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TO: The Honorable Mayor Will Wynn 
and Honorable Members of the Austin City Council 

 
FROM: Dr. Charles Urdy, Chair 
  City of Austin Bond Election Advisory Committee 
 
RE:  BEAC Recommendation — Transmittal 
 
On behalf of the 21 members of the Bond Election Advisory 
Committee (BEAC), I am pleased to present you with our 
recommendations for projects and investments to submit to the 
voters in a 2006 bond election. 
 
The BEAC has made its best efforts to provide for you a carefully 
considered recommendation for an investment program that meets 
critical current city infrastructure needs while positioning Austin for 
future growth. We have been mindful of the charge under which the 
BEAC was created, the fiscal realities under which the City operates 
and will continue to operate, and the wishes and visions expressed 
to the committee by well over 1,000 citizens who have participated 
in our process. Our eight months of work have been more than an 
exercise in making fiscal choices; they have provided an occasion 
for many in our community to express and discuss the important 
issues and opportunities facing this great city. 
 
We could not have begun to make a positive contribution without 
the ample, expert, and dedicated assistance of City staff, particularly 
Greg Canally, Jason Batchelor, and Tricia Berkley of the Budget 
Office. As well, staff from throughout the City organization have 
consistently been helpful and forthright in providing the BEAC and 
its subcommittees with the information we have needed to make our 
assessments of the hundreds of different proposed investments.  
 
This transmittal package includes a great deal of detail, both about 
individual proposed investments and about the BEAC process itself, 
and yet more supporting information (including the complete 
responses to our citizen survey) is available through the BEAC 
section of the City Web site. Please do not hesitate to contact me and 
my fellow members of the BEAC to discuss the process and 
recommendation and any questions or concerns you may have. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Executive Summary 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Bond Election Advisory Committee recommends that the City Council submit to the voters 
in May 2006 a package of general obligation investments totaling $614.8 million, broken down 
as follows: 
 
 Affordable Housing  $67.5 million 
 Drainage   $122.1 million 
 Facilities   $144.0 million 
 Central Library  $90.0 million 
 Open Space   $92.3 million 
 Transportation  $98.9 million 
 
 
This recommended package includes approximately $497.0 million of the $769.1 million in 
projects and investments included in the staff needs assessment presented to the City Council in 
April 2005 and to the BEAC upon its appointment. The remaining $117.8 million in our 
recommended package consists of investments brought to the BEAC for consideration by 
citizens and community groups. This figure, in turn, is a subset of the approximately $332.2 
million worth of investments (excluding those already included in the staff needs assessment) 
advocated by citizens during the BEAC process. All told, the BEAC considered more than $1.1 
billion worth of proposed bond items. 
 
 
 

Recommended 

 

Needs 
Assessment 

Of 
Recommended, 

Amount In 
Needs 

Assessment 

Total 
Citizen 
Request 
Above 
Needs 

Assessment 

Of 
Recommended, 

Amount 
Attributable to 

Citizen 
Requests 

Affordable 
Housing  

 $67.5    $25.0 $25.0 $50.0 $42.5 

Drainage  $122.1   $198.6 $122.1 $42.6 $    -  

Facilities  $144.0   $203.8 $114.8 $84.7 $29.2 

Central 
Library  

$  90.0   $106.7 $90.0 $18.2 $    -  

Open Space  $92.3   $50.0 $50.0 $128.0 $42.3 

Transportation  $98.9   $185.0 $95.1 $8.7 $3.8 

TOTAL  $614.8   $769.1 $497.0 $332.2 $117.8 
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The BEAC organized itself into four subcommittees to perform the detailed analysis of both staff 
and citizen proposals — Affordable Housing, Drainage and Transportation, Facilities (including 
the Central Library), and Open Space. In addition, the BEAC’s Public Communication and 
Outreach Subcommittee oversaw the planning and implementation of the BEAC’s interaction 
with the community, including the committee’s presence on the City Web site, citizen surveys, 
public hearings, and presentations to community groups. Finally, the BEAC formed an Inter-
Jurisdictional Coordination committee to address issues arising from the interaction of the City’s 
investment plans with those of other governments and regional stakeholders. More details on the 
process can be found below. 
 
