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Dallas Central Appraisal District

2015/2016 2016/2017

Approved Proposed

BUDGET EXPENDITURES:

Salaries & Wages $13,231,728 $13,736,024

Auto Expense 767,540 887,615

Supplies & Materials 697,577 790,145

Operational Services 68,500 37,260

Maintenance of Structure  363,333 334,482

Maintenance of Equipment 270,482 314,560

Contractual Services 579,498 593,817

Sundry Expenses 324,056 358,265

Insurance & Benefits 5,689,801 5,675,454

Professional Services 1,570,855 1,622,425

Capital Expenditures 113,970 121,885

Technology Development 0 0

Contingency 0 0

Total Expenditures $23,677,340 $24,471,932

OPERATING FUND  SOURCES:

Entity Allocations (Local Support) $23,437,340 $24,231,932

Rendition Fees 230,000 230,000

Investment Proceeds 0 0

Other Income 10,000 10,000

Total Revenues $23,677,340 $24,471,932

2016/2017 Proposed Budget

Budget Comparison

Executive Summary
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2016/2017

PROPOSED BUDGET OVERVIEW

The 2016/2017 Proposed Budget is highlighted in the attached document as follows:

1. The 2016/2017 Proposed Budget of $24,471,932 is an increase of 3.36% from the 2015/2016 Approved

Budget of $23,677,340.

2. The 2016/2017 Proposed Budget calls for a total of two hundred twenty-eight (228) full-time positions

which is the same as the total in the 2015/2016 Budget. Twenty-seven (27) positions have been

eliminated over the previous nine (9) years. The budget notes personnel by departments/divisions as

follows:

 Office of Chief Appraiser Department. The department has four (4) positions

and includes the divisions of Chief Appraiser’s Office, the Community Relations

Officer, and Quality Control. The Human Resource Division responsibilities have

been moved from this Department to the Administrative Services Department.

 Administrative Services Department. The divisions included in this department

are Administration, Finance/Purchasing, Human Resources, Customer Service,

Appeals and Support, Building Services and the Appraisal Review Board (ARB).

There are thirty four (34) employees in this department and ninety-five (95) ARB

members. The Human Resources Division was moved to this Department for the

2015/2016 Proposed Budget.

 Legal Services Department. There are a total of three (3) employees in this

department.

 Information Technology (IT) Department. The divisions included are

Information Technology and the Geographic Information System (GIS). There is

a total of sixteen (16) employees in this department.

 Appraisal Services Department. This department includes the divisions of

Central Appraisal, Residential, Commercial, Business Personal Property, and

Property Records/Exemptions totaling one hundred seventy one (171) employees.

3. For the 2016/2017 Proposed Budget a 2.50% merit increase is proposed for the District employees.

This figure is tied directly to the average salary/merit increases and adjustments given by the taxing

entities in 2015/2016, which was 2.68%. This information is obtained from an entity salary survey of

all participating entities in the Appraisal District. DCAD bases any merit increases on what the taxing

entities have afforded to their employees. Funds are also added to address the Paid Time Off program.

4. Overtime funds are included for appraisal support staff assisting with legally required after hours

informal and formal hearings with property owners during the ARB process. Funds are also included

for Building Services, Appeals and Support, Customer Service, and the Appraisal Departments during

the ARB process.

5. Contract Labor includes funds for temporary services for the Business Personal Property verification

and leased equipment projects, temporary clerical help during the ARB process, and for off-duty police

officers for the entire fiscal year.

5



6. Other increases and decreases in the Proposed Budget are noted in the categories as follows:

Auto Expenses for the monthly auto allowance for all appraisal staff was increased from $600 per

month to $700 per month and for management staff from $200 to $300 per month.

Supplies and Materials increased versus last year’s budget primarily in the categories of Postage and

Freight, Computer Supplies, and Software costs. Postage costs were increased for the mailing of

appraisal and ARB notices. Cost increases were also noted in Office Equipment Expense and Building

Supplies categories.

Operational Services is the District’s telephone communication system. A substantial decrease was

noted from the previous year. A new phone system was installed the first of 2015 and has significantly

reduced operating costs.

Maintenance of Structure shows a slight decrease overall. Electricity costs decreased slightly based on

lower rates projected by the P3 Power Pool. The Building Services and Utilities categories also

decreased in this budget. All other costs remained constant.

Maintenance of Equipment increased in the line items of PC Maintenance and Software Maintenance.

Software maintenance costs are budgeted to maintain the software for network and desktop applications,

while PC Maintenance includes funds for maintenance and replacement of servers, network equipment,

desktop devices, and the iPad computers used as field devices by the appraisal staff.

Contractual Services increased slightly due to the estimated increase in the mailing of Appraisal

Notices, Renditions, Homestead Applications, and Homestead Postcards. The production and mailing of

the majority of these items is completed by a 3rd party vendor. Costs for the lease of copiers also

increased slightly.

Sundry Expenses noted an increase in the categories of Training costs, Dues and Subscriptions, and

Travel costs.

Insurance and Benefits noted a modest increase and decrease in Group Medical Insurance and

Retirement, respectively. Group Medical costs are anticipated at a rate of 10% and the Retirement

expense is at a rate of 18% to keep the employee program current. A slight increase was noted for Group

Benefits which captures only the premium payments for all ancillary insurance programs and in the

Medicare Tax category.

Professional Services rose overall from last year as a result of increased costs in ARB Compensation

due to an anticipated swell in the number of hearing days and total panels needed to complete the ARB

process. Lawsuit activity showed a slight increase from the previous fiscal year but the fees remain

constant. An increase in the Arbitration Expense, and SOAH hearings (State Office of Administrative

Hearings) was noted for a potential increase in these activities.

Capital Expenditures notes a slight increase. Funds are budgeted for Equipment in IT including three

(3) Dell R730 Servers, one (1) Dell MD3220 Disk Array, and one (1) Dell N4028F Switch, as well as

funds for replacing two (2) waning projectors in the main DCAD Board room.

Technology Development and Capital Improvement, includes no requested or budgeted funds for this

fiscal year. Capital Improvement projects are funded from surplus funds approved by the Board of

Directors upon the approval of the Capital Improvement Plan annually.
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Dallas Central Appraisal District

10 Year  Budget Analysis

2007/2008 2008/2009 2009/2010 2010/2011 2011/2012

Budget Amount $20,960,025 $21,380,063 $21,799,127 $21,733,893 $21,516,555

Budget
Increase/Decrease $586,585 $420,038 $419,064 -$65,234 -$217,338

% Budget 
Increase/Decrease 2.88% 2.00% 1.96% -0.30% -1.00%

Merit Increases 4.00% 3.50% 3.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Entity Salary Survey 4.23% 3.58% 3.19% 1.50% 1.09%

# of Personnel 255 250 245 240 232
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2012/2013 2013/2014 2014/2015 2015/2016 2016/2017

$21,516,555 $21,872,977 $23,009,832 $23,677,340 $24,471,932

$0 $356,422 $1,136,855 $667,508 $794,592

0.00% 1.66% 5.20% 2.90% 3.36%

0.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 2.50%

1.08% 3.13% 2.92% 3.14% 2.68%

229 229 228 228 228

Dallas Central Appraisal District

10 Year  Budget Analysis
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Dallas Central Appraisal District

Proposed Areas Of Change

2015/2016 2016/2017 Increase or Percent

Approved Proposed Decrease Variance

BUDGET EXPENDITURES:

Salaries & Wages $13,231,728 $13,736,024 $504,296 3.81%

Auto Expense $767,540 $887,615 $120,075 15.64%

Supplies & Materials $697,577 $790,145 $92,568 13.27%

Operational Services $68,500 $37,260 ($31,240) -45.61%

Maintenance of Structure $363,333 $334,482 ($28,851) -7.94%

Maintenance of Equipment $270,482 $314,560 $44,078 16.30%

Contractual Services $579,498 $593,817 $14,319 2.47%

Sundry Expenses $324,056 $358,265 $34,209 10.56%

Insurance & Benefits $5,689,801 $5,675,454 ($14,347) -0.25%

Professional Services $1,570,855 $1,622,425 $51,570 3.28%

Capital Expenditures $113,970 $121,885 $7,915 6.94%

Technology Development $0 $0 $0 0.00%

Contingency $0 $0 $0 0.00%

Total Expenditures $23,677,340 $24,471,932 $794,592 3.36%
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2016/2017

Budget by Category

Category Budget Total Percent

1 Salaries & Wages $13,736,024 56.1%

2 Auto Expenses 887,615 3.6%

3 Supplies & Materials 790,145 3.2%

4 Operational Services 37,260 0.2%

5 Maintenance of Structure 334,482 1.4%

6 Maintenance of Equipment 314,560 1.3%

7 Contractual Services 593,817 2.4%

8 Sundry Expenses 358,265 1.5%

9 Insurance & Benefits 5,675,454 23.2%

10 Professional Services 1,622,425 6.6%

11 Capital Expenditures 121,885 0.5%

Total $24,471,932 100%
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2014/2015 2014/2015 2015/2016 2016/2017

           Category Approved              Actual Approved Proposed

Consolidated

Office of Chief Appraiser $1,209,012 $1,261,628 $800,447 $828,325

Consolidated

Administrative Services 3,745,608 4,352,635 4,179,509 4,491,128

Consolidated

Legal Services 1,327,816 1,200,285 1,343,065 1,345,165

Consolidated

Information Technology 2,498,819 2,548,628 2,829,979 2,838,095

Consolidated

Appraisal Services 14,228,577 13,920,445 14,524,340 14,969,219

Contingency 0 0 0 0

Total $23,009,832 $23,283,621 $23,677,340 $24,471,932

Dallas Central Appraisal District

Budget Comparison
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Office of 
Chief 

Appraiser
Administrative 

Services

Legal 
Services

Information 
Technology

Appraisal 
Services

2016/2017

Budget By Department

Department Budget Total Percent

Office of Chief Appraiser $828,325 3.3%

Administrative Services 4,491,128 18.4%

Legal Services 1,345,165 5.5%

Information Technology 2,838,095 11.6%

Appraisal Services 14,969,219 61.2%

Total $24,471,932 100%
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Office of 
Chief 

