City accepts credit card payment for all fees, but customers who choose this
form of payment are assessed an upfront two percent (2%) service fee to cover
the backend service charge assessed to the City by banks and credit card
companies. The actual service fee cost to the City is based on the amount of the
transaction but is typically two percent (2%). Over the years, especially as the use
of credit cards has supplanted the use of cash and check payments, residents and
contractors have voiced frustration over the City’s credit card service fee. Today,
very few entities assess credit card service fees and have instead rolled this cost
into their standard product pricing and fee structure. Staff recommends the credit
card service fee be eliminated.
Ambulance Service Fee
Benbrook’s base Ambulance Service Fee is currently $1,025 for a resident and
$1,125 for a non-resident, and the actual cost of any medical supplies and
equipment rendered during the call. The city charges seven dollars per mile for
patient transport from the point of pick-up to the point of delivery. In cases without
transport, the city assesses a $125 on-scene treatment fee. Staff recommends
elimination of the $100 non-resident surcharge, due to the amount of staff billing
time needed to verify residency, and adoption of tiered based Ambulance Service
Fee dependent on the level of life support provided during transport as follows:
Ambulance Service Fee
Basic Life Support Emergency
Advanced Life Support 1 (ALS 1) Emergency
Advanced Life Support 2 (ALS 2) Emergency

$1,100
$1,200
$1,400

In addition, staff recommends increasing the per mile patient transport charge to
$15 per mile, the on-scene treatment fee without transport to $175 and
assessment of the actual cost, plus a 100% surcharge or allowable Medicare Rate,
for all medical supplies and equipment used during the call. Except for the City of
Hurst, which charges $10, all comparison cities currently assess a $15 - $25 per
mile patient transport charge and the majority of the comparison cities have
implemented a cost plus 100% medical supply and equipment surcharge. Staff
finds that the proposed increases bring the City’s Ambulance Service Fee in line
with the average fees assessed by the comparison cities.
Motion by Dr. Marshall, seconded by Mr. Phillips Council to adopt Ordinance No.
1467 amending Chapter 1.12 of the Benbrook Municipal Code revising fees for
City services.
Vote on the Motion by Roll Call:
Ayes: Dr. Marshall, Mr. Phillips, Mayor Dittrich, Mr. Valverde, Ms. Mackey, Mr. Ward,
Ms. Franklin
Noes: None
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Motion carried unanimously.
Ordinance No. 1467 being “AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF BENBROOK,
TEXAS, AMENDING CHAPTER 1.12 – FEES FOR CITY SERVICES, TITLE 1 –
GENERAL PROVISIONS OF THE BENBROOK MUNICIPAL CODE, AS
AMENDED, BY AMENDING SECTION 1.12.030(1) AMBULANCE SERVICE
FEE, AMENDING SECTION 1.12.080 BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION, AND
FURTHER AMENDING SECTION 1.12.020.A(5) REPEALING CREDIT CARD
SERVICE FEE; PROVIDING THAT THIS ORDINANCE SHALL BE
CUMULATIVE OF ALL ORDINANCES; PROVIDING A SEVERABILITY
CLAUSE; PROVIDING FOR A PENALTY FOR VIOLATIONS; PROVIDING A
SAVINGS CLAUSE; PROVIDING FOR ENGROSSMENT AND ENROLLMENT;
PROVIDING FOR PUBLICATION IN PAMPHLET FORM; PROVIDING FOR
PUBLICATION IN THE OFFICIAL NEWSPAPER; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.
SECTION 7
PENALTY CLAUSE
Any person, firm, or corporation who violates, disobeys, omits, neglects or refuses
to comply with or who resists the enforcement of any of the provisions of this
Ordinance shall be fined not more than Two Thousand Dollars ($2,000) for all
violations involving zoning, fire safety or public health and sanitation, including
dumping of refuse, and shall be fined not more than Five Hundred Dollars
($500.00) for all other violations of this Ordinance. Each day that a violation is
permitted to exist shall constitute a separate offense.
SECTION 12
EFFECTIVE DATE
This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and
publication as provided by law, and it is so ordained.

VI.

INFORMAL CITIZEN COMMENTS
Mayor Dittrich paused the meeting for any informal citizen comments via telephone
conference. There were no callers.

VII.

COUNCIL MEMBER AND STAFF COMMENTS
Councilmember Franklin expressed appreciation to the organizers and citizens for
the Memorial Day ceremony honoring Veterans that served our Nation.
Councilmember Franklin announced the Artisan Farmers Market will be held on June
6, 2021 from 10:00 AM until 3:00 PM in Dutch Branch Park near the YMCA.
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VIII.

ADJOURNMENT
Meeting adjourned at 7:55 p.m. followed by a Worksession:
1. Discuss future City Council and Board agenda format
2. Discuss Municipal Complex and bond issuance
3. Cyber Security Training

APPROVED:
__________________________
Jerry B. Dittrich, Mayor
ATTEST:
__________________________
Joanna King, City Secretary
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Memo To:

Mayor Dittrich and Members of City Council

From:

Joanna King, City Secretary

Subject:

Appointment to Boards and Commissions
Resignation Alexander Newman, Place 3, Planning and Zoning
Commission

Date:

June 17, 2021

On June 10, 2021, the City Secretary received the resignation from Alexander
Newman, Place 3 on the Planning and Zoning Commission.
Mr. Newman was appointed to Place 3 in December 2020, to an unexpired oneyear term expiring December 30, 2021.
The normal process for advertising and receiving applications for various City
Boards and Commissions begins in September of each year. Appointments will
then be made in December.
Staff recommends City Council delay the appointment of the unexpired term until
applications have been received from all interested citizens during the normal
application process.

City of Benbrook
CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION
DATE:

REFERENCE
NUMBER:

06/17/2021

Staff Report

SUBJECT:

PAGE:

Present Repetitive Loss Analysis Plan
1 of 1

The City of Benbrook participates in the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA)
Community Rating System (CRS) program, which provides flood insurance premium relief to
property owners who purchase flood insurance. As part of the once every five-year CRS review
process, FEMA requires verification that City Council has had an opportunity to review certain
informational documents.
Staff has included the following informational document in the City Council packet:
Repetitive Loss Area Analysis Report – The Repetitive Loss Area Analysis Report is a detailed
mitigation plan to reduce repetitive flood losses from occurring within the same geographical area.
Fortunately, City of Benbrook drainage projects have virtually eliminated systemic flooding.
However, FEMA requires Staff to identified potential repetitive loss areas based on past FEMA
floodplain maps. The three separate potential repetitive loss areas are Mary’s Creek Area, Tara
Drive Area, and Timbercreek Area.
The report recommends the following mitigation measures:
•

Continue outreach programs to encourage property owners to purchase flood insurance;

•

Continue to promote flood assistance programs;

•

Continue to evaluate and include drainage projects in the Capital Improvement Program
(CIP);

•

Continue outreach programs to encourage property owners in flood-prone areas to elevate
electrical and mechanical equipment;

•

Continue to evaluate the acquisition/demolition program as appropriate;

•

Continue to enforce drainage design standards in new construction; and

•

Continue the storm drainage system evaluation project in the CIP.

No City Council action is required.

SUBMITTED BY:

DISPOSITION BY COUNCIL:
 APPROVED
 OTHER (DESCRIBE)

PROCESSED BY:
CITY SECRETARY
DATE:

CITY MANAGER

Repetitive Loss Area Analysis
2020

Repetitive Loss Analysis
1.0

Introduction

The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) is based on a cooperative agreement
between the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and local governments.
FEMA agrees to underwrite flood insurance policies within a community and the
community agrees to regulate development in the floodplain. Participation in the NFIP is
voluntary, but communities have incentive to join because federally-backed flood
insurance is not available to property owners in non-participating communities and a
non-participating community will not receive federal aid for damages to insurable
buildings in the floodplain.
The NFIP is continually faced with the challenge of balancing the financial soundness of
the program with the competing expectation of keeping premiums affordable. Repetitive
loss properties are one of the two largest obstacles to achieving financial soundness of
the NFIP. Since the inception of the NFIP, almost $9 billion have been paid to repetitive
loss properties, about one-fourth of all NFIP payments. While the NFIP has resulted in
forty years of successful floodplain management, and many of these structures are no
longer insured, repetitive loss properties are still a drain on the NFIP.
Floodplain management regulations can mitigate some repetitive flood losses when a
building is substantially damaged. For the City of Benbrook, a structure where the cost
to repair is equal to or exceeds 50 percent of the building’s value is considered to be
substantially damaged. A substantially damaged building must be brought up to the
same flood protection as a new building as required by the City’s Flood Damage
Prevention Ordinance. However, some repetitive loss structures are not in a regulated
floodplain or they do not suffer substantial damage and continue to be at risk for future
flood damages.
The City of Benbrook has been participating in the regular phase of the NFIP since May
3, 1974. In addition to meeting the basic requirements of the NFIP, Benbrook has
adopted additional regulations and procedures in order to participate in the Community
Rating System (CRS) program. The City of Benbrook is currently a CRS Class 7 which
rewards all policyholders in the Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) with a 15 percent
reduction in their flood insurance premiums. Non-SFHA policies (Standard Zone X
policies) receive a 5 percent discount and preferred risk policies do not receive a
discount in their flood insurance premiums. The City of Benbrook has participated in the
CRS program since October 1, 1991.
The NFIP classifies repetitive loss properties as repetitive loss (RL) properties or
Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL) properties. A RL property is any insurable building for
which two or more claims of more than $1,000 have been paid by the NFIP during any
rolling 10-year period since 1978. Claims must be at least 10 days apart but within 10
years of each other. A SRL property has had four or more claims of at least $5,000 or
at least two claims that cumulatively exceed the structure’s reported value.