The BEAC recognizes that the total $614.8 million figure represents the maximum, as 
determined by City financial staff, of what the City can reasonably afford and expect to assume in 
general-obligation debt at this time. It is also the maximum that City departments can effectively 
spend and invest during the projected six-year implementation of this bond package. And it is 
likely at the top end of what taxpayers will be willing to contemplate.  
 
Unfortunately, it is clear to the BEAC that the sum total of the City’s critical investment needs 
well exceeds $614.8 million. We have learned, both from City staff and from experts and 
advocates in the community, that identified needs in any one category considered during our 
work — for example, $800 million for drainage and $1 billion each for transportation and 
affordable housing — exceed our financial maximum all by themselves. (Though the staff 
recommendation that formed the starting point of our process is called the “needs assessment” — 
a term we continue to use here for consistency — it has always been understood, by us, by staff 
and City Council, and we think by the community, that the community’s actual needs in all these 
areas are far greater.) While the committee has done as requested and prioritized recommended 
investments, its ultimate view is that all of these projects, and many more besides, are high 
priorities. 
 
It is for this reason that the BEAC, after careful consideration, months of work by the 
subcommittees, and six public hearings, formed a consensus in favor of recommending this 
admittedly very large figure. It is clear to the BEAC that limiting the size of the package now 
simply means creating even more expensive investment needs in future bond cycles, as well as 
creating the additional costs associated with inadequate public and community services going 
forward. 
 
This conclusion is drawn in light of the BEAC’s decision to craft a recommended package that 
creates the broadest benefit for the community. The City clearly cannot meet all the needs and 
desires, or even the most critical needs and desires, of its diverse citizenry. However, it can 
invest enough in a variety of areas to create a balanced and meaningful impact in the quality of 
public services and community assets for the greatest number of Austinites.  
 
In particular, the BEAC felt strongly, and heard expressed strongly from the community, that the 
2006 bond package had to demonstrate an overt and significant commitment to equity. (This and 
other guiding principles of the BEAC are discussed below.) The recommended package, both 
overall and within specific investment areas, includes projects that will bring needed funding to 
bear on traditionally neglected areas, populations, and City services. Maintaining this 
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commitment to equity, as well as responding to the needs expressed by citizens throughout the 
BEAC process, in part dictates the broad-based nature of the recommended package.  
 
At the same time, the BEAC recognizes the importance of its charge and mandate to create a 
package that balances the need to maintain current infrastructure — to take care of what we 
have, serving the people who are already here — while also responding strategically to future 
growth. More discussion of the goals of Envision Central Texas, and the specific needs of the 
emerging SH130 corridor, can be found below. Also, the BEAC’s policy recommendations 
(attached) include suggestions for adopting a strategic, outcome-oriented process for both 
implementing the 2006 bond program and developing future bond programs.  
 
In general, the investment areas considered by the BEAC and its subcommittees and included in 
this recommendation are fairly self-contained. However, another guiding principle of the BEAC 
is that the package creates the maximum opportunity for increasing leverage and building 
relationships that increase the value of its investments. As such, it’s worth noting that several 
themes emerge not only within but across the various investment areas. For example: 
 
 • Mobility investments include not only those included within the Transportation 
package, but also trails and greenways included under Open Space. 
 • Parks and recreation investments likewise include more than half of both the 
Facilities and Open Space packages, as well as potential investments under Transportation and 
Drainage. 
 • Cultural investments include both the Central Library and several line items in the 
Facilities package. 
 • Public health and safety investments account for both a substantial amount of the 
Facilities package and the bulk of the Drainage and Transportation packages, and are also 
supported by investments in both Affordable Housing and Open Space. 
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THE BEAC PROCESS 
 
After the BEAC’s appointment in April 2005, and after presentation of the initial City staff needs 
assessment and financial capacity analysis (both presented earlier to the City Council), the full 
committee elected Dr. Charles Urdy as its chair and Amy Wong Mok as its vice-chair and set a 
monthly meeting schedule through October 2005. The BEAC also formed subcommittees as 
follows: 
 