AppraiserAdministrative 
Services

Legal 
Services

Information 
Technology

Appraisal 
Services

2016/2017

Personnel Breakdown

Number of

Department Personnel Percent

Office of Chief Appraiser 4 1.8%

Administrative Services 34 14.9%

Legal Services 3 1.3%

Information Technology 16 7.0%

Appraisal Services 171 75.0%

Total 228 100%
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2016/2017

Operating Funds Sources

Local 
Support

Other 
Income

Rendition 
Fees

Source Amount Percent

Local Support $24,231,932 99.02%

Investment Proceeds 0 0.00%

Rendition Fees 230,000 0.94%

Other Income 10,000 0.04%

Total $24,471,932 100.00%
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Revenue Summary

Budget Allocation Comparison

2015/2016 2016/2017

Approved          % Proposed          %

Allocation Allocation

Local Support

Municipalities $5,995,341 25.58% $6,243,235 25.76%

School Districts $9,629,552 41.09% $9,911,386 40.90%

County/County Wide $7,435,216 31.72% $7,742,063 31.95%

    Special Districts

Non-County Wide $377,231 1.61% $335,248 1.38%

    Special Districts

TOTAL $23,437,340 100% $24,231,932 100%
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2016/2017

PROPOSED BUDGET ALLOCATIONS

2015/2016 2016/2017

Approved Proposed Increase or

Allocation Allocation (Decrease) % Change

County/County-wide

Special Districts:

Dallas County 2,915,655 3,033,721 118,066 4.05%

D.C.H.D. 3,434,050 3,584,525 150,475 4.38%

D.C.C.C.D. 1,085,511 1,123,817 38,306 3.53%

Subtotal 7,435,216 7,742,063 306,847 4.13%

Non-County-Wide

Special Districts:

Dallas URD 283,255 243,257 (39,998) -14.12%

Valwood Imp. Authority 21,571 22,458 887 4.11%

Irving FCD 1 6,617 6,583 (34) -0.51%

Irving FCD 3 10,697 9,817 (880) -8.23%

Dallas FCD1 45,051 42,591 (2,460) -5.46%

Denton County LID #1 1,989 1,918 (71) -3.57%

Denton County RUD #1 0 0 0 0.00%

Lancaster MUD #1 1,504 1,930 426 28.32%

Grand Prairie Metro URD 549 543 (6) -1.09%

Northwest FCD 5,998 6,151 153 2.55%

Subtotal 377,231 335,248 (41,983) -11.13%
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2015/2016 2016/2017

Approved Proposed Increase or 

Allocation Allocation (Decrease) % Change
Cities:
Addison 101,671 107,420 5,749 5.65%
Balch Springs 25,828 26,389 561 2.17%
Carrollton 149,366 152,685 3,319 2.22%
Cedar Hill 92,085 94,480 2,395 2.60%
Cockrell Hill 3,398 4,628 1,230 36.20%
Combine 164 170 6 3.66%
Coppell 159,163 162,039 2,876 1.81%
Dallas 3,327,165 3,468,292 141,127 4.24%
DeSoto 108,585 111,225 2,640 2.43%
Duncanville 62,179 63,415 1,236 1.99%
Farmers Branch 120,726 125,691 4,965 4.11%
Ferris 375 363 (12) -3.20%
Garland 351,044 361,056 10,012 2.85%
Glenn Heights 10,945 11,656 711 6.50%
Grand Prairie 158,507 164,074 5,567 3.51%
Grapevine 2,391 2,302 (89) -3.72%
Highland Park 51,445 53,698 2,253 4.38%
Hutchins 9,703 11,583 1,880 19.38%
Irving 544,660 577,447 32,787 6.02%
Lancaster 67,710 71,145 3,435 5.07%
Lewisville 1,805 1,527 (278) -15.40%
Mesquite 178,874 180,794 1,920 1.07%
Ovilla 727 751 24 3.30%
Richardson 211,053 221,625 10,572 5.01%
Rowlett 103,781 111,709 7,928 7.64%
Sachse 32,578 34,579 2,001 6.14%
Seagoville 15,797 16,138 341 2.16%
Sunnyvale 16,148 17,326 1,178 7.30%
University Park 81,398 81,201 (197) -0.24%
Wilmer 5,695 7,076 1,381 24.25%
Wylie 375 751 376 100.27%

Total 5,995,341 6,243,235 247,894 4.13%

PROPOSED  BUDGET  ALLOCATIONS

17



2015/2016 2016/2017

Approved Proposed Increase or 

Allocation Allocation (Decrease) % Change

School Districts:

Carrollton/F.B. 668,558 673,222 4,664 0.70%

Cedar Hill 163,283 162,582 (701) -0.43%

Coppell 495,000 506,881 11,881 2.40%

Dallas 4,347,579 4,474,079 126,500 2.91%

Dallas County Schools 69,325 71,957 2,632 3.80%

DeSoto 128,761 126,972 (1,789) -1.39%

Duncanville 195,314 208,217 12,903 6.61%

Ferris 943 918 (25) -2.65%

Garland 692,137 745,631 53,494 7.73%

Grand Prairie 303,220 324,858 21,638 7.14%

Grapevine/Colleyville 13,026 14,183 1,157 8.88%

Highland Park 560,385 577,056 16,671 2.97%

Irving 568,476 583,498 15,022 2.64%

Lancaster 89,837 103,334 13,497 15.02%

Mesquite 354,292 344,842 (9,450) -2.67%

Richardson 929,897 941,106 11,209 1.21%

Sunnyvale 49,519 52,050 2,531 5.11%

Wilmer/Hutchins 0 0 0 0.00%

Total 9,629,552 9,911,386 281,834 2.93%

PROPOSED  BUDGET  ALLOCATIONS
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2016 Real Personal Total Cost Per Parcel

Budget Amount Property Property Parcels 2016 2015 2014

Dallas CAD $24,471,932 723,962 103,718 827,680 $29.57 $28.89 $28.15

Harris CAD $77,706,380 1,401,273 350,113 1,751,386 $44.37 $44.55 $41.72

Tarrant CAD $21,232,727 640,152 49,483 689,635 $30.79 $31.32 $31.17

Bexar CAD $16,058,740 618,020 43,366 661,386 $24.28 $24.76 $24.08

Travis CAD $17,492,994 380,003 43,324 423,327 $41.32 $42.09 $35.44

El Paso CAD $13,336,134 382,953 22,611 405,564 $32.88 $31.57 $32.93
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APPRAISAL DISTRICT COMPARISONS
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Dallas Central 

Appraisal District
$24,471,932 827,680 228 3,630 95 8,712

Harris Central

Appraisal District
$77,706,380 1,751,386 650 2,694 288 6,081

Tarrant Appraisal 

District
$21,232,727 689,635 199 3,466 73 9,447

Bexar Appraisal 

District
$16,058,740 661,386 154 4,295 60 11,023

Travis Central 

Appraisal District
$17,492,994 423,327 131 3,232 64 6,614

El Paso Central

Appraisal District
$13,336,134 405,564 140 2,897 42 9,656

Appraisal     

District
2016 Budget

Total 

Parcels

Number of 

Employees

Parcels 

per

Employee

Number of Parcels per 

AppraiserAppraisers

APPRAISAL  DISTRICT  EMPLOYEE 

COMPARISONS
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2015-2016 BUDGET/LEVY COMPARISON

2015 2016

Tax Levy Budget Amount Cost As % Of Levy

Dallas CAD $5,274,564,192 $24,471,932 0.46

Harris CAD $10,266,590,424 $77,706,380 0.76

Tarrant CAD $3,704,266,973 $21,232,727 0.57

Bexar CAD $3,194,991,963 $16,058,740 0.50

Travis CAD $3,300,883,208 $17,492,994 0.53

El Paso CAD $1,026,944,258 $13,336,134 1.30

ACCURACY OF APPRAISALS
Median Level Coefficient of 

of Appraisals Dispersion

Dallas Central Appraisal District 0.98 5.96

Harris Central Appraisal District 1.03 5.45

Tarrant Appraisal District 0.98 7.15

Bexar Appraisal District 0.96 9.30

Travis Central Appraisal District 0.97 8.46

El Paso Central Appraisal District 0.98 12.22
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 2015 ‐2016 Entity Salary Survey
Entity Contact Person Title Increase Comments
Town of Addison Passion Hayes Director of Human Resources 0.00%
City of Balch Springs Carl Wessels Director of Finance 0.00%
City of Carrollton GyZeil Granger Financial Services Tech II 3.00%
City of Cedar Hill Angelica Morales H. R. Generalist 3.00% Compensation Study
City of Cockrell Hill Bret Haney Asst. City Administrator 3.00% Effective 1/1/2016
City of Combine Robin Price City Secretary 1.76%
City of Coppell Dustin Yater Sr. H.R. Advisor 3.00%
City of Dallas LaQuisha Bill Sr. H.R. Analyst 3.00%
City of Desoto Jenette Naranja HR Staff Assistant 1.00%
City of Duncanville Jennifer Otey Personnel Manager 3.30% Market Adjustment
City of Farmers Branch Charles Cox Director of Finance 3.00%
City of Ferris Monica Lemon Asst. Finance Director 1.00%
City of Garland Daniel Bensinger Sr. H.R. Analyst 3.00% * See note
City of Glenn Heights Kacye Harvey H.R. Administrator 2.00%
City of Grand Prairie Libby Craven H.R. Advisor 3.00%
City of Grapevine Debra Russo Controller 5.00%
Town of Highland Park Steven Alexander Chief Financial Officer 3.00% Qtrly 0-7% Stipend,  Annual 3%
City of Hutchins Patti Holloway Director of Finance 3.00%
City of Irving Bret Starr Budget Administrator 1.50%
City of Lancaster Amanda Pritchett H.R. Assistant 2.00% Market Adjustment--No Merit
City of Lewisville Matt Grebliunas H R Manager 3 00%City of Lewisville Matt Grebliunas H.R. Manager 3.00%
City of Mesquite Lety Yanez H.R.  Manager 2.00%
City of Ovilla Linda Harding City Accountant 3.00%
City of Richardson Chelsea Cole Compensation Analyst 5.00%
City of Rowlett Terri Doby Budget Officer 2.00%
City of Sachse Stacy Buckley H.R. Manager