As of November 04, 2020 there are 307 NFIP Policies in force in Benbrook with annual
premiums of $309,369. The City of Benbrook has had 82 paid losses against the NFIP
totaling more than $707,158 since 1979. A repetitive loss property is not required to
carry a flood insurance policy to be considered a RL property or SRL property. In some
cases a community will find that properties on its repetitive loss list are not currently
insured. Once it is designated as a repetitive loss property, that property remains as a
repetitive loss property from owner to owner whether it is insured or not and even after
the property has been mitigated.
According to repetitive loss data received from FEMA dated November 4, 2020, there
are a total of 1 unmitigated and 5 mitigated RL properties within the City of Benbrook.
None of the properties are classified as severe repetitive loss. Many more properties in
Benbrook may have reached the damage threshold to become a repetitive loss
property, but are not included in this list because they may not be covered by flood
insurance or flood insurance claims are not submitted for all flood damages sustained.
Owners of properties that experience repetitive flooding often are locked into a cycle of
damage and repair. Many owners may not be aware of the nature of the hazard that
they face, in part because they have purchased the property after the last flood or the
seller did not disclose past flooding. Disclosure of repetitive flooding is a problem
because repetitive loss areas are not shown on Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs)
and are often located outside of the Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA).
The City of Benbrook has opted to complete a Repetitive Loss Area Analysis (RLAA)
using the 2017 CRS Coordinator’s Manual as a guide. The RLAA will benefit the City by
examining potential mitigation measures for specific repetitive loss areas and increasing
its credit in the CRS Program.
Location
The City of Benbrook is located in Tarrant County in north-central Texas just south of
Fort Worth. The City occupies a total land area of about 12 square miles of the
approximate 900 square miles in Tarrant County. The City is served by Interstate
20/Loop 820, SH-183 and SH-377, as shown on Figure 1. According to U. S. Census
Bureau, the City of Benbrook has an estimated population of 23,215 as of 2019.

Figure 1 – City of Benbrook Location Map
Flooding in Benbrook can be attributed to two sources:
1.

Flash flooding resulting from heavy rainfall that overwhelms the drainage
system;

2.

Riverine flooding resulting from heavy and prolonged rainfall over a
watershed that causes the capacity of the creeks and channels to be
exceeded.

All drainage within the City of Benbrook eventually flows to the Clear Fork of the Trinity
River.
Repetitive Loss Requirement
The CRS Program makes it a priority to address RL properties because many of the
losses under the NFIP come from repetitively flooded properties. Repetitive loss data
must be maintained and updated annually in order to participate in the CRS Program.
There are three categories of repetitive loss communities based upon the number of
properties on the updated repetitive loss list from FEMA. Each category has specific
requirements that a community must meet based upon the number of properties on the
repetitive loss list.
•

Category A: A community with no unmitigated repetitive loss properties. No
special requirements from CRS.

•

Category B: A community with at least one, but fewer than 10, unmitigated
repetitive loss properties. Category B communities are required by the CRS
Program to research and describe their repetitive loss problem, create a map
showing the location of all repetitive loss areas, and undertake an annual
outreach project to all properties within a repetitive loss area.

•

Category C: A community with 10 or more unmitigated repetitive loss
properties. Category C communities must do the same things as a Category B
community and prepare either a Floodplain Management Plan that covers all
repetitive loss areas or prepare a Repetitive Loss Area Analysis (RLAA) for all
repetitive loss areas.

The City of Benbrook is designated as a Category B repetitive loss community because
it has a total of 1 unmitigated repetitive loss property.

2.0

Repetitive Loss Area Analysis Process

This Repetitive Loss Area Analysis (RLAA) follows the planning process outlined in
Section 510 of the 2017 CRS Coordinator’s Manual. Two additional steps were added to
this process: an initial step for identifying the RL areas and a final step to ensure
collaboration with the entire community. The RLAA process that the City of Benbrook
followed is shown in detail below.
Initial Step:

Conduct a thorough review of the repetitive loss properties, flood
insurance claims information, and reported drainage concerns from the
residents around each repetitive loss property. Identify which repetitive
loss properties may be subject to isolated flooding and which RL
properties may have neighbors who are subject to flooding. Based upon
that information, delineate the RL areas using a combination of the
contour data, the location of the floodplain, the location of storm drain
infrastructure and the location and frequency of drainage concerns and
flood insurance claims.

Step 1:

Advise all the properties in the repetitive loss areas that the analysis will
be conducted and request their input on the hazard and recommended
actions.

Step 2:

Contact agencies and organizations that may have plans or studies that
could affect the cause or impacts of the flooding. The agencies and
organizations must be identified in the analysis report.

Step 3:

Visit each building and collect basic data.

Step 4:

Review alternative approaches and determine whether any property
protection measures or drainage improvements are feasible.

Step 5:

Document the findings. A separate analysis report must be prepared for
each area.

Final Step:

The RLAA Report must be submitted to the community’s governing body
and made available to the media and the public. The complete RLAA
Report must be adopted by the community’s governing body or by an

office that has been delegated approval authority by the community’s
governing body.
Beyond the five major planning steps of the RLAA process, additional activities are
required on an annual basis. An outreach project must be sent to all properties in each
RL Area. This outreach project must:
•

Inform each owner that their property is located in an area that is subject to
flooding;

•

Provide information on how to prepare for a flood;

•

Identify available sources of financial assistance;

•

Provide contacts for available city services such as site visits for property
protection advice; and

•

Provide basic facts about flood insurance.

To fulfill this outreach project requirement, the City of Benbrook mails a letter to all
property owners and tenants in each mapped RL Area each year. A copy of the annual
outreach project is located in Appendix A.
The City is also required to provide annual updates to the RLAA Plan about any
changes to the RLAA Plan and report the status of each identified mitigation activity.
This report includes a detailed analysis of the 3 repetitive loss areas in the City of
Benbrook.
Initial Step: Mapping Repetitive Loss Areas
A repetitive loss area (RLA) is a portion (or portions) of a community that includes
buildings on FEMA’s list of repetitive loss properties and also any nearby properties that
are subject to the same or similar flooding conditions. Three (3) Repetitive Loss Areas
were identified within the City of Benbrook in accordance to the guidelines in the 2017
CRS Manual. The Three (3) Repetitive Loss Areas included six (6) repetitive loss
properties plus an additional 114 properties that are subject to similar flooding
conditions.
An overview map of the City of Benbrook RLA is shown in Figure 2 on the following
page.

Figure 2 – Repetitive Loss Area Overview Map
The City has three (3) repetitive loss areas and are shown below on Figures 3-5. Most
of the claims were before the City completed a major channel improvement project in
2006. The City purchased one of the repetitive loss properties and the last repetitive
loss properties’ claim was likely caused by an inadequate storm drain system in the
area. The last claim was from 2015 and just showed up on the City’s 2020 Repetitive
Loss list from FEMA. The property is currently under new ownership and the City did
not have any flooding reports in that area during that time period. The City of Benbrook
is a Repetitive Loss Category B community.
Most of the repetitive loss property floods occurred at least 16 years ago and detailed
records were not kept. It is estimated that flood depths were less than two feet deep
and velocities of less than six feet per second. Most of the floods happened very
quickly with very little warning time. It was reported that the damage was limited to a
few homes during each of the flood events.

Figure 3 – Repetitive Loss Area 1
There are four repetitive loss properties in Area 1. One is located within the floodway;
one within the floodplain; the home on one property is outside the floodplain; and one
property is outside the floodplain.

Figure 4 – Repetitive Loss Area 2
There is one repetitive loss property in this area and it is located outside the floodplain.