 • Affordable Housing (Lydia Ortiz and Fred Butler, co-chairs) 
 • Drainage and Transportation (Jennifer McPhail, chair) 
 • Facilities (including Central Library) (Tom Terkel, chair) 
 • Open Space (Robin Rather, chair) 
 • Public Communication and Outreach (Mike Clark-Madison, chair) 
 • Inter-Jurisdictional Coordination (Jim Walker, chair) 
 
These subcommittees each met, usually twice a month, through October, for a total of 35 public 
meetings. During this time, the subcommittees heard testimony and received presentations both 
from City staff regarding proposed projects and investments and from community advocates and 
outside experts. As well, the PCO Subcommittee organized four public hearings, held at 
locations throughout the City, during the months of August and September, attended by a total of 
more than 500 citizens. 
 
In October, each subcommittee prepared its recommendation for presentation to the full BEAC 
the following month. These recommendations totaled $851 million, and during November, the 
BEAC met weekly to discuss the recommended projects and investments and reduce the size of 
the draft package to the approximately $600 million target figure. Each BEAC member was 
asked to submit their own allocations of the $600 million among the major categories within 
each subcommittee’s recommendation. This “homework,” performed each week, produced the 
final allocations included in the $614.8 million draft recommendation (representing the median 
of the range of allocations submitted by BEAC members for each category). The subcommittees 
then reconvened to revise their recommendations in light of the maximum dollar amount for each 
category included in the draft recommendation. 
 
A process for amending the recommendation, in the event of shifts in the committee’s consensus, 
was adopted in November. The draft recommendation was then presented to the community in 
two public hearings organized by the PCO Subcommittee in December and January, attended by 
more than 300 citizens and broadcast on Channel 6. In January, the BEAC concluded that its 
draft recommendation need not be amended; it is that recommendation that is now being 
submitted to the City Council. 
 
In addition to public hearings and citizens’ communication at the full BEAC and subcommittee 
meetings, the PCO Subcommittee also gathered input through a citizen survey, available on the 
BEAC section of the City Web site and distributed at public hearings. More than 900 responses to 
this survey were received; the complete set of responses is available on the City Web site.  
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BEAC Outreach Statistics 
 
•        6 - Public Hearings 
•      12 - Full committee meetings 
•      40 - Subcommittee meetings 
•      85 - Groups, neighborhoods, and organizations participated 
•    500 - Projects reviewed and considered 
•    900 - E-mails sent to Committee 
•    900 - Surveys 
• 1,000 - Citizens at public hearings and meetings 
• 1,500 - Committee volunteer hours 
 
 
Bond Election Advisory Committee Process 
 

Subcommittee Meetings & 
Public Hearings 

July-October 2005 

Committee Deliberations 
and Draft Recommendation 

November 2005 

Public Hearings 
December 13, 2005 

January 5, 2006 

City Council Approves Bond Election Ballot
and Sets Bond Election 

2006 

Committee Finalizes Recommendation 
January 9, 2006 

January 10, 2006 

City Council Appoints 
Bond Election Advisory Committee 

April 7, 2005 

Bond Election Advisory Committee 
Forms Subcommittees: 

 
Affordable Housing 

Drainage & Transportation 
Facilities 

Open Space 
Public Communication & Outreach 

Inter-jurisdictional Coordination 

Staff Briefings  
 Financial Capacity – March 10, 2005 

Needs Assessment– April 7, 2005 

Bond Election Advisory Committee 
Recommendation to City Council 

January 2006 
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2006 BOND ELECTION TIMING AND BALLOT STRUCTURE 
 
In January, the BEAC voted to recommend that the City Council set a bond election in May 2006 
for the entire $614.8 million package. Reasons cited by the committee for this recommendation 
include: 
 

• The need for the City to move forward as quickly as possible on meeting the critical 
investment needs of the community. 

• The desire to minimize voter fatigue and the costs of holding a separate bond election at 
another date. 

• The strength and commitment of existing advocacy efforts in the community that will be 
transferred to securing passage of the package at the ballot box. 

 
The BEAC recommends that this May 2006 election follow the structure suggested by the BEAC 
process, with six propositions — addressing drainage, transportation, affordable housing, open 
space, facilities, and the Central Library. 
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BEAC GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
 
Adopted by the BEAC in May 2005. Each subcommittee also identified its own guiding 

principles, which are included in the recommendation sections below. 
 