COLA Effective April
** Market adjustment $ 1.7M

City of Seagoville Cindy Brown Director of Human Resources 0.00%
Town of Sunnyvale Leslie Malone Town Secretary 1.60%
City of University Park Tom Tvardzik Director of Finance 3.00%
City of Wilmer William McDonald City Administrator 5.00%
City of Wylie Lynn Fagerstrom H.R. Manager 4.00% *** See note
Average Cities 2.54%
* 3% merit,  addtl. 1% top performers. CS adj. 4%,  Skill-Based adj. 3.5%.
** New Pay Plan implemented.  
*** Score of 2=2%, 3 = 3%, 4 = 4%, Will continue longevity $4 for every year no cap given in November.  
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 2015 ‐2016 Entity Salary Survey
Entity Contact Person Title Increase Comments
C/FB ISD Gayle Thompson Secretary to  Superintendent 3.00%
Cedar Hill ISD Rosa Johnson Staffing, Human Resources 2.00% Adjusted Starting Salary & Steps for Teachers only
Coppell ISD Marty Cramer Admin. Asst. 3.00%
Dallas ISD E. Patrick Ekong Compensation Analyst 1.33%
DeSoto ISD Sue Land Employment & Data Management Coord. 3.00%
Duncanville ISD Ronald Kuehler Chief Financial Officer 2.50%
Ferris ISD Brenda Rodriguez Business Manager 2.00%
Garland ISD Sarah Wawak Secretary to Exec. Director of H.R. 2.50%
Grand Prairie ISD Nancy Bridges Sr. Executive Director of H.R. 1.50%
Grapevine/Colleyville ISD DaiAnn Mooney Chief Financial Officer 0.00%
Highland Park ISD Rita Bryan Personnel Specialist 2.00%
Irving ISD Mia Stroy Director of Compensation, Benefits, & HR Systems One time pay Stipend of $1600
Lancaster ISD Erma Perry Chief Financial Officer 3.00%
Mesquite ISD Diane Hogg Exec Asst. Superintendent 3.00%
Richardson ISD Barbara Hargrove Director of Salary Administration 3.00%
Sunnyvale ISD Margaret Davis Business Manager 2.00%
Average Schools 2.26%

Dallas County Ronica Watkins Assistant Budget Officer 3.00% Actual October 30, 2015
DCCCD John Robertson Associate Vice Chancellor of Business 3.50% Compensation Study (Staff Increase)
Average Countywide 3 25%Average Countywide 3.25%

Total Average Approved Increase for All Entities 2.68%
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2016/2017 Dallas Central Appraisal District Proposed Budget Allocation Analysis

ENTITY and ENTITY CODE

2014 Grand Total 
Taxable Value  

9/2014

2015 Grand Total 
Taxable Value  

9/2015
Taxable Value 

Change

Taxable 
Value 

Percent 
Change

2014 Tax 
Rates

2015 Tax 
Rates

Tax Rate 
Change

Tax Rate 
Percent 
Change 2014 Levy 2015 Levy Levy Change

Levy 
Percent 
Change

2015/2016 
Approved 
Budget 

Allocation

2016/2017 
Proposed 
Budget 

Allocation

Budget 
Allocation 
Change

Budget 
Allocation 
Percent 
Change

CITIES
 Addison CA $3,805,022,489 $4,037,207,737 $232,185,248 6.10% 0.561800 0.579150 0.017350 3.09% $21,376,616 $23,381,489 $2,004,872 9.38% $101,671 $107,420 5,749 5.65%
 Balch Springs CB 676,190,629 715,334,405 39,143,776 5.79% 0.803000 0.803000 0.000000 0.00% 5,429,811 5,744,135 314,325 5.79% 25,828 26,389 561 2.17%
 Carrollton - Dallas Co. CC 5,103,117,994 5,422,914,656 319,796,662 6.27% 0.615375 0.612875 (0.002500) (0.41%) 31,403,312 33,235,688 1,832,376 5.83% 149,366 152,685 3,319 2.22%
 Cedar Hill -  Dallas Co. CH 2,770,774,939 2,942,839,033 172,064,094 6.21% 0.698760 0.698760 0.000000 0.00% 19,361,067 20,563,382 1,202,315 6.21% 92,085 94,480 2,395 2.60%
 Cockrell Hill CL 88,014,361 89,174,592 1,160,231 1.32% 0.811657 1.132442 0.320785 39.52% 714,375 1,009,851 295,476 41.36% 3,398 4,628 1,230 36.20%
Combine OM 11,328,005 11,061,798 (266,207) (2.35%) 0.290000 0.310000 0.020000 6.90% 32,851 34,292 1,440 4.38% 164 170 6 3.66%
 Coppell - Dallas Co CO 5,517,581,180 6,039,471,635 521,890,455 9.46% 0.606490 0.584000 (0.022490) (3.71%) 33,463,578 35,270,514 1,806,936 5.40% 159,163 162,039 2,876 1.81%
 Dallas DA 87,764,858,603 94,723,390,058 6,958,531,455 7.93% 0.797000 0.797000 0.000000 0.00% 699,485,923 754,945,419 55,459,496 7.93% 3,327,165 3,468,292 141,127 4.24%
 DeSoto CS 3,014,006,403 3,228,120,649 214,114,246 7.10% 0.757400 0.749900 (0.007500) (0.99%) 22,828,084 24,207,677 1,379,592 6.04% 108,585 111,225 2,640 2.43%
 Duncanville CV 1,723,704,507 1,819,842,726 96,138,219 5.58% 0.758447 0.758447 0.000000 0.00% 13,073,385 13,802,543 729,157 5.58% 62,179 63,415 1,236 1.99%
 Farmers Branch CF 4,214,517,567 4,542,347,280 327,829,713 7.78% 0.602267 0.602267 0.000000 0.00% 25,382,649 27,357,059 1,974,410 7.78% 120,726 125,691 4,965 4.11%
 Ferris FE 11,564,161 11,551,211 (12,950) (0.11%) 0.687134 0.687134 0.000000 0.00% 79,461 79,372 (89) (0.11%) 375 363 (12) (3.20%)
 Garland - Dallas Co CG 10,474,166,190 11,153,723,128 679,556,938 6.49% 0.704600 0.704600 0.000000 0.00% 73,800,975 78,589,133 4,788,158 6.49% 351,044 361,056 10,012 2.85%
 Glenn Heights - Dallas Co CE 289,581,148 319,533,646 29,952,498 10.34% 0.795000 0.793400 (0.001600) (0.20%) 2,302,170 2,535,180 233,010 10.12% 10,945 11,656 711 6.50%
 Grand Prairie - Dallas Co CP 4,973,360,738 5,330,296,477 356,935,739 7.18% 0.669998 0.669998 0.000000 0.00% 33,321,417 35,712,880 2,391,462 7.18% 158,507 164,074 5,567 3.51%
 Grapevine GV 150,770,605 152,609,134 1,838,529 1.22% 0.332439 0.328437 (0.004002) (1.20%) 501,220 501,225 5 0.00% 2,391 2,302 (89) (3.72%)
 Highland Park TH 4,916,346,204 5,312,812,276 396,466,072 8.06% 0.220000 0.220000 0.000000 0.00% 10,815,962 11,688,187 872,225 8.06% 51,445 53,698 2,253 4.38%
 Hutchins CU 286,688,781 369,372,087 82,683,306 28.84% 0.710907 0.682459 (0.028448) (4.00%) 2,038,091 2,520,813 482,722 23.69% 9,703 11,583 1,880 19.38%
 Irving CI 19,273,934,519 21,156,769,578 1,882,835,059 9.77% 0.594100 0.594100 0.000000 0.00% 114,506,445 125,692,368 11,185,923 9.77% 544,660 577,447 32,787 6.02%
 Lancaster CN 1,640,933,624 1,785,102,681 144,169,057 8.79% 0.867500 0.867500 0.000000 0.00% 14,235,099 15,485,766 1,250,667 8.79% 67,710 71,145 3,435 5.07%
 Lewisville LE 86,645,274 75,833,608 (10,811,666) (12.48%) 0.436086 0.436086 0.000000 0.00% 377,848 330,700 (47,148) (12.48%) 1,805 1,527 (278) (15.40%)
 Mesquite - Dallas Co CM 5,875,906,854 6,149,224,177 273,317,323 4.65% 0.640000 0.640000 0.000000 0.00% 37,605,804 39,355,035 1,749,231 4.65% 178,874 180,794 1,920 1.07%
 Ovilla OV 22,807,418 23,067,010 259,592 1.14% 0.671900 0.700000 0.028100 4.18% 153,243 161,469 8,226 5.37% 727 751 24 3.30%
 Richardson CR 6,985,774,087 7,595,163,333 609,389,246 8.72% 0.635160 0.635160 0.000000 0.00% 44,370,843 48,241,439 3,870,597 8.72% 211,053 221,625 10,572 5.01%
 Rowlett - Dallas Co CW 2,771,979,368 3,088,826,748 316,847,380 11.43% 0.787173 0.787173 0.000000 0.00% 21,820,273 24,314,410 2,494,137 11.43% 103,781 111,709 7,928 7.64%
 Sachse CK 888,393,088 993,844,617 105,451,529 11.87% 0.770819 0.757279 (0.013540) (1.76%) 6,847,903 7,526,177 678,274 9.90% 32,578 34,579 2,001 6.14%
 Seagoville - Dallas Co CJ 465,208,333 492,168,112 26,959,779 5.80% 0.713800 0.713800 0.000000 0.00% 3,320,657 3,513,096 192,439 5.80% 15,797 16,138 341 2.16%
 Sunnyvale TS 831,840,142 924,764,286 92,924,144 11.17% 0.407962 0.407962 0.000000 0.00% 3,393,592 3,772,687 379,095 11.17% 16,148 17,326 1,178 7.30%
 University Park CQ 6,342,348,768 6,826,518,878 484,170,110 7.63% 0.269790 0.258930 (0.010860) (4.03%) 17,111,023 17,675,905 564,883 3.30% 81,398 81,201 (197) (0.24%)
 Wilmer CT 274,386,705 323,446,752 49,060,047 17.88% 0.436600 0.476600 0.040000 9.16% 1,197,972 1,541,547 343,575 28.68% 5,695 7,076 1,381 24.25%
 Wylie WY 9,106,928 19,067,289 9,960,361 109.37% 0.878900 0.868900 (0.010000) (1.14%) 80,041 165,676 85,635 106.99% 375 751 376 100.27%