Figure 5 – Repetitive Loss Area 3
There is one repetitive loss property in this area and it is located outside the 100-year
floodplain.
Step 1. Advise All Property Owners
Before field work began on the RLAA, individual letters were mailed to property owners
within the 3 identified Repetitive Loss Areas. Figure 6 on the following page shows an
example of the property owner notification letter. Letters were mailed to repetitive loss
properties, historical repetitive loss properties (those with one paid claim against the
NFIP), and additional properties added to the repetitive loss areas which have no claims
paid against the NFIP. A total of 110 letters were sent to property owners on January
20, 2021. A copy of the Property Notification Letters are located in Appendix A.
Copies of all mailed letters are maintained on file with the City of Benbrook Public
Services Department. In accordance with the Privacy Act of 1974, the letters will not be
shared with the general public.
Mailed Questionnaire
A property owner questionnaire was included with each letter mailed to property
owners. The questionnaire asks about the type of foundation the building has, if the
building has experienced any flooding and the type of flooding, cause of flooding, flood
protection measures and whether the owner has flood insurance. Figure 7 on the
following pages show the questionnaire that was included with the notification letter.

Figure 6 – Example Property Notification Letter

Figure 7 – Flood Protection Questionnaire

Of the 110 mailed flood protection letters and questionnaires, the City of Benbrook
received 16 responses which correspond to a response rate of 14.5 percent. Copies of
the completed questionnaires are located in Appendix B. (Note in accordance with the
Privacy Act of 1974, Appendix B will not be shared with the general public).
Questionnaire responses are summarized below. For the purposes of this report, all
personal information provided by the respondents is not included in the report. Also,
respondents may have skipped questions and/or provided more than one response to a
question.
1. How long have you owned the property?
Responses Received

Percentage

Number of Responses

<10 years

25

4

10-20 years

18.75

3

20-30 years

25

4

30-40 years

6.25

1

>40 years

25

4

No Response Provided

0

0

100

16

Total

2. What type of foundation does the building have?
Responses Received
Slab

Percentage

Number of Responses

100

16

100

16

Crawl Space
Other
None – Vacant Lot
No Response Provided
Total

3. Has the home or property flooded or had a water problem?
Responses Received

Percentage

Number of Responses

Yes

25

4

No

75

12

100

16

No Response
Provided
Total

4. In what year did it flood?
Responses Received

Percentage

Number of Responses

100

4

100

4

Percentage

Number of Responses

75

3

25

1

100

4

Percentage

Number of Responses

50

2

2-3 inches

25

1 – yard only

4-5 inches

25

1

100

4

Include the years from
survey
Unsure which year
No Response Provided
Total
5. Where did you get the water?
Responses Received
Over First Floor
Crawl Space
Yard Only
Sandbags/Other
Measures Used
No Response Provided
Total
How deep did the water get?
Responses Received
< 1 inches
1-2 inches

12 inches
No Response Provided
Total

6. Where did the water come from?
Responses Received

Percentage

Number of Responses

50

2

50

2 – Oncor Easement

100

4

Street
Neighbor’s Yard
Inlet
Drainage System
Ditch, Channel or
Creek
Saturated Ground
Other
No Response Provided
Total

7. Have you installed any flood protection measures on the property?
Responses Received

Percentage

Number of Responses

Yes

50

2

No

50

2

100

4

No Response Provided
Total

What protection measures have you installed?
Responses Received
Sump pump

Percentage

Number of Responses

50

1

50

1

100

2

Regraded yard
Berm
Barrier wall
Drainage system
Sandbagged
City Drainage Project
No Response Provided
Total

8. Do you have flood insurance?
Responses Received

Percentage

Number of Responses

Yes

37.5

6

No

62.5

10

100

16

Percentage

Number of Responses

Yes

18.75

3

No

81.25

13

100

16

No Response Provided
Total
9. Have your neighbors flooded?
Responses Received

No Response Provided
Total

The following trends in survey responses should be considered when evaluating
mitigation alternatives for all repetitive loss areas:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

25 percent of respondents have experienced flooding on their property.
Only 37.5 percent of the respondents have flood insurance.
75 percent of respondents have had flooding on the first floor of their building.
18.75 percent of respondents reported that their neighbors have experienced
flooding.
Flooding from a creek and flooding from the Oncor easement are the common
sources of flooding.
The majority of the structural flooding is 1-2 inches in depth on the first floor of
the structure.
25 percent of respondents have experienced yard flooding that ranges
from 3 to 4 inches in depth.
12.5 percent of respondents have installed flood protection measures.
Of the flood protection measures the respondents have used, berm across
the property and installing small drainage systems were the most popular
method. The small drainage systems appear to be the most effective
measure and a berm across the property has been somewhat effective in
reducing the structural flooding.
City drainage projects appear to be one of the most effective mitigation
measures

The National Climatic Data Center (NCDC) has a database of local flooding events in
Benbrook and North Texas beginning in 1985. The table below lists dates of area
floods, including fatalities, property damage and a description of the events. This table

corresponds with several of the years that the respondents experienced flooding at their
property.
Table 1 – Summary of Flood Events in the Benbrook Area, 1996-2021
Date

Number
of
Fatalities

Property
Damage
($)

Description

3/16/1998

0

0

The Rocky Creek Marina was destroyed by rapid
rise in Benbrook Lake levels. Southeast of the
Benbrook City limits. USACE jurisdiction

6/4/2000

0

0

Flash flooding was observed across most of the
area with a tornado west of the City. Numerous
homes were flooded across Tarrant County.

0

Heavy rains across the region. Over 3.83 inches
of rain in 24 hours at DFW Airport. Benbrook
homes near the Clear Fork Trinity River had to
be sandbagged due to high water.

0

Thunderstorms, hail and high winds. High water
at the intersection of I-20 and Bryant Irving.
(State of Texas jurisdiction)

500

Three tornadoes touched down in the region.
250,000 people in the region without electricity.
Three feet of water reported over the road at I20 and Bryant Irving. (State of Texas jurisdiction)

7/1/2001

4/17/2008

6/10/2009

5/17/2015

10/23/2015

0

0

0

0

0

0

Isolated thunderstorms across the region.
Mustang Creek was out of its banks and water
was over Winscott Plover Road. South of
Benbrook City limits.

100,000

Rainfall in the region ranged from 5 to 21+
inches over the 36 hour period between 10/23
and 10/24. Streets were closed across the
region due to high water.

Step 2. Contact Agencies and Organizations
The City of Benbrook contacted external agencies and City departments that have plans
or studies that could affect the cause of impacts of flooding within the identified
repetitive loss areas. The data collected was used to analyze the problems and to help
identify potential solutions and mitigation measures for property owners. The reports
which were analyzed and reviewed included:
•
•
•
•

City of Benbrook Capital Improvement Plan
Tarrant County Flood Insurance Study, effective March 21, 2019
Benbrook Hazard Mitigation Action Plan
FEMA Repetitive Loss and Flood Insurance Data

Summary of Studies and Reports
City of Benbrook Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)
The City’s CIP is approved annually by the City Council. The program is a rolling fiveyear program with a current year adopted as the Capital budget and the four
subsequent years shown as preliminary for planning/information purposes. The
projects are primarily related to improvement in public service, streets, drainage and
facilities. The annual CIP budget is approximately $1 million with approximately half of
the funds reserved for paying debt on previous drainage projects. Projects included in
the stormwater CIP are generated either through drainage studies, drainage concerns
reported by the public or drainage concerns reported by City staff. The projects are
ranked based on the number of properties impacted, how long they have been reporting
the concern, how frequently they flood and other considerations such as coordination
with other City projects.
Tarrant County Flood Insurance Study
FEMA’s Flood Insurance Study (FIS) for Tarrant County is dated March 21, 2019. The
FIS includes flood risk data for specific streams, creeks, rivers and the lake within the
City of Benbrook. The FIS report contains detailed flood elevation data in flood profiles
and data tables.
Benbrook Hazard Mitigation Action Plan
The Benbrook Hazard Mitigation Action Plan (HMAP) is a plan that identifies the
hazards faced by the community, the vulnerabilities to these hazards and mitigation
strategies for the future. The HMAP contains mitigation actions for flooding hazards.
FEMA Repetitive Loss and Flood Insurance Data
The Privacy Act of 1974 restricts the release of flood insurance policy and claims data
to the public. This information is only released to state and local governments for the
use in floodplain management related activities. All claims and flood insurance policy
data in this report is only discussed in general terms to be in compliance with the
Privacy Act.