 
EQUITY AND DIVERSITY 
• The BEAC and its subcommittees aim to create a proposed bond program that responds to 

community needs in all parts of the City and among all demographic and lifestyle groups. 
• The proposed bond program will include a diverse array of projects that will create choices and 

opportunities for a diverse community and provide tailored and innovative solutions to a 
range of specific community needs. 

 
EXPERTISE AND INPUT 
• The BEAC and its subcommittees will seek and use the best information available from 

stakeholders with established expertise and commitment on the issues reflected in the 
proposed bond program. 

• The proposed bond program will also reflect public input received through a variety of 
channels, and the BEAC will make every effort possible to ensure that those channels remain 
open and accessible to all citizens. 

 
LEVERAGE AND RELATIONSHIPS 
• The BEAC and its subcommittees will identify and give priority to opportunities to leverage 

city capital investments with additional resources from other city sources, other jurisdictions 
and agencies, and the private and non-profit/community sectors. 

• The BEAC will closely examine the relationships between projects within the bond program 
and elsewhere and make recommendations designed to enhance the effectiveness of the City’s 
investments. 

 
Additional principles, values and priorities were identified by each individual member of the 
BEAC in a November work session, as follows: 
 
1. Enhancing and maintain quality of life for greatest number of people in an equitable manner. 
2. Equity and justice for all citizens. 
3. Equitable geographic distribution of projects and closing gaps from past distribution of 
resources. 
4. Sustainability and meeting previously unmet needs.   
5. Stewardship and accountability.   
6. Maintain existing infrastructure.   
7. Optimize leveraging.   
8. Fulfill unmet promises and fairness.   
9. Livelihood and quality of life.   
10. Affordable housing, justice, equality and open space.   
11. Creatively & efficiently meet current needs and prepare for future. 
12. Invest and strengthen neighborhoods. 
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13. Sustainability, affordability and open space.   
14. Maintain a livable Austin in an equitable manner.   
15. Protect integrity of infrastructure for life and safety of citizens and leverage return on the 
investment. 
16. Equity – geographic and a balance between different programs.   
17. Equity, accountability and good faith implementation.    
18. Quality of life for all.   
19. Quality of life, affordability, careful inclusion of new facilities.   
20. Invest in infrastructure including human capital.   
21. Acknowledge existing tax burden of citizens, while considering current needs.   
22. Maintain the City’s current AA+ bond rating. 
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RESPONDING TO FUTURE GROWTH:  
ENVISION CENTRAL TEXAS AND SH130 
 
As has been widely discussed in the community, the charge of the BEAC is distinct from that 
given to prior bond committees, in that it includes not only consideration of the current 
infrastructure needs of the City of Austin and its citizens but also consideration of regional goals 
and responses to Central Texas’ growth. This unique mandate was underscored by the inclusion 
on the BEAC of both leaders of Envision Central Texas and (as ex officio members) officials 
from other local jurisdictions, as well as of citizens directly appointed by the City Council. 
 
While the recommended 2006 bond package’s applicability to municipal infrastructure needs is 
likely self-evident, some further discussion is warranted as to how the package responds to 
regional goals and future growth. An overarching premise, of course, is that any investment 
Austin, as the hub of the region, makes in improving the quality and efficiency of its public 
services and community assets is by definition a benefit to the region.  
 
Any implementation of the ECT preferred growth vision requires that the City maintain its 
livability and its ability not only to absorb future residents but also to serve them adequately. 
Deteriorating public services in the urban core of this region — the likely outcome of failure to 
make needed investments such as those in the bond package — are themselves an incentive to 
the sort of growth that ECT, based on the input of tens of thousands of Central Texans, has 
firmly cautioned the region to avoid. 
 
In addition, many of the recommended investments in this bond package, even those that lie 
within the City limits and organizational purview of Austin, offer real benefit to citizens both 
throughout the region and specifically in areas destined for future growth. Improved mobility 
within the City has a beneficial impact on transportation throughout Central Texas. Parks and 
cultural facilities obviously enjoy patronage from beyond the Austin city limits. The innovative 
affordable housing programs to be supported by this bond package will have a positive impact on 
the entire regional housing market. And the recommended open space package includes sizeable 
investments in land outside the City limits, both to protect water quality in the Edwards Aquifer 
region and to preserve environmentally sensitive and recreationally valuable lands to the east, 
toward the SH130 corridor. 
 