1,358,955,112 5,995,341 6,243,235 ########## 4.13%
 COUNTYWIDE ENTITIES

 Dallas County DC 175,109,899,401 188,601,831,380 13,491,931,979 7.70% 0.243100 0.243100 0.000000 0.00% 425,692,165 458,491,052 32,798,887 7.70% 2,915,655 3,033,721 118,066 4.05%
 Dallas Co Community College DO 182,898,622,497 197,833,631,154 14,935,008,657 8.17% 0.124775 0.123650 (0.001125) (0.90%) 228,211,756 244,621,285 16,409,529 7.19% 1,085,511 1,123,817 38,306 3.53%
 Parkland Hospital PH 175,307,356,424 189,417,781,250 14,110,424,826 8.05% 0.286000 0.286000 0.000000 0.00% 501,379,039 541,734,854 40,355,815 8.05% 3,434,050 3,584,525 150,475 4.38%

1,244,847,191 7,435,216 7,742,063 306,847 4.13%
SCHOOL DISTRICTS

 Carrollton/Farmers Branch ISD AS 12,957,106,686 13,767,072,691 809,966,005 6.25% 1.303300 1.281700 (0.021600) (1.66%) 168,869,971 176,452,571 7,582,599 4.49% 668,558 673,222 4,664 0.70%
 Cedar Hill ISD ES 2,704,479,453 2,794,300,481 89,821,028 3.32% 1.525000 1.525000 0.000000 0.00% 41,243,312 42,613,082 1,369,771 3.32% 163,283 162,582 (701) (0.43%)
 Coppell ISD OS 8,628,799,093 9,232,398,864 603,599,771 7.00% 1.449000 1.439000 (0.010000) (0.69%) 125,031,299 132,854,220 7,822,921 6.26% 495,000 506,881 11,881 2.40%
 Dallas ISD DS 85,653,285,958 91,465,251,969 5,811,966,011 6.79% 1.282085 1.282085 0.000000 0.00% 1,098,147,931 1,172,662,276 74,514,344 6.79% 4,347,576 4,474,077 126,501 2.91%
 DeSoto ISD SS 2,212,491,929 2,279,428,530 66,936,601 3.03% 1.470000 1.460000 (0.010000) (0.68%) 32,523,631 33,279,657 756,025 2.32% 128,761 126,972 (1,789) (1.39%)
 Duncanville ISD US 3,498,876,512 3,568,084,041 69,207,529 1.98% 1.410000 1.529500 0.119500 8.48% 49,334,159 54,573,845 5,239,687 10.62% 195,314 208,217 12,903 6.61%
 Ferris ISD FS 17,984,526 17,750,192 (234,334) (1.30%) 1.325000 1.355000 0.030000 2.26% 238,295 240,515 2,220 0.93% 943 918 (25) (2.65%)
 Garland ISD GS 13,949,236,445 14,441,056,569 491,820,124 3.53% 1.253300 1.353300 0.100000 7.98% 174,825,780 195,430,819 20,605,038 11.79% 692,137 745,631 53,494 7.73%
 Grand Prairie ISD PS 5,227,985,851 5,338,290,982 110,305,131 2.11% 1.465000 1.595000 0.130000 8.87% 76,589,993 85,145,741 8,555,748 11.17% 303,220 324,858 21,638 7.14%
 Grapevine-Colleyville ISD VS 249,241,727 281,598,634 32,356,907 12.98% 1.320100 1.320100 0.000000 0.00% 3,290,240 3,717,384 427,144 12.98% 13,026 14,183 1,157 8.88%
 Highland Park ISD HS 12,659,588,465 13,602,590,485 943,002,020 7.45% 1.118100 1.111900 (0.006200) (0.55%) 141,546,859 151,247,204 9,700,345 6.85% 560,385 577,056 16,671 2.97%
 Irving ISD IS 10,006,303,233 10,583,783,710 577,480,477 5.77% 1.435000 1.445000 0.010000 0.70% 143,590,451 152,935,675 9,345,223 6.51% 568,476 583,498 15,022 2.64%
 Lancaster ISD LS 1,656,192,436 1,758,695,334 102,502,898 6.19% 1.370120 1.540000 0.169880 12.40% 22,691,824 27,083,908 4,392,084 19.36% 89,837 103,334 13,497 15.02%
 Mesquite ISD MS 6,346,813,898 6,410,189,717 63,375,819 1.00% 1.410000 1.410000 0.000000 0.00% 89,490,076 90,383,675 893,599 1.00% 354,292 344,842 (9,450) (2.67%)
 Richardson ISD RS 17,527,808,479 18,407,158,575 879,350,096 5.02% 1.340050 1.340050 0.000000 0.00% 234,881,398 246,665,128 11,783,731 5.02% 929,897 941,106 11,209 1.21%
 Sunnyvale ISD YS 887,094,067 967,550,435 80,456,368 9.07% 1.410000 1.410000 0.000000 0.00% 12,508,026 13,642,461 1,134,435 9.07% 49,519 52,050 2,531 5.11%
 Dallas County Schools 175,109,899,401 188,601,831,380 13,491,931,979 7.70% 0.010000 0.010000 0.000000 0.00% 17,510,990 18,860,183 1,349,193 7.70% 69,325 71,957 2,632 3.80%
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2016/2017 Dallas Central Appraisal District Proposed Budget Allocation Analysis

ENTITY and ENTITY CODE

2014 Grand Total 
Taxable Value  

9/2014

2015 Grand Total 
Taxable Value  

9/2015
Taxable Value 

Change

Taxable 
Value 

Percent 
Change

2014 Tax 
Rates

2015 Tax 
Rates

Tax Rate 
Change

Tax Rate 
Percent 
Change 2014 Levy 2015 Levy Levy Change

Levy 
Percent 
Change

2015/2016 
Approved 
Budget 

Allocation

2016/2017 
Proposed 
Budget 

Allocation

Budget 
Allocation 
Change

Budget 
Allocation 
Percent 
Change

2,597,788,343 9,629,549 9,911,384 281,835 2.93%
 SPECIAL DISTRICTS

 Dallas County FCD #1 DD 344,410,803 349,844,284 5,433,481 1.58% 2.750000 2.650000 (0.100000) (3.64%) 9,471,297 9,270,874 (200,424) (2.12%) 45,051 42,591 (2,460) (5.46%)
 Dallas County URD DM 3,003,024,932 3,330,171,214 327,146,282 10.89% 1.983000 1.590000 (0.393000) (19.82%) 59,549,984 52,949,722 (6,600,262) (11.08%) 283,255 243,257 (39,998) (14.12%)
 Denton Co. LID #1 NL 225,981,382 225,689,753 (291,629) (0.13%) 0.185000 0.185000 0.000000 0.00% 418,066 417,526 (540) (0.13%) 1,989 1,918 (71) (3.57%)
 Denton Co. RUD #1 NR 193,950,954 192,833,583 (1,117,371) (0.58%) 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 #DIV/0! 0 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
 Grand Prairie Metro URD GU 19,245,702 19,699,039 453,337 2.36% 0.600000 0.600000 0.000000 0.00% 115,474 118,194 2,720 2.36% 549 543 (6) (1.09%)
 Irving FCD, Section I IF 275,619,475 275,567,042 (52,433) (0.02%) 0.504700 0.520000 0.015300 3.03% 1,391,051 1,432,949 41,897 3.01% 6,617 6,583 (34) (0.51%)
 Irving FCD, Section III ID 1,560,677,008 1,669,403,852 108,726,844 6.97% 0.144100 0.128000 (0.016100) (11.17%) 2,248,936 2,136,837 (112,099) (4.98%) 10,697 9,817 (880) (8.23%)
 Lancaster MUD #1 LM 29,837,440 39,639,424 9,801,984 32.85% 1.060000 1.060000 0.000000 0.00% 316,277 420,178 103,901 32.85% 1,504 1,930 426 28.32%
 Northwest Dallas Co FCD NF 420,351,881 446,297,756 25,945,875 6.17% 0.300000 0.300000 0.000000 0.00% 1,261,056 1,338,893 77,838 6.17% 5,998 6,151 153 2.55%
 Valwood Improvement Auth. FF 1,679,656,327 1,810,507,512 130,851,185 7.79% 0.270000 0.270000 0.000000 0.00% 4,535,072 4,888,370 353,298 7.79% 21,571 22,458 887 4.11%
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DALLAS CENTRAL APPRAISAL DISTRICT 2016 PRELIMINARY ESTIMATED REAPPRAISAL PLAN - As of January 28, 2016.

ENTITY TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
ACCOUNTS NUMBER OF PERCENT ACCOUNTS NUMBER OF PERCENT ACCOUNTS NUMBER OF PERCENT ACCOUNTS NUMBER OF PERCENT

REAPPRAISED ACCOUNTS REAPPRAISED REAPPRAISED ACCOUNTS REAPPRAISED REAPPRAISED ACCOUNTS REAPPRAISED REAPPRAISED ACCOUNTS REAPPRAISED