Steps 3, 4 and 5
Steps 3, 4 and 5 were performed for each Repetitive Loss Area and individual reports
for each area that include these steps are presented in the upcoming sections.
Step 3. Building Data Collection
All properties in the repetitive loss area were visited to assess the cause of repetitive
flooding and evaluate the potential mitigation measures required for each area. The onsite survey for this analysis was conducted January 26, 2021. The data collected from
these on-site surveys is included in Appendix C of this report. In accordance with the
Privacy Act of 1974, Appendix C will not be shared with the general public.
The following information was recorded for each property:
•

If the structure was still present on the lot

•

Existing mitigation observed, if any

•

Type and condition of the structure and foundation

•

Number of stories

•

Height above street grade and height above site grade

•

Presence and type of appurtenant structures

•

Likely areas of damage on the property

•

Presence of any HVAC units or other mechanical equipment that
vulnerable to flood damage

would be

A summary of the building data for each Repetitive Loss Area is included in this report
with the individual sections for each area.
Step 4. Review Alternative Mitigation Approaches
There are many ways to protect a property from flood damage. Different measures are
appropriate for the level of each flood hazard, the building types, building conditions and
adjacent land use. In addition to projects the City may construct, the property owners
can take mitigation measures to protect their building and its contents from flooding.
Typical property protection measures can include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Demolish the building or relocate it out of harm’s way;
Elevate the building above the flood level;
Elevate damage-prone components, such as the furnace, air conditioning unit or
water heater;
Dry floodproof the building so water cannot get into it;
Wet floodproof portions of the building so water will not cause damage;
Construct a berm or redirect drainage away from the building;
Maintain nearby stream, ditches and storm drains so debris does not obstruct
them; or
Correct sanitary sewer backup issues.

Mitigation measures should fall into one of the mitigation categories listed below based
on the CRS planning process:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Prevention
Property Protection
Natural Resource Protection
Emergency Services
Structural Projects
Public Information and Outreach

This section includes a description of the mitigation measures and potential funding
sources that were considered for all repetitive loss areas included in this RLAA.

Mitigation Measures Overview
Structural Mitigation Methods
Structural mitigation methods are used to control or manage floodwaters away from an
area. These types of projects results in a change to the drainage infrastructure within
an area and help to protect both the streets and the buildings within a project area.
These are designed by engineers and are typically funded by the local government,
though federal funding is available for some structural mitigation projects. These
projects are constructed and maintained by the government agency that constructs
them.
Levees and Floodwalls
Levees and floodwalls confine water to a stream channel by raising its banks. A levee
is a barrier of earth while a floodwall is a concrete wall. Levees and floodwalls must be
designed for large floods, underground seepage, pumping internal drainage and erosion
and scour. Levees and floodwalls can be constructed around a structure or a group of
structures to hold back floodwaters.
Table 2 – Advantages and Disadvantages of Levees and Floodwalls
Advantages
•

No alterations to the adjacent
structures or foundations are required.

Disadvantages
•

•

•
•
•

Property is still located within the
floodplain and has potential to be
damaged by a flood if the
levee/floodwall fails or is overtopped by
water.
Cannot be used to bring a substantially
damaged or improved structure into
compliance with the Flood Hazard
Protection Ordinance.
Internal drainage or surface flows from
the area inside the levee/floodwall can
be disrupted.
Long-term maintenance costs.
Creates a false sense of security.

Drainage Improvements
The drainage system moves surface water through storm drain systems and channels
to a receiving body or water. Drainage improvements can include any improvement to
the existing stormwater drainage system in order to improve its capacity and reduce the
frequency of flooding. These improvements can include changes to the storm drain
system, channels, streets, bridges and culverts, and construction of detention/retention
ponds. Drainage improvements are typically identified and evaluated in watershed
studies and are included in the Capital Improvement Program. Drainage improvements
can be funded both by the City of Benbrook and through some federal grants. The
advantages and disadvantages for drainage improvements that have been identified for
each repetitive loss area are discussed in the area’s individual section.
Table 3 – Advantages and Disadvantages for Drainage Improvements
Advantages
•

•

Can increase the drainage system
capacity through storm drain
improvements, channel
improvements, restrictive road
crossing replacements or
detention/retention ponds.
Minor projects may be funded under
the FEMA mitigation grant
programs.

Disadvantages
•

•
•

Channel improvements can
increase the capacity to accumulate
and carry sediment thereby
potentially adversely affecting the
surrounding areas and the stream
system’s equilibrium.
May help one area but create new
problems upstream or downstream
of the proposed improvements.
Right of way acquisition may be
required.

Nonstructural Mitigation Methods
Nonstructural mitigation methods are permanent measures that are applied to a
structure and its contents to prevent or provide resistance to reduce damage from
flooding. Nonstructural mitigation methods differ from structural mitigation methods in
that they reduce the consequence of flooding rather than reducing the frequency of
flooding. These types of mitigation methods can be funded both by a government
agency through a grant or by the individual property owner.
Elevation
Elevating a structure to prevent floodwaters from reaching living areas is an effective
mitigation method. The goal of the elevation process is to raise the lowest floor to or
above the required level of protection. For the City of Benbrook, structures would be
required to be raised two (2) feet above the base flood elevation (BFE). Elevation can
include lifting the entire structure or by leaving the structure in its existing posting and
constructing a new elevated floor within it.

Table 4 – Advantages and Disadvantages of Elevation
Advantages
•

•
•
•

Elevating to above the BFE allows a
substantially damaged or improved
structure to be brought into
compliance with the Flood Hazard
Prevention Ordinance.
Often reduces flood insurance
premiums.
Reduces or eliminates road
closures due to overtopping.
May be funded by FEMA mitigation
grant programs.

Disadvantages
•
•

•
•
•

Construction costs may be
prohibitive for some structures.
Additional costs are likely if the
structure must be brought into
compliance with current building
code requirements.
The appearance of the structure
and access to it may be adversely
affected.
Requires property owner
cooperation and right of way
acquisition.
May require road closures during
construction.

Acquisition
Property acquisition is a complex process requiring the transferring of private property to
the City for open space purposes. Acquisition can be a relatively expensive mitigation
measure, but provides the greatest long term benefit in the lives and property that are
protected from flood damage. Acquisition is usually recommended when the flood
hazard is so frequent that it is not safe to leave the structure on the site. The major cost
for the acquisition method is for purchasing the structure and land. The total estimated
cost of acquisition is based on the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Purchase of the structure and land
Asbestos survey and abatement (if required)
Demolition
Debris removal, including any landfill processing fees
Grading and stabilizing of the site
Permits and plan review
Table 5 – Advantages and Disadvantages of Acquisition
Advantages

•

•
•

Allows substantially damaged or
improved structure to be brought in
compliance with the City’s Flood
Hazard Prevention Ordinance.
Expands open space and enhances
the natural function of the
floodplain.
May be eligible for funding under
FEMA mitigation grant programs.

Disadvantages
•

Resistance may be encountered
due to loss of tax base,
maintenance of empty lots, and
liability for injuries on community
owner lots.

There are three criteria that must be met to be eligible for FEMA funds:
1. The City must inform the property owners interested in acquisition that the
City will not use condemnation to purchase the property and that participation
in the program is strictly voluntary.
2. The subsequent deed to the property will be amended such that the
landowner will be restricted from receiving any further Federal disaster
assistance grants on the property, the property shall remain in open space in
perpetuity, and the property will be retained in ownership by the City, and
3. Any replacement housing or relocated structures will be located outside the
100-year floodplain.
Relocation
Relocation involves moving a structure out of the floodplain to higher ground where it
will not be exposed to flooding. The process involves raising the structure and placing it
on a wheeled vehicle to move it to the new location.
Table 6 – Advantages and Disadvantages to Relocation
Advantages
•

•
•

Allows substantially damaged or
improved structure to be brought in
compliance with the City’s Flood
Hazard Prevention Ordinance.
Expands open space and enhances
the natural function of the
floodplain.
May be eligible for funding under
FEMA mitigation grant programs.

Disadvantages
•

Costs may be prohibitive.
Additional costs are likely if the
structure must be brought into
compliance with current building
codes for plumbing, mechanical,
electrical and energy systems.

The cost for relocation will vary based on the type of structure and the condition of the
structure. It is considerably less expensive to relocate a structure that is built on a
basement or crawl space as opposed to a structure that has a slab on grade foundation.
Additionally wood sided structures are less expensive to relocate than structures with
brick veneer. Items to consider in estimating costs for relocation include the following:
•

Site selection and analysis and design of the new location

•

Analysis of existing size of structure

•

Analysis and preparation of the moving route

•

Preparation of the structure prior to the move

•

Moving the structure to the new location

•

Preparation of the new site

•

Construction of the new foundation

•

Connection of the structure to the new foundation

•

Restoration of the old site

Barriers
A flood protection barrier is usually an earthen berm or concrete retaining wall. While
floodwalls can be large and span several miles along a creek or river, they can also be
constructed on a smaller scale to protect a single structure or a group of structures. As
nonstructural measures, barriers should be constructed no higher than six (6) feet
above grade and should not be considered for certification through the NFIP, meaning
that flood insurance and floodplain management requirements are still applicable in
areas where these barriers are constructed.
Table 7 – Advantage and Disadvantages to Barriers
Advantages
•
•
•

Relative cost of mitigation is less
expensive than other alternatives.
No alterations to the actual structure
are required.
Property owners can typically
construct their own barriers that will
complement the style and
functionality of their property.

Disadvantages
•

•
•

Property is still located within the
floodplain and has the potential to
be damaged by a flood if the barrier
fails or is overtopped.
Solution is only practical for flooding
depths of less than three (3) feet.
Barriers cannot be used in areas
with soils that have high infiltration
rates.