Toward the end of the BEAC process, a certain amount of public, official, and media attention 
was paid to the idea of incorporating in this bond package a specific investment in infrastructure 
along the SH130 corridor, in order to shape the growth expected there in ways that accord with 
the ECT vision. The BEAC is strongly convinced that such investments will be needed and 
worthwhile at some point, and the final recommendation includes many investments that can be 
made in a manner that facilitates civic goals for the SH130 corridor, from the location of 
facilities, to the construction of affordable housing, to the reconstruction of collector streets east 
of U.S.183, to the preservation of open space and prairie lands in eastern Travis County. 
 
However, throughout the BEAC process, it has been clear that, at present and from the 
committee’s vantage point, the citizens of Austin view an SH130 package as, at best, of 
comparable urgency to the other investment needs considered by the BEAC. If the citizens are 

9



indeed willing to forego other investments in this package in order to make investments in an 
SH130 package, the BEAC can point to no evidence of this desire. As well, the lack of any 
detailed proposals regarding the size, shape, and nature of an SH130 package made it impossible 
for the BEAC to endorse such a package in lieu of funding projects and investments that have 
been well-vetted and enjoy extensive community support.  
 
All told, the BEAC process highlights the amount of work that still needs to be done both to craft 
an SH130 investment strategy and to build consensus for those investments among the citizens. 
Again, it is the view of the BEAC that this work is critically important and must be done. 
However, we do not recommend that any portion of this bond package be subject to reallocation 
for such a strategy. Upon completing the requisite study, planning, and public outreach, the City 
should identify both additional revenue sources that can be tapped for an SH130 investment 
package and options for creating a multi-jurisdictional framework for implementing those 
investments. 
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BEAC POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
The City should create an implementation framework for the 2006 bond program that includes: 

1. a citizen oversight committee that reflects the diversity of the community and which 
champions the guiding principles and goals of the BEAC and City Council 

2. an ongoing evaluation strategy, using available metrics, to gauge the City’s progress 
toward identified quantifiable goals and outcomes. 

 
The City should create a strategic planning framework to identify needs for future bond 
investments corresponding to identified civic goals, with measurable objectives and outcomes as 
appropriate. This strategy should be developed with input from other jurisdictions and partners in 
the region as well as from Austin citizens. 
 
The City should work to clarify its role, vis-à-vis other jurisdictions and the private sector, in a 
regional investment strategy for implementing the Envision Central Texas vision and especially 
within the SH 130 corridor.   
 
The City should consider whether excess cash funds or a disciplined deferred spending fund 
could be directed to small-scale equipment and facility replacements in lieu of using tax-
supported bond debt. We recognize that in most cases, aging equipment and facilities have been 
well-maintained under operating funds, and at the end of their useful life must be replaced 
through capital expenditures. However, there is a broad perception in the community that some 
requested projects could be funded in part by operation funds rather than through GO debt.  
 
The City should work to establish meaningful and effective partnerships with other local 
jurisdictions and to create leverage with the private sector on projects and initiatives of common 
benefit.   
 
The City needs to better integrate neighborhood planning into its capital investment process, 
including using the existing neighborhood planning framework to measure progress toward 
achieving civic goals to be addressed by the bond program. Initial steps toward integration 
include building a database of Neighborhood Plan (NP) requested projects for use by City staff in 
prioritizing annual and bond-related needs assessments, as well as supporting NP governance 
that can assist staff in both creatively meeting neighborhood expectations for capital investments 
and connecting neighborhood level priorities and progress measures with city-level priorities and 
measures. 
 
The City should commit to ensuring that work on 2006 bond projects includes provisions to 
mitigate negative impacts on air quality, as suggested by the action steps proposed in the regional 
Clean Air Action Plan/Early Action Compact, and maintain its commitment to Green Building 
principles in bond project implementation. 
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The City should commit to, whenever possible, increasing the participation not only of 
disadvantaged business enterprises (M/WBE) but also local businesses in the implementation of 
the 2006 bond program. 