CITIES

Addison 1,716 2,358 72.77% 229 688 33.28% 3,049 3,049 100.00% 4,994 6,095 81.94%
Balch Springs 3,435 6,830 50.29% 317 952 33.30% 789 789 100.00% 4,541 8,571 52.98%
Carrollton 11,106 12,458 89.15% 576 1,782 32.32% 3,689 3,689 100.00% 15,371 17,929 85.73%
Cedar Hill 9,981 16,218 61.54% 319 1,201 26.56% 1,269 1,269 100.00% 11,569 18,688 61.91%
Cockrell Hill 511 929 55.01% 103 103 100.00% 182 182 100.00% 796 1,214 65.57%
Combine 0 331 0.00% 75 75 100.00% 17 17 100.00% 92 423 21.75%
Coppell 8,671 12,254 70.76% 319 1,070 29.81% 1,523 1,523 100.00% 10,513 14,847 70.81%
Dallas 186,607 291,741 63.96% 14,057 39,155 35.90% 48,701 48,701 100.00% 249,365 379,597 65.69%
Desoto 11,292 16,902 66.81% 691 1,285 53.77% 1,338 1,338 100.00% 13,321 19,525 68.23%
Duncanville 8,596 11,958 71.88% 246 1,050 23.43% 1,445 1,445 100.00% 10,287 14,453 71.18%
Farmers Branch 7,218 8,081 89.32% 614 1,240 49.52% 3,150 3,150 100.00% 10,982 12,471 88.06%
Ferris 0 0 0.00% 15 15 100.00% 7 7 100.00% 22 22 100.00%
Garland 53,742 64,519 83.30% 2,278 4,719 48.27% 5,766 5,766 100.00% 61,786 75,004 82.38%
Glenn Heights 1,344 3,465 38.79% 200 200 100.00% 89 89 100.00% 1,633 3,754 43.50%
Grand Prairie 25,876 35,920 72.04% 1,147 4,304 26.65% 2,992 2,992 100.00% 30,015 43,216 69.45%
Grapevine 0 0 0.00% 28 28 100.00% 74 74 100.00% 102 102 100.00%
Highland Park 2,636 3,407 77.37% 76 76 100.00% 375 375 100.00% 3,087 3,858 80.02%
Hutchins 119 1,378 8.64% 393 400 98.25% 297 297 100.00% 809 2,075 38.99%
Irving 26,858 44,867 59.86% 2,252 5,534 40.69% 8,343 8,343 100.00% 37,453 58,744 63.76%
Lancaster 8,596 12,718 67.59% 545 1,598 34.11% 845 845 100.00% 9,986 15,161 65.87%
Lewisville 186 300 62.00% 10 10 100.00% 17 17 100.00% 213 327 65.14%
Mesquite 31,767 38,175 83.21% 988 2,630 37.57% 3,231 3,231 100.00% 35,986 44,036 81.72%
Ovilla 0 162 0.00% 23 23 100.00% 10 10 100.00% 33 195 16.92%
Richardson 19,729 21,764 90.65% 354 1,599 22.14% 4,856 4,856 100.00% 24,939 28,219 88.38%
Rowlett 14,316 17,619 81.25% 384 1,028 37.35% 982 982 100.00% 15,682 19,629 79.89%
Sachse 4,397 5,447 80.72% 108 326 33.13% 283 283 100.00% 4,788 6,056 79.06%
Seagoville 2,037 5,034 40.46% 258 775 33.29% 458 458 100.00% 2,753 6,267 43.93%
Sunnyvale 1,543 2,419 63.79% 194 625 31.04% 435 435 100.00% 2,172 3,479 62.43%
University Park 6,400 6,934 92.30% 236 317 74.45% 793 793 100.00% 7,429 8,044 92.35%
Wilmer 543 1,534 35.40% 82 246 33.33% 165 165 100.00% 790 1,945 40.62%
Wylie 93 317 29.34% 14 14 100.00% 12 12 100.00% 119 343 34.69%

Total Cities 449,315 646,039 69.55% 27,131 73,068 37.13% 95,182 95,182 100.00% 571,628 814,289 70.20%

SCHOOLS

Carrollton/Farmers Branch 20,912 23,621 88.53% 1,786 3,494 51.12% 6,198 6,198 100.00% 28,896 33,313 86.74%
Cedar Hill 10,521 16,879 62.33% 332 1,275 26.04% 1,256 1,256 100.00% 12,109 19,410 62.39%
Coppell 11,315 15,508 72.96% 617 1,487 41.49% 2,320 2,320 100.00% 14,252 19,315 73.79%
Dallas 163,877 268,970 60.93% 13,734 39,893 34.43% 48,241 48,241 100.00% 225,852 357,104 63.25%
Desoto 11,838 19,157 61.79% 544 1,127 48.27% 990 990 100.00% 13,372 21,274 62.86%
Duncanville 13,781 20,539 67.10% 865 2,103 41.13% 2,029 2,029 100.00% 16,675 24,671 67.59%
Ferris 0 115 0.00% 98 98 100.00% 15 15 100.00% 113 228 49.56%
Garland 67,898 83,334 81.48% 2,682 6,174 43.44% 6,655 6,655 100.00% 77,235 96,163 80.32%
Grand Prairie 25,729 34,526 74.52% 1,138 4,227 26.92% 3,039 3,039 100.00% 29,906 41,792 71.56%
Grapevine-Colleyville 0 0 0.00% 18 18 100.00% 157 157 100.00% 175 175 100.00%
Highland Park 9,038 10,744 84.12% 335 478 70.08% 1,919 1,919 100.00% 11,292 13,141 85.93%
Irving 18,723 36,510 51.28% 1,024 4,946 20.70% 5,921 5,921 100.00% 25,668 47,377 54.18%
Lancaster 9,231 13,066 70.65% 591 1,768 33.43% 833 833 100.00% 10,655 15,667 68.01%
Mesquite 35,707 47,087 75.83% 986 3,280 30.06% 3,629 3,629 100.00% 40,322 53,996 74.68%
Richardson 49,444 57,314 86.27% 981 3,395 28.90% 10,112 10,112 100.00% 60,537 70,821 85.48%
Sunnyvale 1,543 2,419 63.79% 195 638 30.56% 434 434 100.00% 2,172 3,491 62.22%

Total Schools 449,557 649,789 69.19% 25,926 74,401 34.85% 93,748 93,748 100.00% 569,231 817,938 69.59%

RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL BPP TOTAL OF ALL DIVISIONS

YR 2016 5



DALLAS CENTRAL APPRAISAL DISTRICT 2015 PRELIMINARY ESTIMATED REAPPRAISAL PLAN - As of February 12, 2015      

ENTITY TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
ACCOUNTS NUMBER OF PERCENT ACCOUNTS NUMBER OF PERCENT ACCOUNTS NUMBER OF PERCENT ACCOUNTS NUMBER OF PERCENT

REAPPRAISED ACCOUNTS REAPPRAISED REAPPRAISED ACCOUNTS REAPPRAISED REAPPRAISED ACCOUNTS REAPPRAISED REAPPRAISED ACCOUNTS REAPPRAISED

CITIES

Addison 1,619 2,358 68.66% 365 686 53.21% 3,000 3,000 100.00% 4,984 6,044 82.46%
Balch Springs 2,740 6,761 40.53% 333 968 34.40% 772 772 100.00% 3,845 8,501 45.23%
Carrollton 8,848 12,309 71.88% 943 1,777 53.07% 3,578 3,578 100.00% 13,369 17,664 75.69%
Cedar Hill 9,207 16,214 56.78% 359 1,201 29.89% 1,247 1,247 100.00% 10,813 18,662 57.94%
Cockrell Hill 159 929 17.12% 103 103 100.00% 167 167 100.00% 429 1,199 35.78%
Combine 202 327 61.77% 70 75 93.33% 16 16 100.00% 288 418 68.90%
Coppell 8,725 12,119 71.99% 482 1,062 45.39% 1,513 1,513 100.00% 10,720 14,694 72.95%
Dallas 150,024 291,228 51.51% 20,083 39,160 51.28% 47,804 47,804 100.00% 217,911 378,192 57.62%
Desoto 8,612 16,659 51.70% 309 1,287 24.01% 1,261 1,261 100.00% 10,182 19,207 53.01%
Duncanville 6,243 11,960 52.20% 264 1,044 25.29% 1,402 1,402 100.00% 7,909 14,406 54.90%
Farmers Branch 4,880 8,079 60.40% 572 1,235 46.32% 3,120 3,120 100.00% 8,572 12,434 68.94%
Ferris 0 0 0.00% 4 15 26.67% 8 8 100.00% 12 23 52.17%
Garland 47,723 64,399 74.11% 1,627 4,691 34.68% 5,687 5,687 100.00% 55,037 74,777 73.60%
Glenn Heights 1,938 3,325 58.29% 198 198 100.00% 90 90 100.00% 2,226 3,613 61.61%
Grand Prairie 14,179 35,835 39.57% 1,248 4,270 29.23% 2,899 2,899 100.00% 18,326 43,004 42.61%
Grapevine 0 0 0.00% 28 28 100.00% 74 74 100.00% 102 102 100.00%
Highland Park 2,446 3,403 71.88% 37 80 46.25% 372 372 100.00% 2,855 3,855 74.06%
Hutchins 276 1,378 20.03% 66 397 16.62% 282 282 100.00% 624 2,057 30.34%
Irving 27,542 43,597 63.17% 2,679 5,529 48.45% 8,070 8,070 100.00% 38,291 57,196 66.95%
Lancaster 8,873 12,720 69.76% 863 1,579 54.65% 821 821 100.00% 10,557 15,120 69.82%
Lewisville 186 300 62.00% 4 10 40.00% 16 16 100.00% 206 326 63.19%
Mesquite 18,570 38,179 48.64% 1,204 2,628 45.81% 3,139 3,139 100.00% 22,913 43,946 52.14%
Ovilla 0 162 0.00% 23 23 100.00% 6 6 100.00% 29 191 15.18%
Richardson 16,419 21,561 76.15% 764 1,601 47.72% 4,519 4,519 100.00% 21,702 27,681 78.40%
Rowlett 13,297 17,540 75.81% 853 1,019 83.71% 963 963 100.00% 15,113 19,522 77.42%
Sachse 4,166 5,300 78.60% 317 317 100.00% 268 268 100.00% 4,751 5,885 80.73%
Seagoville 1,161 4,890 23.74% 71 775 9.16% 450 450 100.00% 1,682 6,115 27.51%
Sunnyvale 382 2,286 16.71% 206 625 32.96% 438 438 100.00% 1,026 3,349 30.64%
University Park 5,482 6,914 79.29% 219 316 69.30% 792 792 100.00% 6,493 8,022 80.94%
Wilmer 263 1,541 17.07% 156 240 65.00% 150 150 100.00% 569 1,931 29.47%
Wylie 93 301 30.90% 14 14 100.00% 12 12 100.00% 119 327 36.39%

Total Cities 364,255 642,574 56.69% 34,464 72,953 47.24% 92,936 92,936 100.00% 491,655 808,463 60.81%

SCHOOLS

Carrollton/Farmers Branch 16,622 23,332 71.24% 1,316 3,483 37.78% 5,954 5,954 100.00% 23,892 32,769 72.91%
Cedar Hill 10,030 16,878 59.43% 376 1,274 29.51% 1,232 1,232 100.00% 11,638 19,384 60.04%
Coppell 9,740 14,675 66.37% 663 1,462 45.35% 2,249 2,249 100.00% 12,652 18,386 68.81%
Dallas 130,195 268,589 48.47% 20,593 39,851 51.67% 47,600 47,600 100.00% 198,388 356,040 55.72%
Desoto 10,090 18,775 53.74% 523 1,125 46.49% 930 930 100.00% 11,543 20,830 55.42%
Duncanville 10,801 20,531 52.61% 596 2,141 27.84% 1,954 1,954 100.00% 13,351 24,626 54.22%
Ferris 0 115 0.00% 52 97 53.61% 16 16 100.00% 68 228 29.82%
Garland 61,465 83,016 74.04% 2,949 6,122 48.17% 6,535 6,535 100.00% 70,949 95,673 74.16%
Grand Prairie 13,428 34,444 38.99% 1,275 4,195 30.39% 2,947 2,947 100.00% 17,650 41,586 42.44%
Grapevine-Colleyville 0 0 0.00% 0 18 0.00% 165 165 100.00% 165 183 90.16%
Highland Park 8,220 10,730 76.61% 344 480 71.67% 1,916 1,916 100.00% 10,480 13,126 79.84%
Irving 21,582 36,071 59.83% 2,323 4,960 46.83% 5,771 5,771 100.00% 29,676 46,802 63.41%
Lancaster 8,938 13,072 68.38% 825 1,751 47.12% 812 812 100.00% 10,575 15,635 67.64%
Mesquite 21,521 46,827 45.96% 1,517 3,281 46.24% 3,504 3,504 100.00% 26,542 53,612 49.51%
Richardson 41,740 59,988 69.58% 1,503 3,386 44.39% 9,497 9,497 100.00% 52,740 72,871 72.37%
Sunnyvale 382 2,286 16.71% 206 638 32.29% 438 438 100.00% 1,026 3,362 30.52%