The cost of constructing a barrier will depend on the type of barrier and the size required
to provide adequate protection. An earthen berm will generally be less expensive
compared to an equivalent concrete barrier primarily due to the cost of the materials.
Another consideration is space; an earthen barrier requires a lot of additional width per
height of the structure compared to a concrete barrier to ensure stability. Key items to
consider for barriers:
•

There needs to be adequate room on the lot

•

A pump is required to remove water that either falls or seeps onto the protected
side of the barrier

•

Human intervention is required to sand bag or otherwise close any opening in the
barrier during the entire flood event

Floodproofing
Wet floodproofing a structure consists of modifying the uninhabited portions (such as a
crawl space or an unfinished basement) to allow floodwaters to enter and exit. This
includes properly anchoring the structure and using flood resistant materials below the
base flood elevation, protection of mechanical and utility equipment and use of opening
or breakaway walls. This ensures equal hydrostatic pressure on the interior and exterior

of the structure which reduces the likelihood of wall failures and structure damage. Wet
floodproofing is limited to enclosures below elevated residential or non-residential
structures and to accessory and agricultural structures that have been issued a variance
by the City.
Table 8 – Advantages and Disadvantages of Wet Floodproofing
Advantages
•

•

Allows internal and external
hydrostatic pressures to equalize,
lessening the loads on walls and
floors and reducing the risk of
structural collapse during a flood.
Often less costly than other
mitigation measures.

Disadvantages
•

•
•
•

Extensive cleanup may be
necessary of the structure becomes
wet inside and possibly
contaminated by sewage,
chemicals, and other materials that
are within the floodwaters.
Pumping floodwaters out of a
basement too soon after a flood
may lead to structural damage.
Does not minimize the potential
damage from high-velocity flow and
wave-action.
Allowed in limited circumstances.

Dry floodproofing involves sealing the structure to make it watertight in order to prevent
floodwaters from entering. Making the structure watertight involves sealing the walls
with waterproof coatings, impermeable membranes or a supplemental layer of masonry
or concrete; installing watertight shields over windows and doors; and installing
measures to prevent sewer backups.
Table 9 – Advantages and Disadvantages of Dry Floodproofing
Advantages
•
•

Does not require additional land that
might be needed for floodwalls.
May be funded by a FEMA
mitigation grant program.

Disadvantages
•
•
•
•

Does not minimize the potential
damage from high-velocity flood
flow.
May not be aesthetically pleasing.
Ongoing maintenance is required.
May not be used to bring a
substantially damaged or improved
residential structure into compliance
with the Flood Hazard Prevention
Ordinance.

Mitigation Funding
There are several types of mitigation measures which can be considered for each
repetitive loss property. Each mitigation measure may qualify for one or more grant
programs listed below. Depending on the type of structure, severity of flooding and
proximity to additional structures with similar flooding conditions, the most appropriate
measure can be determined. In addition to these grant funded projects, several
mitigation measures can be taken by the homeowner to protect their property. Table 10
below gives an overview of each grant program.
Table 10 – Mitigation Grant Programs
Types of Projects Funded

HMGP

FMA

PDM

SRL

ICC

SBA

Acquisition of the entire property by
government agency

X

X

X

X

Relocation of the building to a flood
free site

X

X

X

X

X

X

Demolition of the structure

X

X

X

X

X

X

Elevation of the structure above flood
levels

X

X

X

X

X

X

Replacing the old building with a new
elevated one

X

X

X

X

Local drainage and small flood control
projects

X

X

Dry floodproofing (non-residential
buildings only)
Percent paid by Federal Program

75%

X

X

X

X

X

75%

75%

75%

100%

75%

HMGP – Hazard Mitigation Grant Program
FMA – Flood Mitigation Grant Program
PDM – Pre-Disaster Mitigation Grant Program
SRL – Severe Repetitive Loss Grant Program
ICC – Increased Cost of Compliance Grant Program
SBA – Small Business Administration Disaster Assistance

Step 5. Document the Findings
Step 5 is the requirement to document the findings of Steps 1-4. Steps 1 and 2 are
documented at the beginning of the report. Steps 3 and 4 are documented specifically
for each Repetitive Loss Area in the following section.

3.0

Summary of Findings and Recommendations

Area No. 1 – Mary’s Creek Area
The Mary’s Creek Area is located in the northern section of the City along Mary’s Creek.
The area is single-family residential homes constructed in the 1960s prior to the
floodplain being mapped. The City joined the NFIP in May 3, 1974.
The area was developed in the 1950-1960s with current property values ranging from
low $200,000s to the upper $260,000s. The homes are generally well-maintained
based on the survey conducted in 2021.
A substantial portion of the area is located in the 100-year floodplain. The cause of
repetitive flooding in Area 1 prior to 2006 was due to an undersized channel in the area.
In 2006, the City enlarged the drainage channel and constructed a by-pass tunnel to
carry stormwater through the area. The 2015 event was caused by a microburst storm
in the area that very quickly created a large amount of stormwater. The property is
located in a low spot in the street and the existing stormwater system could not handle
the flow.
As of November 2020, there are 4 repetitive loss properties located in this area that
have made nine (9) claims for a total of $123,439 since 2000. The average repetitive
loss claim in this area is $13,715. Eight (8) of the nine (9) claims occurred prior to the
2006 channel improvement project.
Past Capital Improvement Projects Affecting Mary’s Creek Area
In 2006, the City enlarged the existing channel along with constructing a by-pass tunnel
that carries stormwater through the area. This project reduced the floodplain and
removed a number of homes from the floodplain. Based on the claims information and
drainage complaints in the area, it appears that this channel was successful in reducing
the frequency of the flooding in the area.

Table 11 – Area No. 1 Mary’s Creek Area On-Site Survey Data
Total Properties

59

Properties with Structures

58

Vacant Lots
Foundation Type

1
58

Slab on Grade

53

Masonry
Metal

Structure Type

Stucco

Structure Condition

5

Combination

42

Good (optional minor repairs)

16

Fair (needs minor repairs)
Poor (needs significant repairs)

Number of Stories

53

One

5

Two
Below Street Grade
At Street Grade

Height Above Street

29

0-1 feet

21

1-2 feet

5

2-3 feet

1

3-4 feet

1

Greater than 4 feet
At Grade

58

0-1 feet
1-2 feet

Height Above Site Grade

2-3 feet
3-4 feet
Greater than 4 feet
37

None Visible
Carport

Appurtenant Structures

2

Detached Garage

3

Deck

7

Shed

9

Other
Water in Primary Structure
Damage to Appurtenant Structure
Yard Flooded

Likely Areas of Damage on Property

Damage to HVAC Unit
58

Cannot Tell
Other

58
Presence of HVAC Units that would be
vulnerable

Yes
No
Unknown

Review Alternative Mitigation Approaches – Mary’s Creek Area
This area is identified in the HMAP as a potential project area. The proposed project
would modify the existing creek and remove approximately 167 residential properties
and 11 commercial properties from the floodplain.
Another option would be to buyout many of the properties along the creek and construct
a floodwall along the creek.
The costs of these measures exceed the annual Stormwater Capital budget, so a
funding strategy will need to be identified. The project has not been prioritized for the
next five-year Capital Improvement Plan.
Other Mitigation Options
•

Elevate damage prone components such as the air conditioning unit above the
base flood elevation.

•

Implement volume control and runoff reduction measures for all upstream
development projects as detailed in the City’s Design Manual.

•

Elevating roadways and improving stormwater drainage systems can eliminate
some of the flooding in the area. Flash flooding can occur in this area when the
capacities of channel, Mary’s Creek or the Trinity River reach their capacity. All
of the City’s stormwater ultimately flows into the Trinity River, which is
downstream of the City. The Trinity River flows through the Dallas-Fort Worth
Metroplex region and ultimately south to the City of Houston area. Heavy rains
anywhere along the river can back up the stormwater in the City of Benbrook
which can create flooding events.

•

Floodproofing commercial and industrial structures in the region.

•

Promote the purchase of flood insurance in the area.

Area No. 2 – Tara Drive Area
The Tara Drive Area is located in the northern section of the City just north of Mary’s
Creek. The area is single-family residential homes constructed in the 1960s prior to the
floodplain being mapped. The City joined the NFIP in May 3, 1974.
The area was developed in the 1950-1960s with current property values ranging from
low $200,000s to the upper $260,000s. The homes are generally well-maintained
based on the survey conducted in 2021.
Very little of the area is located in the 100-year floodplain. The cause of repetitive
flooding in Area 2 prior to 2006 was due to an undersized channel in the area. In 2006,
the City enlarged the drainage channel and constructed a by-pass tunnel to carry
stormwater through the area. After 2006, the flood damage was caused by runoff from
an Oncor Easement.
As of November 2020, there is one (1) repetitive loss property located in this area that
has made 3 claims for a total of $13,501 since 1979. The average repetitive loss claim
in this area is $4,500. All three (3) claims occurred prior to the 2006 channel
improvement project.