 
The City should implement strategies to ensure the most effective and cost-effective ADA 
compliance, including to ensure that all polling places are accessible for this bond election and 
all City election. 
 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
The City should work with stakeholders to develop program guidelines that will meet with state 
and federal approval.  
 
The City should regularly report on the progress and use of affordable housing bond funds so as 
to increase accountability to the public.  
 
The City’s goal should be to use affordable housing bond funds to create net new housing.  
 
The City should adopt incentive and marketing programs to promote visitability in privately 
funded single- and multi-family housing, city-wide and serving all incomes, comparable to the 
work done by the City’s Green Building Program. 
 
FACILITIES 
The City should finalize a site for the central library as soon as possible.  
 
The City should examine its long-term fire service delivery model in the urban core.  
 
The City should establish and formalize its cost-participation agreements with community groups 
committed to fundraising for facilities projects.  
 
OPEN SPACE 
The City should set a goal to provide public access to 50% of lands acquired for water quality 
protection in the Edwards Aquifer region.  
 
The City should leverage bond funds wherever possible using easements, matching funds, and 
regional partnerships.  
 
The City should maximize continuity of open space and parkland when acquiring land.  
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DRAINAGE AND TRANSPORTATION 
The City should make the most of options for non-GO-bond funding for drainage and 
transportation infrastructure.  
 
Transportation improvements should prioritize safety for pedestrians and cyclists over motorists 
— including the placement of sidewalks, curb cuts, crosswalks, signs, traffic signals, pedestrian 
signals, and bike lanes. 
 
The recommendation for dollar allocations between primary, collector, and residential streets 
should be able to be shifted by up to 20% to allow staff flexibility in funding projects.   
 
While staff should prioritize work on primary streets, it should consult with neighborhood groups 
regarding selection and timing of work for collector and residential streets.  Where neighborhood 
plans exist, they should guide the selection and timing of such projects. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
What follows are details of the recommended investments in the 2006 bond package, grouped the 
major project areas. The material below also includes a discussion of the priorities and 
methodology used by each subcommittee; the guiding principles adopted by each subcommittee; 
and where applicable selected “honorable mention: projects that, while not included in the 
recommended bond package, are held to be worthy of additional consideration by City Council 
and the community should resources become available. 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
 

The Affordable Housing Subcommittee held 7 public meetings in addition to the Public Hearings 
and full committee meetings.  During these meetings and public hearings, the Subcommittee 
heard from hundreds of individual citizens and several community organizations concerned with 
affordable housing. 
  
The subcommittee’s recommendation reflects our belief that the City must begin addressing 
affordable housing as an urgent priority in this community.  The Subcommittee believes that 
safe, affordable housing should be attainable by everyone in the community.   
 
The subcommittee has structured its recommendation such that a majority of the funds go to 
those individuals and families that are most in need, at or below 30% of the Median Family 
Income (MFI).  The rest of the funds are recommended to address problems of home ownership 
among the working-class poor, young families, and those families being priced out of their 
neighborhoods.   
 
The subcommittee understands that the use of general obligation bonds for affordable housing is 
new for the City of Austin.  As such, there will be additional considerations in determining how 
to structure the projects and programs that will be funded.  The Subcommittee believes that the 
City should maintain enough flexibility to meet changing circumstances within the community, 
but provide enough details and guidelines to allow citizens to understand and trust how the bond 
funds will be spent.   
 
To this end, the subcommittee’s recommendation includes examples of best practices and 
successful projects that exist in the community.  The City should look to these examples and its 
current programs when structuring bond programs and projects. 
 
During our deliberations, the members of the Subcommittee worked with and relied upon 
community groups that are active in affordable housing in the City.  These groups were a 
valuable resource for the subcommittee, and the City should continue to work with these groups 
to maximize the benefit and efficiency of any voter-approved bond-funded programs.   
 
In working with these community groups and talking with the community, it became apparent 
that citizens have strong concerns regarding the accountability of affordable housing programs.  
The subcommittee therefore believes and recommends that the City Council clearly define and 
set in place mechanisms to provide for this public accountability. 
 