Total Schools 364,754 649,329 56.17% 35,061 74,264 47.21% 91,520 91,520 100.00% 491,335 815,113 60.28%

RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL BPP TOTAL OF ALL DIVISIONS

YR 2015 6



DALLAS CENTRAL APPRAISAL DISTRICT 2014 PRELIMINARY ESTIMATED REAPPRAISAL PLAN - As of February 2014      

ENTITY TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
ACCOUNTS NUMBER OF PERCENT ACCOUNTS NUMBER OF PERCENT ACCOUNTS NUMBER OF PERCENT ACCOUNTS NUMBER OF PERCENT

REAPPRAISED ACCOUNTS REAPPRAISED REAPPRAISED ACCOUNTS REAPPRAISED REAPPRAISED ACCOUNTS REAPPRAISED REAPPRAISED ACCOUNTS REAPPRAISED

CITIES

Addison 1,387 2,349 59.05% 688 689 99.85% 2,970 2,970 100.00% 5,045 6,008 83.97%
Balch Springs 2,700 6,764 39.92% 626 952 65.76% 736 736 100.00% 4,062 8,452 48.06%
Carrollton 7,532 12,259 61.44% 1,398 1,781 78.50% 3,511 3,511 100.00% 12,441 17,551 70.88%
Cedar Hill 9,279 16,207 57.25% 677 1,205 56.18% 1,225 1,225 100.00% 11,181 18,637 59.99%
Cockrell Hill 930 930 100.00% 0 103 0.00% 166 166 100.00% 1,096 1,199 91.41%
Combine 203 326 62.27% 75 75 100.00% 15 15 100.00% 293 416 70.43%
Coppell 7,491 11,752 63.74% 669 971 68.90% 1,489 1,489 100.00% 9,649 14,212 67.89%
Dallas 148,274 291,459 50.87% 19,112 39,083 48.90% 47,593 47,593 100.00% 214,979 378,135 56.85%
Desoto 8,705 16,631 52.34% 589 1,284 45.87% 1,282 1,282 100.00% 10,576 19,197 55.09%
Duncanville 7,609 11,962 63.61% 804 1,114 72.17% 1,391 1,391 100.00% 9,804 14,467 67.77%
Farmers Branch 5,684 8,081 70.34% 592 1,235 47.94% 3,033 3,033 100.00% 9,309 12,349 75.38%
Ferris 0 0 0.00% 15 15 100.00% 6 6 100.00% 21 21 100.00%
Garland 30,254 64,402 46.98% 2,651 4,688 56.55% 5,664 5,664 100.00% 38,569 74,754 51.59%
Glenn Heights 1,759 3,160 55.66% 0 198 0.00% 80 80 100.00% 1,839 3,438 53.49%
Grand Prairie 13,932 35,825 38.89% 942 4,272 22.05% 2,780 2,780 100.00% 17,654 42,877 41.17%
Grapevine 0 0 0.00% 28 28 100.00% 81 81 100.00% 109 109 100.00%
Highland Park 2,639 3,400 77.62% 72 80 90.00% 343 343 100.00% 3,054 3,823 79.88%
Hutchins 28 1,332 2.10% 68 392 17.35% 276 276 100.00% 372 2,000 18.60%
Irving 21,903 43,498 50.35% 2,230 5,541 40.25% 8,022 8,022 100.00% 32,155 57,061 56.35%
Lancaster 5,522 12,729 43.38% 563 1,568 35.91% 808 808 100.00% 6,893 15,105 45.63%
Lewisville 85 299 28.43% 10 10 100.00% 15 15 100.00% 110 324 33.95%
Mesquite 17,422 38,182 45.63% 756 2,618 28.88% 3,119 3,119 100.00% 21,297 43,919 48.49%
Ovilla 79 162 48.77% 0 23 0.00% 5 5 100.00% 84 190 44.21%
Richardson 12,535 21,496 58.31% 1,074 1,617 66.42% 4,474 4,474 100.00% 18,083 27,587 65.55%
Rowlett 6,652 17,367 38.30% 477 1,025 46.54% 940 940 100.00% 8,069 19,332 41.74%
Sachse 2,464 5,277 46.69% 47 315 14.92% 265 265 100.00% 2,776 5,857 47.40%
Seagoville 2,365 4,901 48.26% 789 790 99.87% 440 440 100.00% 3,594 6,131 58.62%
Sunnyvale 1,459 2,209 66.05% 239 623 38.36% 426 426 100.00% 2,124 3,258 65.19%
University Park 6,386 6,927 92.19% 216 318 67.92% 774 774 100.00% 7,376 8,019 91.98%
Wilmer 752 1,495 50.30% 233 234 99.57% 141 141 100.00% 1,126 1,870 60.21%
Wylie 181 197 91.88% 1 16 6.25% 12 12 100.00% 194 225 86.22%

Total Cities 326,211 641,578 50.85% 35,641 72,863 48.92% 92,082 92,082 100.00% 453,934 806,523 56.28%

SCHOOLS

Carrollton/Farmers Branch 15,680 23,255 67.43% 2,174 3,493 62.24% 5,834 5,834 100.00% 23,688 32,582 72.70%
Cedar Hill 9,799 16,872 58.08% 679 1,276 53.21% 1,201 1,201 100.00% 11,679 19,349 60.36%
Coppell 9,831 14,252 68.98% 867 1,358 63.84% 2,250 2,250 100.00% 12,948 17,860 72.50%
Dallas 131,446 268,742 48.91% 20,426 39,811 51.31% 47,370 47,370 100.00% 199,242 355,923 55.98%
Desoto 8,872 18,577 47.76% 362 1,122 32.26% 932 932 100.00% 10,166 20,631 49.28%
Duncanville 13,439 20,527 65.47% 980 2,208 44.38% 1,913 1,913 100.00% 16,332 24,648 66.26%
Ferris 114 114 100.00% 96 97 98.97% 15 15 100.00% 225 226 99.56%
Garland 37,452 82,717 45.28% 3,072 6,124 50.16% 6,474 6,474 100.00% 46,998 95,315 49.31%
Grand Prairie 13,199 34,431 38.33% 852 4,196 20.31% 2,831 2,831 100.00% 16,882 41,458 40.72%
Grapevine-Colleyville 0 0 0.00% 2 18 11.11% 144 144 100.00% 146 162 90.12%
Highland Park 8,961 10,740 83.44% 339 482 70.33% 1,884 1,884 100.00% 11,184 13,106 85.33%
Irving 15,350 36,109 42.51% 2,450 4,972 49.28% 5,704 5,704 100.00% 23,504 46,785 50.24%
Lancaster 6,032 13,079 46.12% 709 1,740 40.75% 802 802 100.00% 7,543 15,621 48.29%
Mesquite 19,852 46,788 42.43% 1,091 3,258 33.49% 3,456 3,456 100.00% 24,399 53,502 45.60%
Richardson 35,650 56,878 62.68% 2,296 3,394 67.65% 9,426 9,426 100.00% 47,372 69,698 67.97%
Sunnyvale 1,459 2,209 66.05% 251 636 39.47% 426 426 100.00% 2,136 3,271 65.30%

Total Schools 327,136 645,290 50.70% 36,646 74,185 49.40% 90,662 90,662 100.00% 454,444 810,137 56.09%

RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL BPP TOTAL OF ALL DIVISIONS

YR 2014 7





Guest Litigator Program 

Code Amendment

Christopher D. Bowers
First Assistant City Attorney

and 

Maureen Milligan
Executive Assistant City Attorney/Chief of Community Courts and Community Prosecution 

Budget, Finance & Audit Committee

March 21, 2016



Overview

The City Attorney's Office seeks to amend 

Section  2-20.1 of the Dallas City Code to 

add a Guest Assistant City Attorney Program 

to the Guest Prosecutor Program.
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Municipal Prosecutor Program

The purposes of the Guest Prosecutor 

Program are to:

 to allow attorneys in private law firms to 

obtain   valuable trial experience at the 

municipal court level on a temporary and 

voluntary basis, and

 to provide a public service that benefits 

the City and its citizens. 
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Municipal Prosecutor Program 

The Guest Prosecutor Program has been a 

success since commencing in 2000. 

Several law firms have partnered with the 

City's prosecution office, allowing their junior 

attorneys to try dozens of criminal cases 

before judges and juries. 
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Municipal Prosecutor Program 

• Those volunteer attorneys gained 

priceless experience from trying their first 

cases and arguing in their first hearings.

• The City benefited from having an 

additional attorney work the docket 

because it reduced the time citizens 

spent in court. 
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Guest Assistant City Attorney Program

Due to the success of the Guest Prosecutor 

Program, the CAO wants to expand the 

program to allow guest litigators  to present 

civil cases in district and municipal courts 

and appear before City boards and 

commissions. 
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Guest Assistant City Attorney Program

The proposed purposes of the Guest Assistant 
City Attorney Program are:

 to allow new attorneys in private law firms to 
obtain valuable civil and criminal trial and 
hearing experience at the municipal level on 
a temporary and voluntary basis,

 to allow skilled attorneys in private law firms to 
assist in handling cases in district court on a 
temporary and voluntary basis, and

 to provide a public service that benefits the 
City and its citizens.
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Guest Assistant City Attorney Program

The program’s name will change to Guest 

Assistant City Attorney Program to describe 

both the guest prosecutors and the guest 

litigators that will be serving.
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Guest Assistant City Attorney Program

The amendment would allow the guest attorneys to 
appear and argue before the City’s:

- Hearing Officer’s Court
- Board of Adjustment
- Landmark Commission 
- City Plan Commission
- Municipal Court’s civil dockets, including:

- Urban Rehabilitation (demolition) docket
- Chapter 214 (dangerous structure) docket
- Animal docket

The amendment would also allow the guest attorneys to 
work in district court on code compliance lawsuits.
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Guest Assistant City Attorney Program

 Community prosecutors have used the 

new Chapter 214 docket to seek repairs 

of dangerous structures.