Past Capital Improvement Projects Affecting Tara Drive Area
In 2006, the City enlarged the existing channel along with constructing a by-pass tunnel
that carries stormwater through the area. This project reduced the floodplain and
removed a number of homes from the floodplain. Based on the claims information and
drainage complaints in the area, it appears that this channel was successful in reducing
the frequency of the flooding in the area.
The City has requested permission from Oncor to construct a berm across the backs of
the homes backing up to the easement, but to date, Oncor has approved the project.
Individuals have constructed berms on their own and Oncor has not removed any of
them. The City will keep working with Oncor to construct an appropriate berm that will
benefit all parties involved.

Table 12 – Area No. 2 Tara Drive Area On-Site Survey Data
Total Properties

32

Properties with Structures

32

Vacant Lots
Foundation Type

0
32

Slab on Grade

29

Masonry
Metal

Structure Type

Stucco

Structure Condition

3

Combination

21

Good (optional minor repairs)

11

Fair (needs minor repairs)
Poor (needs significant repairs)

Number of Stories

31

One

1

Two
Below Street Grade
At Street Grade

Height Above Street

12

0-1 feet

11

1-2 feet

8

2-3 feet
3-4 feet

1

Greater than 4 feet
At Grade

32

0-1 feet
1-2 feet

Height Above Site Grade

2-3 feet
3-4 feet
Greater than 4 feet

Appurtenant Structures

9

None Visible

1

Carport

1

Detached Garage
Deck

18

Shed

5

Other
Water in Primary Structure
Damage to Appurtenant Structure
Yard Flooded

Likely Areas of Damage on Property

Damage to HVAC Unit
32

Cannot Tell
Other

32
Presence of HVAC Units that would be
vulnerable

Yes
No
Unknown

Review Alternative Mitigation Approaches – Tara Drive Area
This area is identified in the HMAP as a potential project area. The proposed project
would modify the existing creek and remove approximately 167 residential properties
and 11 commercial properties from the floodplain.
Another option would be to buyout many of the properties along the creek and construct
a floodwall along the creek.
The costs of these measures exceed the annual Stormwater Capital budget, so a
funding strategy will need to be identified. The project has not been prioritized for the
next five-year Capital Improvement Plan.
Other Mitigation Options
•

Elevate damage prone components such as the air conditioning unit above the
base flood elevation.

•

Implement volume control and runoff reduction measures for all upstream
development projects as detailed in the City’s Design Manual.

•

Elevating roadways and improving stormwater drainage systems can eliminate
some of the flooding in the area. Flash flooding can occur in this area when the
capacities of channel, Mary’s Creek or the Trinity River reach their capacity. All
of the City’s stormwater ultimately flows into the Trinity River, which is
downstream of the City. The Trinity River flows through the Dallas-Fort Worth
Metroplex region and ultimately south to the City of Houston area. Heavy rains
anywhere along the river can back up the stormwater in the City of Benbrook
which can create flooding events.

•

Floodproofing commercial and industrial structures in the region.

•

Promote the purchase of flood insurance in the area.

Area No. 3 – Timbercreek Area
The Timbercreek Area is located in the eastern section of the City just west of the Clear
Fork Trinity River. The area is single-family residential homes constructed in the 1970s
around the time that the floodplains in the City were being mapped. The City joined the
NFIP in May 3, 1974.
The area was developed in the 1970s with current property values ranging from low
$180,000s to the upper $220,000s. The homes are generally well-maintained based on
the survey conducted in 2021.
The cause of repetitive flooding in Area 3 was due to lack of a storm drain system in the
area. The property was located in a low spot in the street and collected stormwater
would flow across this property and into a creek located behind the property. Both
repetitive loss claims were in 1981.
The City purchased the property in 2005, razed the existing home, and constructed a
storm drain system to carry stormwater from the street to the creek, elevated the lot with
fill and a LOMR was issued in 2007. The City sold the lot in 2016 and the current
owners constructed a single-family home on it.

As of November 2020, there is one (1) repetitive loss property located in this area that
has made two (2) claims for a total of $3,394 since 1981. The average repetitive loss
claim in this area is $1,697. Both claims occurred prior to the 2005 acquisition and
drainage project.
Past Capital Improvement Projects Affecting Timbercreek Area
In 2005, the City purchased the repetitive loss property and constructed a storm drain
system to carry stormwater from the street to the creek, elevated the lot with fill and a
LOMR was issued in 2007. The City sold the lot in 2016 and the current owners
constructed a single-family home on it. The project was funded by City funds and no
grants were used.
In 2005, the City constructed a storm drain system along Edgewood Trail and
Timbercreek Road to improve the drainage in that area of the subdivision. In 2013, the
City constructed another drainage system in the area along Edgehill Road, High Ridge
Road and Timbercreek Road.
Based on the claims information and drainage complaints in the area, it appears that
these projects were successful in reducing the frequency of the flooding in the area.

Table 13– Area No. 3 Timbercreek Area On-Site Survey Data
Total Properties

20

Properties with Structures

20

Vacant Lots
Foundation Type

0
20

Slab on Grade

20

Masonry
Metal

Structure Type

Stucco
Combination

Structure Condition

6

Good (optional minor repairs)

14

Fair (needs minor repairs)
Poor (needs significant repairs)

Number of Stories

18

One

2

Two
Below Street Grade
At Street Grade

19
Height Above Street

0-1 feet
1-2 feet

1

2-3 feet
3-4 feet
Greater than 4 feet
At Grade

20

0-1 feet
1-2 feet

Height Above Site Grade

2-3 feet
3-4 feet
Greater than 4 feet
7

None Visible
Carport
Detached Garage

Appurtenant Structures

Deck
12

Shed

2

Other
Water in Primary Structure
Damage to Appurtenant Structure
Yard Flooded

Likely Areas of Damage on Property

Damage to HVAC Unit
20

Cannot Tell
Other

20
Presence of HVAC Units that would be
vulnerable

Yes
No
Unknown

Review Alternative Mitigation Approaches – Timbercreek Area
There have not been any repetitive loss claims in the area since 1981. There have
been a total of five (5) first-time insurance claims for a total of $2,606 or an average of
$521 per claim since 1991 and the last claim was made in 2004.
Other Mitigation Options
•

Elevate damage prone components such as the air conditioning unit above the
base flood elevation.

•

Implement volume control and runoff reduction measures for all upstream
development projects as detailed in the City’s Design Manual.

•

Promote the purchase of flood insurance in the area.

4.0

Conclusion and Recommendations

Based on the field survey and collection of available data, the analysis of existing
studies, reports, projects, and the evaluation of various structural and non-structural
mitigation measures that are appropriate for each area, the City of Benbrook proposes
that the following mitigation measures should be implemented. Two sections of
Mitigation Actions are included. Mitigation Actions 1-6 are General Mitigation Actions
which are applicable to all Repetitive Loss Areas. Mitigation Actions 7-16 are proposed
for the specifically noted Repetitive Loss Areas.

General Mitigation Actions
Mitigation Action 1
Property owners should obtain and keep a flood insurance policy on their structures.
This policy should include both building and contents coverage. Tenants should also
obtain and keep a flood insurance policy for their contents. The City will continue on an
annual basis to target all properties in the repetitive loss area and any tenants to remind
them of the advantages to maintaining flood insurance through its annual outreach
efforts.
Responsibility
The Public Services Department will provide the most relevant up-to-date flood
insurance information to all property owners and tenants within the repetitive loss areas
on an annual basis.
Funding
The cost will be paid from the Public Services General Operating Budget.
Mitigation Action 2
When appropriate, property owners should consider dry floodproofing measures such
as flood gates.

Responsibility
The Public Services Department will promote effective flood protection measures and
provide advice and assistance to property owners who may wish to implement such
measures in an on-going program to provide technical assistance to property owners.
Property owners are typically responsible for constructing or installing mitigation specific
to protection of an individual home.
Funding
Costs related to specific measures to protect an individual structure are the
responsibility of the property owner. The advice and assistance will require City staff
time. Promotion of existing floodproofing measures may require some additional funds
from the Public Services Operating Budget.
Mitigation Action 3
Prioritize CIP projects to focus drainage improvement projects in watersheds containing
repetitive loss areas.
Responsibility
The Public Services Department is responsible for planning and implementation of
drainage improvement projects across the City. The Public Services Department will
study all watersheds within the City to identify flood risks throughout the City. These
watershed studies will identify projects that will be scheduled into the City’s CIP based
upon severity of the flood risk.
Funding
The cost will be paid for by the Stormwater Utility Fund.
Mitigation Action 4
Encourage property owners to elevate inside and outside mechanical equipment above
the base flood elevation or known flood protection level.
Responsibility
The Public Services Department will promote effective flood protection measures and
provide advice and assistance to property owners to may wish to implement such
measures in an ongoing program to provide technical assistance to property owners.
Funding
Costs related to specific measures to protect an individual structure are the
responsibility of the property owner. The advice and assistance will require City staff
time. Promotion of existing floodproofing measures may require some additional funds
from the Public Services Operating Budget.
Mitigation Action 5
Continue acquisition/demolition mitigation of high-risk flood-prone properties. The
highest priorities are properties at the greatest flood risk and where drainage
improvements will not provide an adequate level of protection.

Responsibility
The Public Services Department
acquisition/demolition as needed.

will

continue

to

target

properties

for

Funding
The acquisition and demolition may be funded through City funds or using FEMA
mitigation grant funds when available. Stormwater Utility Funds will be utilized when
FEMA mitigation grant funds are not available. Staff time will be used to develop the list
of target properties.
Mitigation Action 6
Continue to implement the volume control and runoff reduction measures as specified in
the City’s Design Manual to reduce flooding impacts of development and continue to
implement building code to reduce susceptibility to flooding.
Responsibility
The Community Development Department will continue to ensure that all building code
and design criteria are implemented on new construction and substantial improvements
within each repetitive loss area in an on-going program to review all new construction.
Funding
The implementation of the City codes and Design Manual will involve City staff time.

Specific Mitigation Actions
Mitigation Action 7 – Mary’s Creek Area (Area No. 1)
Evaluate drainage improvements to alleviate flooding concerns. Conceptual evaluation
of the existing storm drain system is included in the 2021 Capital Improvement Plan.
Design and construction will be programmed after the drainage system evaluation is
completed.
Responsibility
The Public Services Department is responsible for managing this project.
Funding
The funding source is the Stormwater Utility Fee.
Mitigation Action 8 – Tara Drive Area (Area No. 2)
Evaluate drainage improvements to alleviate flooding concerns. Conceptual evaluation
of the existing storm drain system is included in the 2021 Capital Improvement Plan.
Design and construction will be programmed after the drainage system evaluation is
completed.
Responsibility
The Public Services Department is responsible for managing this project.

Funding
The funding source is the Stormwater Utility Fee.
Mitigation Action 9 – Timbercreek Area (Area No. 3)
Evaluate drainage improvements to alleviate flooding concerns. Conceptual evaluation
of the existing storm drain system is included in the 2021 Capital Improvement Plan.
Design and construction will be programmed after the drainage system evaluation is
completed.
Responsibility
The Public Services Department is responsible for managing this project.
Funding
The funding source is the Stormwater Utility Fee.

Appendix A
Property Owner Notification Letters

Note: In accordance with the Privacy Act of 1974, Appendix A will not be shared with
the general public.

Appendix B
Questionnaire Responses

Note: In accordance with the Privacy Act of 1974, Appendix B will not be shared with
the general public.

Appendix C
Building Survey Data

Note: In accordance with the Privacy Act of 1974, Appendix C will not be shared with
the general public.
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GENERAL FUND
General Fund revenues for the month of May were $664,274. Major revenues collected for the month
include Property taxes of $69,565, Franchise taxes of $108,196, Permits of $27,173, Fines and
Forfeitures of $55,432, Other Agency of $56,639, and Charges for Services of $67,903. Sales tax
collected and recognized as revenue in May was $275,930. Fiscal year to date sales tax is
$2,239,000, a decrease of 0.38% over last year at this time. A separate summary of sales tax
revenue collections is provided for comparative purposes. General Fund revenues collected through
the end of May were $19,243,066 and 90.5% of the budget.
General Fund expenditures for the month of May were $2,382,634, which includes the annual
payment to the TIF. Fiscal year to date expenditures were $13,096,737 and 61.6% of the adopted
budget.
Total General Fund revenues of $19,243,066 were more than General Fund expenditures of
$13,096,737 by $6,146,329.
DEBT SERVICE
Debt Service revenues for the month of May totaled $2,429 and were all from property tax. There
were no expenditures in May. The next debt service payments are due August 1, 2021.
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION (EDC)
EDC revenues through May 31, 2021, were $1,150,016. EDC expenditures through the end of May
were $761,907. Total revenues exceeded total expenditures by $388,109.
CAPITAL PROJECTS
Total revenues received through May 31, 2021, were $2,398,089 from stormwater utility fees,
mineral lease revenue, TIF income, and interest earnings. Total expenditures for the Capital Projects
Fund were $2,356,443 through the end of May. There were no expenditures in May. Total revenues
exceeded total expenditures by $41,646. Sufficient funds are available in the current fund balances
of the Capital Projects Fund and are earmarked for the City’s capital projects. This fund operates
on a project basis rather than a specific fiscal year.
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CASH & INVESTMENTS
On May 31, 2021, the City had $24,016,520 invested at varying interest rates; the EDC had
$5,192,663 available.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that City Council accept the finance report for the period ending May 31, 2021.
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Sales Tax Analysis
May 31, 2021
Fiscal Year
2010-11

Fiscal YTD
$

1,536,054

October
$

November

212,494

$

161,967

December
$

160,492

January
$

199,141

February
$

190,084

March
$

April

143,760

$

245,116

May
$

223,000

June
$

July

181,216

$

229,160

August
$

Annual
Total

September

196,711

$

175,140

$

2,318,281

2011-12

1,572,903

218,564

161,430

186,638

251,517
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171,053

236,986

178,165

188,604

218,557

178,708

161,070

2,319,841

2012-13

1,514,381

215,752
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211,491
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2013-14
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175,792
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2,285,899

2014-15

1,546,553

215,101

207,526
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2,845,995

2019-20

2,247,577

303,508

251,579

243,434

318,986

241,710

315,310

304,877

268,174

264,380

304,404

242,843

249,696

3,308,900

2020-21

2,239,000

301,658

251,886

256,790

358,452

232,781

210,428

351,076

275,930

Change 2010-11 to 2011-12

2.40%

Change 2011-12 to 2012-13

-3.72%

Change 2012-13 to 2013-14

-0.57%

Change 2013-14 to 2014-15

2.71%

Change 2014-15 to 2015-16

-6.18%

Change 2015-16 to 2016-17

5.67%

Change 2016-17 to 2017-18

0.68%

Change 2017-18 to 2018-19

19.60%

Change 2018-19 to 2019-20

21.27%

Change 2019-20 to 2020-21

-0.38%

2,239,000

Sales Tax Revenue
Fiscal Year to Date
as of May 31, 2021

Budget 2020-21 $
Projected 2020-21
Variance from Budget $

$2,600,000
$2,100,000
$1,600,000
$1,100,000
$600,000
$100,000
Fiscal YTD
2010-11

2011-12

2012-13

2013-14

2014-15

2015-16

2016-17

2017-18

2018-19

2019-20

2020-21

3,250,000
3,250,000
-

City of Benbrook
CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION
DATE:

06/17/2021

REFERENCE
NUMBER:

G-2516

SUBJECT:

PAGE:

Authorize Interlocal Agreement with Fort Worth
Independent School District to provide three
police officers to participate in the Annual 1 of 1
School Security Initiative

The Benbrook Police Department provides three full-time School Resource Officers (SRO) for
FWISD campuses located in Benbrook. The three officers serve as a liaison between the police
department and Benbrook schools. All reports and incidents occurring on school property are
handled primarily by the SRO’s. During holidays and summer break, the officers perform regular
patrol duties. The Fort Worth Independent School District subsidizes fifty percent (50%) of the
salary, benefits, overtime, and training for all three officers.
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that City Council approve the interlocal agreement between the City of
Benbrook and the Fort Worth Independent School District for three (3) full-time School Resource
Officers.
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STATE OF TEXAS §
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
ln consideration of the mutual covenants, promises and agreements contained herein, this
agreement is made and entered into between the City of Benbrook, a home rule municipal
corporation of the State of Texas, located within Tarrant County, Texas (hereinafter referred to as
“City,”) acting by and through Andy Wayman, its duly authorized City Manager, and the Fort
Worth Independent School District, a political subdivision of the State of Texas located in Tarrant
County and a legally constituted Independent School District (hereinafter referred to as “District,”)
acting by and through Dr. Kent P. Scribner, its duly authorized Superintendent.
RECITALS
This Agreement is made under the authority granted to the City and the District pursuant to
the Texas Government Code, Chapter 791, known as the INTERLOCAL COOPERATION ACT
and the Texas Education Code, Chapter 37, authorizing school districts and local law enforcement
agencies to enter into memoranda of understanding for the provision of School Resource Officers.
WHEREAS, the citizens of Fort Worth and the City Council of Benbrook have determined
that the security of students is paramount; and
WHEREAS, the citizens of Fort Worth and the City Council of Benbrook agree that the
City will incur additional costs in providing School Resource Officers for law enforcement
purposes, and the District agrees to defray those costs as provided herein; and
WHEREAS, the Fort Worth Independent School District proposes to provide a School
Security Initiative in conjunction with the Benbrook Police Department;
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants herein expressed, the
parties agree as follows:
AGREEMENT
1.
The board of trustees of the school district shall determine the law enforcement duties of
School Resource Officers, which must be included in the District improvement plan, the District
student code of conduct, and any other campus or district document describing the role of School
Resource Officers in the District, attached here as Exhibit A, and incorporated as if fully set forth
herein. Notwithstanding anything else in this memorandum, School Resource Officers shall
perform law enforcement duties, including crime prevention, intervention with students, and
enforcement of the law, and may not be required to perform routine student discipline or school
administrative tasks, or contact with students unrelated to the performance of those law
enforcement duties. The Board of Trustees of District shall coordinate with District campus