 The community prosecutors’ heavy work 

loads have limited the use of this docket.

 Guest litigators could help community 

prosecutors file many more cases on this 

docket.
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Guest Assistant City Attorney Program

The guest assistant city attorney will:

 be supervised by attorneys in the City 
Attorney’s Office

 be deemed an assistant city attorney for 
purposes of state law and city ordinances 
only while working on City matters

 not be performing legal work for the City 
except as described above

 not be paid
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Guest Assistant City Attorney Program

The guest assistant city attorney must:

 be approved by the city attorney 

 pass a background check

 pass a conflict of interests check

 not owe the City any delinquent taxes, fees, 

charges, or penalties

 comply with the City’s code of ethics 

The attorney’s firm cannot represent any person in 

a lawsuit, claim, or  any other proceeding against 

the City while in the program.
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QUESTIONS? 
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Sustainable Development and Construction 

Enterprise Fund Overview
Budget, Finance and Audit Committee

March 21, 2016



Purpose

 To provide an overview of the Sustainable Development 

and Construction Department’s Enterprise Fund
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Sustainable Development and Construction

Organizational Chart

3

David Cossum

Director II 

Current Planning

Neva Dean*

Assistant Director II

Zoning & BDA

Authorized Hearings

Historic Preservation

Real Estate 

Ashley Eubanks

Assistant Director II

Abandonments

Acquisitions

Licenses & Leases

Engineering

Lloyd Denman

Assistant Director II

Eng Plan Review and

Inspection

Survey Plat Review

Building Inspection

Philip Sikes*

Building Official

Permit & Plan Review

Express Plan Review

Field Inspections

Records / Archives

GIS / Technology

Shawn Holyoak

Technical Manager

GIS Support

Enterprise Fund

General Fund

*Interim



What is the Sustainable Development 

and Construction Enterprise Fund?

 The Sustainable Development and Construction (DEV) Enterprise fund 

is used to pay for functions in the following divisions:

 Building Inspection

 Current Planning (Zoning, Board of Adjustment and Subdivision)

 Engineering

 GIS and Technology

 It is a fund that is entirely supported by the fees that are collected for 

the services it provides.

 The Enterprise Fund for FY 15-16 consists of 292.2 FTEs with an 

annual budget of $30,696,618.
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Overview – Building Inspection

 Building Inspection keeps the public safe by ensuring 

compliance with construction standards and providing 

guidance to applicants.

 Services provided include:

 Issuing building permits and Certificates of Occupancy

 Reviewing and approving site and construction plans for 

compliance with zoning and building codes

 Expedited plan review services (Q-team)

 Researching information about development activity, past 

uses on property, allowed uses, etc.

 Performing construction inspections

 Archiving and maintaining construction records

 Responding to records and archive requests
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Overview – Building Inspection

 Processed a total of 43,251 permits in FY 14/15

 Of 43,251 permits

 80% issued within 3 days

 93% issued within 28 days

 Total valuation of permits processed in 2015 was 4.3 billion dollars

 217,672 field inspections conducted (870 per day)

 97.6% of field inspections completed on schedule

 46,791 customer visits to Oak Cliff Municipal Center

 69,856 calls to OCMC Call Center
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Overview - Engineering

 The Engineering division promotes quality development and limits future 

expenditures on maintenance of public facilities by reviewing all plats and 

engineering plans associated with private development to ensure that 

privately funded, public infrastructure improvements are designed and built 

to City standards.

 Water line improvements and extensions

 Waste water line improvements and extensions

 Storm water improvements and extensions

 Street and sidewalk improvements

 The Engineering division reviews building permits for paving, grading and 

floodplain concerns. 

 The Engineering division reviews zoning, subdivision and Board of Adjustment 

cases for traffic safety concerns, reviews survey field notes associated with 

plats, and consults with developers.
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Overview - Engineering

 Processed a total of 455 private development 

projects involving 1404 reviews in FY 14/15

 Water and waste water first reviews were completed in 

an average time of 39 days

 Paving and drainage first reviews were completed in an 

average time of 14 days

 1,656 field inspections conducted

 100 percent of first field inspections within 1 day

 Survey section reviewed 255 sets of field notes
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Overview - Engineering

 Review times for July 2015 to December 2015
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Overview – Current Planning

 The Current Planning division facilitates 

development and protects and enhances 

the quality of life within the city by:

 Reviewing and processing zoning requests, 

SUPs, variances, special exceptions, 

street name changes, plats, development 

code amendments and other 

miscellaneous land use applications.

 Providing staff support for the City Plan 

Commission (CPC), Board of Adjustment 

(BDA), Zoning Ordinance Advisory 

Committee (ZOC), and other affiliated 

subcommittees and task forces.
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Overview - Current Planning

 265 Zoning case applications in FY 14/15

 39 Development and landscape plans

 66 Minor plan amendments

 213 Preliminary plat applications

 133 Final plat applications
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Overview – GIS / Technology

 The GIS / Technology division 

facilitates growth and development 

in Dallas by providing the necessary 

resources for technology to:

 Maintain the official zoning maps 

 Provide all legally required 

notification.

 Provide GIS, graphic and technology 

support to the department and its 

customers.

 Make development information 

accessible to the development 

community and general public 

through the use of appropriate 

technology 
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Enterprise Fund Permit Valuation Totals
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* 2011 spike attributable to Parkland, UT Southwestern and Love Field Projects



Construction Permit Valuation
By Category of Project
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*

* 2011 spike attributable to Parkland, UT Southwestern and Love Field Projects



Challenges

 Changes in Economy

 As an Enterprise Fund, development related services must react quickly to 
economic downturns.  As an example, between 2008 and 2009 there was 
a 35 percent drop in permit valuations.  Building Inspection staff had to be 
cut from 235 FTEs to 140 FTEs, a reduction of 40 percent, as a result of 
downturn in total permit valuations. 

 Staffing

 Priorities of job seekers

 Competition with other municipalities and private sector

 Process

 Introducing new technology 

 Documenting processes and training
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Response to Challenges

 Changes in Economy

 Assigned revenue for multi year projects across the period of the 

project

 Staffing

 Assigned staff to assist managers with paperwork and hiring 

process

 Working cooperatively with DWU and Public Works on engineering 

resources

 Seeking a professional services contract for engineering and 

survey services to enhance ability to adjust to peek demand 

periods and staffing shortages
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Response to Challenges

 Technology

 Developing strategy to anticipate and manage issues with legacy 

systems and integrate with new technologies

 Working with City Auditor to identify and address potential issues with 

appropriate permissions and access to technology processes

 Developed strategies and budget to implement needed technology 

improvements

 Documenting processes

 Working with City Auditor to identify issues with current documentation 

and processes

 Established a team to update polices and procedures

 Implementing additional training and certification opportunities 
18



Accomplishments
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Recent Accomplishments 

 The Electronic Plan Review System 

(EPRS) launched in the Q-team 

allows applicants to submit their 

plans electronically and allows the 

City to review and issue a permit 

based on electronic plans. 

 The EPRS eliminates the need for 

paper plans and allows for faster, 

simultaneous plan reviews which 

results in the applicants being able 

to receive permits via the internet 

instead of waiting in the Permit 

Center.

20

Electronic Plan Review System demonstration for City of 

Frisco officials.



Recent Accomplishments

 In June 2015, the electronic 

document management system 

OnBase© was launched.

 OnBase is a robust document 

management system that will allow 

all Sustainable Development and 

Construction employees to access 

all scanned documents.

 An RFP is currently out to hire a 

company to digitize all of the 

department’s paper files. 

21



Recent Accomplishments

 Building Inspection opened a 

new Southwest District Office 

June 2015 to enhance customer 

service.  

22



Customer Service 

Enhancements
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Customer Service Enhancements

 Special Coordinator team  

 Coordinator III (Commercial Development/Platting) 

 This position will serve as the primary project coordinator for targeted commercial 
development projects navigating the development review process. 

 This individual will address specific questions concerning a project(s) and/or facilitate 
meetings with appropriate experts in an effort to resolve issues and expedite the 
development review process.

 Coordinator III (Single Family Home)

 This position will serve as the primary project coordinator for single family residential 
development citywide.

 The incumbent will monitor single family residential development in targeted areas of the 
city from “cradle to grave” and will serve as a single point of reference that remains 
constant for homebuilders throughout the development process.

 Coordinator III (Grow South/Small Business)

 This position will serve as the primary project coordinator for all small business and Grow 
South development projects. 

 The will serve as a single point of reference that remains constant for customers 
throughout the development process.  Additionally this position will map out a process for 
customers to follow to resolve issues.
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Customer Service Enhancements

 Budgeted 23 new positions in FY 15/16 including positions for a 

Process Improvement Team and Home Owner / DIY Team.

 The Home Owners Team / DIY team is dedicated to providing 

permitting and plan review services to homeowners and small business 

“do it your selfers” (DIYs). 

 Consult with homeowners and DIYs

 Review plans for compliance with construction codes

 Coordinate with other departments/plan reviewers as needed

 Develop and update handouts/examples/etc. to assist homeowners and 

DIYs in their projects

 The “HOT” team consist of two Sr. Plans Examiners and one Sr. Office 

Assistant
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Customer Service Enhancements

 In September 2014, a work group was formed consisting of private

stakeholders and City staff, to recommend enhancements to the City’s

development review process.

 In May of 2015, staff initiated a multi year program to implement

recommendations from the Development Review Enhancement Strategies

Workgroup Report.