behavior coordinators and other District employees to ensure that School Resource Officers
provided by the City are tasked only with duties related to law enforcement intervention and not
with behavioral or administrative duties better addressed by other District employees.
It is understood by the District and the City that, in the course of providing law enforcement
duties, School Resource Officers may be requires to employ aversive techniques as defined in
Education Code Section 37.0023. However, School Resource Officers will not employ aversive
techniques at the request, direction, or order, or with the authorization or consent of the District or
any District employee, volunteer, or independent contractor, and will not employ aversive
techniques for any disciplinary or administrative purpose.
City understands and agrees that all School Resource Officers under this Agreement will be
required to attend District sponsored racial equity training at the discretion of the District. The
District agrees to facilitate the training and to coordinate with the City a training schedule
acceptable to both Parties.
2.
District covenants and agrees to fully cooperate with the City of Benbrook in the
implementation of this project and both parties agree that during the term of this contract there
shall be three (3) police officers participating in the School Security Initiative assigned to Western
Hills High School and Benbrook Middle-High School, and who also serve at Benbrook
Elementary School and Westpark Elementary School. District agrees to share 50% of all
personnel costs incurred by the City in this project.
3.
It is understood and agreed that District shall remit funds to the City in a timely manner
following receipt of an official invoice. Invoices shall be provided on a quarterly basis.
Reimbursement under this contract shall not exceed $182, 995.00 for the 2021-22 fiscal year and
shall be based upon actual expenditures made for the officers assigned to the School Security
Initiative program.
4.
The term of this agreement is for a period beginning on September 1, 2021 and ending on
August 31, 2022.
5.
This agreement may be terminated by either party hereto, in whole or in part, at any time and
for any reason, upon written notice to the other party. Such written notice shall specify to what
extent the work under the agreement is being terminated and the effective date of the termination.
Within thirty (30) days after the effective date of such termination, City shall forward to District a
final invoice for reimbursement to the City for personnel expenditures and District shall remit
payment in full within sixty (60) days after the date of such invoice.

6.
District and City covenant and agree that in the event either party fails to comply with, or
breaches, any of the terms and provisions of this agreement, each party shall provide written notice
to the other as soon as reasonably possible after the non-breaching party becomes aware of the
failure to comply or breach of contract. In the event that the breaching party fails to cure or
correct such breaches within a reasonable time following the receipt of notice, such reasonable
time not to exceed 15 days, the non-breaching party shall have the right to declare this agreement
immediately terminated, and neither party shall have further responsibility or liability hereunder.
7.
District covenants and agrees to fully cooperate with City in monitoring the effectiveness of
the services and work to be performed with the District under this agreement, and City shall have
access at all reasonable hours to offices and records of the District, its officers, members, agents,
employees, and subcontractors for the purpose of such monitoring, such access being subject to the
limitations and requirements under the Texas Public Information Act and the Family Educational
Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA).
8.
City shall provide all law enforcement training and certification, vehicles and police
equipment, benefits, and insurance, (including liability coverage) provided to all police officers
employed by the City. City shall coordinate assignment and duty hours with District. If necessary
to handle unplanned absences at schools, an officer from units other than the School Security
Initiative may be temporarily assigned to provide coverage.
The Benbrook Police Department shall maintain emergency response plans for every school
within their jurisdiction. These plans shall be kept confidential within the Department for security
purposes but meetings shall be held with authorized representatives of the District to provide
relevant information and excerpts from the plan necessary for implementation. The Chief of
Police shall designate a commander to be responsible for maintenance and dissemination of these
plans.
9.
City shall in no way nor under any circumstances be responsible for any property belonging
to District, it’s officers, members, agents, employees, subcontractors, program participants,
licensees or invitees, which may be lost, stolen, destroyed or in any way damaged, and hold
harmless the District from any and all claims, injuries, causes of action, or lawsuits arising out of
the acts or omissions of the assigned officers.
10.
City and District covenants that neither it nor any of its officers, members, agents,
employees, program participants, or subcontractors, while engaged in performing this contract

shall in connection with the employment, advancement, or discharge of employees, or its
connection with the terms, conditions or privileges of their employment, discriminate against
persons because of their age, except on the basis of a bona fide occupational qualification,
retirement plan, or statutory requirement.
11.
City and District, in the execution, performance or attempted performance of this contract
and agreement, will not discriminate against any person or persons because of sex, race, religion,
color or national origin, nor will Contractor permit its agents, employees, subcontractors, or
program participants to engage in such discrimination.
12.
The provisions of this agreement are severable and if for any reason a clause, sentence,
paragraph, or other part of this agreement shall be determined to be invalid by a court of federal or
state agency, board or commission having jurisdiction over the subject matter thereof, such
invalidity shall not affect other provisions which can be given effect without the invalid provision.
13.
The failure of City or District to insist upon the performance of any term or provision of this
agreement or to exercise any right herein conferred shall not be construed as a waiver or
relinquishment to any extent of City’s or District’s right to assert or rely upon any such term or
right on any future occasion.
14.
Should any action, whether real or asserted, at law or in equity, arise out of the execution,
performance, attempted performance, or non-performance of this contract and agreement, venue
for said action shall lie in Tarrant County, Texas. For any such action arising out of the execution,
performance or attempted performance, or non-performance of this contract and agreement, the
law of decision of that case shall be the laws of the State of Texas.
15.
The governing bodies of City and District have approved the execution of this memorandum,
and the persons signing the agreement have been duly authorized by the governing bodies of the
City and District to sign on behalf of the governing bodies.
16.
This written instrument constitutes the entire agreement by the parties hereto concerning the
work and services to be performed hereunder, and any prior or contemporaneous, oral or written
agreement which purports to vary from the terms hereof shall be void.

17.
Notices to City shall be deemed given when delivered in person to the City Manager for
Public Safety of the City, or the next business day after the mailing of said notice addressed to said
City by United States mail, certified or registered mail, return receipt requested, and postage paid
at 911 Winscott Road, Benbrook, Texas 76126

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this agreement in multiples in
Benbrook, Tarrant County, Texas, this _____ day of ______________, A.D. 2021.
ATTEST

CITY OF BENBROOK

By: ______________________________
City Secretary

By: __________________________
Andy Wayman
City Manager

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY:

By: ______________________________
City Attorney

By: __________________________
FWISD Attorney

Date: _____________________________

Date: _________________________

ATTEST:

FORT WORTH INDEPENDENT
SCHOOL DISTRICT

By: _______________________________
Michael Ball
Chief Financial Officer

By: __________________________
Dr. Kent P. Scribner
Superintendent

STATE OF TEXAS

§

COUNTY OF TARRANT

§

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, a Notary Public in and for the State of Texas, on
this day personally appeared Andy Wayman, known to me to be the same person whose name is
subscribed to the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged to me that the same was the act of the
City of Benbrook and that he executed the same as the act of said City of Benbrook for the purposes
and consideration therein expressed and, in the capacity, therein stated.
GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND SEAL OF OFFICE this __________ day of
___________________, 2021.

__________________________________
Notary Public in and for the State of Texas

STATE OF TEXAS

§

COUNTY OF TARRANT

§

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, a Notary Public in and for the State of Texas, on
this day personally appeared Dr. Kent P. Scribner, Superintendent, known to me to be the same
person whose name is subscribed to the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged to me that the same
was for the purposes and consideration therein expressed, as the act and deed of the Fort Worth
Independent School District, and in the therein stated as its duly authorized officer or representative.
GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND SEAL OF OFFICE this _____________ day of
_______________, 2021.

__________________________________
Notary Public in and for the State of Texas

EXHIBIT A
The Fort Worth Independent School District (“District”) approves and publishes a Student
Code of Conduct yearly establishing the responsibilities of students and teachers, among others, and
District’s authority to handle discipline and give consequences. In the Student Code of Conduct, the
District also establishes the expected duties of school resource officers, pursuant to Texas Education
Code § 37.081(d), which states, “the duties [of SROs] must be included in …any memorandum of
understanding providing for a school resource officer.” Specifically, the Student Code of Conduct
states:
“To ensure District meets its responsibility under § 37.081(d), the duties of school resource
officers are “crime prevention, intervention with students and enforcement of the law.”