 The City Manager’s Office formed the Process Improvement Team with the

responsibility of implementing the work group’s recommendations.
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Customer Service Enhancements

 The Process Improvement Team is assisting the entire department

with:

 Filling key vacancies

 Leveraging technology to improve efficiency of operations

 Standardizing and streamlining workflows

 Eliminating silos and enhancing collaboration across departments

 Creating meaningful measures and metrics to enhance operations

 Improving dialog with customers

 Increasing internal and external training opportunities

 Reviewing and improving land development process for single family

subdivisions
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Customer Service Enhancements

 Implemented a short-term professional services contract for field note 

review, to reduce survey and plat review times

 Implemented survey, engineering and third party inspection review 

training classes to assist customers with plan submissions and scheduling 

inspections

 Hired multiple critical positions throughout Sustainable Development and 

Construction

 Building Inspections – seven senior plans examiners and four inspectors

 Engineering Section – four senior engineers

 Real Estate Division – three real estate specialists
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New Initiatives
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New Initiatives
Training and Documenting Processes

 A dedicated team has been created to:

 Update and create new documentation on processes and 

procedures

 Develop training materials and programs for on-boarding and 

promoting employees

 Develop and implement system for managing and publishing code 

interpretations 
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New Initiatives
Enhancements to existing services

 An engineer will be dedicated to the Q-Team and will review all 

engineering plans submitted for express plan review.

 Use of electronic plan review will be enhanced.  Currently it is 

available for Q-Team express reviews.  Expanding this technology will 

enable staff to move away from a linear review where physical plans 

are passed from one reviewer to the next.  This will allow 

simultaneous reviews of digital plans by all applicable trades.
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New Initiatives
Expanded Facility for Development Related Services

 An expanded facility is required to enhance customer 
service and accommodate needed resources

 Developing a plan for an expanded facility to house Building 
Inspection and Engineering for Private Development and other 
related services

 Budgeting 20 million from Sustainable Development and 
Construction Enterprise Fund

 Relieve pressure on Oak Cliff Municipal Center

 Address inadequate parking at current facility

 Enhance customer convenience and service
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Questions?
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Contacts 
 Director

 David Cossum; (214)671-9293

 Building Inspection, Interim Building Official

 Phil Sikes; (214)948-4325

 Engineering Private Development, Assistant Director 

 Lloyd Denman; (214)948-4354

 Current Planning, Interim Assistant Director

 Neva Dean; (214)670-5803

 Real Estate; Assistant Director

 Ashley Eubanks; (214)948-4112

 Process Improvement Team, Manager

 Tommy Ludwig (214)948-4058
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Memorandum

DATE March 18, 2016 CITY OF DALLAS

TO The Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

SuBJECT Financial Forecast Report

The FY 201 5-1 6 Financial Forecast Report based on information through January 2016
is attached and provided for your information.

For FY 201 5-16, General Fund revenues are projected to be $2,532,000 above budget
and expenditures are projected to be $483,000 below budget. This results in forecast
revenues being in excess of forecast expenditures by $3,016,000. Details related to
budget variances maybe found at the end of the Financial Forecast Report.

Wp will qck1ije to closely monitor revenues and expenditures and keep you informed.

4. Gonzalez
Oi Manager

Attachment

c: Ryan S. Evans, First Assistant City Manager
Jill A. Jordan, RE., Assistant City Manager
Joey Zapata, Assistant City Manager
Eric D. Campbell, Assistant City Manager
Mark McDaniel, Assistant City Manager
Jeanne Chipperfield, Chief Financial Officer
Jack Ireland, Director, Office of Financial Services

“Dallas — Together, we do it better!”



 

 

FY 2015-16 
Financial Forecast Report 

Information as of January 31, 2016 



 

 

As	of	January	31,	2016	
(000s)	

GENERAL	FUND	
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GENERAL	FUND	REVENUES	

FY	2014‐15	All	Sources	has	been	restated	to	re lect	the	conversion	of	Sanitation	to	an	Enterprise	Fund	in	FY	2015‐16	
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As	of	January	31,	2016	
(000s)	

GENERAL	FUND	REVENUES	
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GENERAL	FUND	EXPENDITURES	

FY	2014‐15	All	Expenses	has	been	restated	to	re lect	the	conversion	of	Sanitation	to	an	Enterprise	Fund	in	FY	2015‐16	

5



 

 

As	of	January	31,	2016	
(000s)	

GENERAL	FUND	EXPENDITURES	
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As	of	January	31,	2016	
(000s)	

PROPRIETARY	FUNDS		
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As	of	January	31,	2016	
(000s)	

PROPRIETARY	FUNDS		
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As	of	January	31,	2016	
(000s)	

PROPRIETARY	FUNDS		
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As	of	January	31,	2016	
(000s)	

PROPRIETARY	FUNDS		
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As	of	January	31,	2016	
(000s)	

PROPRIETARY	FUNDS		
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As	of	January	31,	2016	
(000s)	

OTHER	FUNDS		
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As	of	January	31,	2016	
(000s)	

OTHER	FUNDS		
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As	of	January	31,	2016	
(000s)	

DEBT	SERVICE	FUND	
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(Dollars	in	000s)	

NOTES	

1.	 Sales	tax	revenue	is	projected	to	be	$1,556	above	budget	due	to	the	improved	economy.	

2.	 Oncor	Electric	revenues	are	projected	to	be	$1,150	above	budget	primarily	due	to	higher	than	
expected	electric	consumption.	

3.	 Municipal	Court	revenue	is	projected	to	be	$629	above	budget	primarily	due	to	an	increase	in	
the	collection	per	citation	rates	of	the	new	collection	agency.	

4.	 Public	Library	revenue	is	projected	to	be	$49	below	budget	due	to	implementation	of	automatic	
renewal	on	materials	that	have	been	checked	out	at	library	locations	and	an	increase	in	the	usage	
of	 e‐materials.	 Fines	 and	 late	 fees	 are	 not	 collected	 on	 e‐materials	 as	 they	 are	 electronically	 re‐
called	on	the	due	date. 	

5.	 Other	Charges	for	Service	revenue	is	projected	to	be	$368	below	budget	primarily	as	a	result	of	
contracting	with	fewer	hospitals	than	anticipated	for	the	Mobile	Community	Healthcare	Program.	

6.	 City	Auditor’s	Of ice	is	projected	to	be	$46	above	budget	due	to	salary	expenses.	

7.	 City	Controller’s	Of ice	is	projected	to	be	$126	below	budget	due	to	vacancies.	

8.	 City	Secretary’s	Of ice	is	projected	to	be	$27	above	budget	due	to	higher	than	budgeted	salary	
expenses	and	the	purchase	of	unbudgeted	software	to	assist	with	Boards	and	Commissions	admin‐
istration.	

9.	 Civil	Service	is	projected	to	be	$36	above	budget	due	to	salary	expenses.	

10.		Elections	is	projected	to	be	$12	above	budget	due	to	the	purchase	of	unbudgeted	petition	veri‐
ication	software.	

11.		Housing	and	Community	Services	is	projected	to	be	$231	above	budget	due	to	several	unbudg‐
eted	expenses	including	temp	help,	replacement	of	 ire	and	alarm	system	at	the	MLK	Community	
Center,	items	related	to	the	master	plan	for	the	MLK	and	WDMP	Community	Centers,	and	various	
special	events.	

12.		Judiciary	is	projected	to	be	$180	below	budget	due	to	vacancies.		

13.		Mayor	and	Council	is	projected	to	be	$152	above	budget	due	to	double	 illed	positions	and	the	
unbudgeted	use	of	temp	help.	

14.		Non‐Departmental	 is	 projected	 to	 be	 $105	 above	 budget	 primarily	 due	 to	 unbudgeted	 costs	
such	as		nationwide	searches	for	the	City	Attorney	and	Chief	Financial	Of icer,	actuarial	review	re‐
lated	to	the	Police	and	Fire	Pension	Fund,	and	efforts	related	to	ADA	Compliance.	

15.			Park	and	Recreation	 is	projected	to	be	$37	above	budget	primarily	due	 to	repairs	related	 to	
looding	in	2015.	
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NOTES	

16.		Planning	and	Urban	Design	is	projected	to	be	$291	below	budget	due	to	vacancies.	

17.		Sustainable	Development	and	Construction	is	projected	to	be	$141	below	budget	due	to	vacan‐
cies.		

18.		Aviation	expenses	are	projected	 to	be	$1,438	above	budget	primarily	due	 to	 the	City	 leasing	
property	for	additional	offsite	parking	and	for	the	future	site	of	the	consolidated	rental	car	facili‐
ty.		Revenues	are	projected	to	be	$1,537	above	budget	primarily	due	to	revenue	received	from	ex‐
isting	tenants	on	the	newly	leased	property.		

19.		Convention	 and	Event	 Services	 revenues	 are	 projected	 to	 be	 $2,987	 above	 budget	 primarily		
due	to	higher	than	expected	Alcoholic	Beverage	Tax	and	more	events	than	anticipated.		

20.		Sustainable	Development	and	Construction	expenses	are	projected	 to	be	$992	below	budget	
primarily	due	to	vacancies.	

21.		Municipal	Radio	expenses	are	projected	to	be	$101	below	budget	due	to	vacancies	and	a	reduc‐
tion	in	sales	commission.	Revenues	are	projected	to	be	$85	below	budget	due	to	the	sale	of	com‐
mercials	being	less	than	planned.	

22.		Water	Utilities	revenues	and	expenses	are	both	projected	to	be	$11,644	below	budget.	Reve‐
nues	 are	projected	 to	be	below	budget	primarily	due	 to	 the	 loss	 of	 a	wholesale	water	 customer	
contract	and	 lower	than	projected	retail	wastewater	service	revenues.	Expenses	are	projected	to	
be	under	budget	due	to	a	reduction	in	the	transfer	to	fund	capital	projects.	

23.		Communication	and	Information	Services	expenses	are	projected	to	be	$458	above	budget	pri‐
marily	due	to	removal	of	the	Fair	Park	Tower	and	the	purchase	of	software	maintenance,	support,	
and	capacity	to	be	in	compliance	with	audit	 indings	for	storage.	Revenues	are	projected	to	be	$324	
above	budget	due	to	payment	from	the	State	Fair	of	Texas	for	removal	of	the	Fair	Park	Tower.		

24.		Sanitation	expenses	are	projected	to	be	$540	above	budget	and	revenues	are	projected	to	be	
$3,360	above	budget	due	to	the	volume	of	solid	waste	from	non‐contract	customers	being	above	
historic	levels	and	solid	waste	from	the	Upper	Chain	of	Wetlands	projects.	

25.		Debt	Service	expenses	are	projected	to	be	$669	below	budget	due	to	lower	than	projected	in‐
terest	rates	realized	on	the	2015	GO	Bond	sale.	
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