Guiding principles of the Affordable Housing Subcommittee 
 
1. We aim for more SMART housing, not just "affordable" housing. (SMART = safe, mixed 
demographics, accessible, reasonably-priced, transit-bike-ped oriented.)  
 
2. We aim to assist families within a range of categories based on both wealth (i.e. net worth) 
and income criteria (The income categories can be defined according to HUD guidelines). 
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3. Our recommendation will be based on meetings with expert interest groups as well as public 
hearing input. 
 
4. We seek to address a continuum of solutions to create a “stairway to self efficiency” ranging 
from temporary housing to apartment-housing to home-ownership which includes the broader 
scope of the City’s long-term program initiatives.  
 
5. To effectively leverage spending GO bond money for affordable housing with other funding 
sources by taking a creative and innovative approach. 

 
 

Summary of Affordable Housing recommendations 
 

Group Median Family Income Recommended Amount 
People Most in Need  
   Elderly on Fixed Incomes 
   Disabled 
   Minimum Wage Earners 

Below 30% $33,750,000 
(50% of any Bond allocation) 

Low Income Working Families 
   Full-time workers with low wages 
   Elderly  
   Young families 

31% -50% $20,250,000 
(30% of any Bond allocation) 

Homeownership &  
Neighborhood Protection  
   Families purchasing first home  
   Residents being priced out of  
       neighborhoods 

51%-80% $13,500,000 
(20% of any Bond allocation) 

 
A detailed recommendation, including best practices and programs follows. 
The BEAC policy recommendations above included the subcommittee’s recommendation 
for affordable housing. 
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Drainage & Transportation 



DRAINAGE AND TRANSPORTATION 
 
The Drainage and Transportation Subcommittee conducted 8 public meetings in addition to the 
public hearings and full committee meetings.  During these meetings and public hearings, the 
subcommittee heard from dozens of individual citizens, neighborhoods and community 
organizations concerned with the City’s transportation network and drainage issues.  The 
subcommittee deliberated how to balance these concerns with the projects and needs presented 
by staff.   
 
For transportation infrastructure, the subcommittee’s recommendation reflects our belief that the 
City should continue to invest in all forms of transportation, especially alternative forms of 
transportation including pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure.  In view of all the other needs 
presented to the Bond Election Advisory Committee, the subcommittee voted to invest less 
heavily in street reconstruction relative to the staff needs assessment.  It is our belief that the 
future will bring a movement away from the traditional mode of automotive transportation, and 
movement towards alternative transportation.   
 
For drainage infrastructure, the subcommittee’s recommendation reflects our belief that the City 
should commit the resources necessary to implement the Watershed Protection Master Plan.  We 
view these projects as critical infrastructure necessary to project the lives and property of citizens 
all over the City.  The problem and needs presented outpaced the City’s ability to address them in 
one bond election.  The subcommittee’s recommendation reflects our desire to address the 
concerns of the citizens that participated in the BEAC process and provide an equitable 
distribution of projects to all parts of the City.   
 
The Drainage and Transportation Subcommittee ranked its final project recommendations based 
on public input from citizens and how well we believed that each project advanced our goals and 
guiding principles.  
 
Guiding Principles of the Drainage and Transportation Subcommittee 
 
1. To consider geographic and demographic equality in selecting projects based on current and 
historic spending and execution of CIP’s. 
 
2. To consider the interactions among roads, drainage, affordable housing, parks and greenways, 
environmental protection, business activities, sources of public revenues(e.g., sales tax, property 
tax) and public cost such as, future operation and maintenance of projects.  
 
3. To consider how Austin will look in 2025 when selecting projects. 
 
4. To select capital projects that will lead to increases in transit use, ride sharing, walking and 
biking. 
 
5. To select capital projects that will provide safety, comfort, accessibility and connectivity for 
travelers using all forms of surface transportation. (e.g. car, truck, walking, wheelchair, bus, 
motorcycle, moped, segway.) 
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6. To effectively leverage spending GO bond money for transportation with funds from 
transportation user fees, CAMPO, Capital Metro and other sources. 
 
 7. To effectively leverage spending GO bond money for drainage projects with funds from 
drainage fees, general revenue capital funding and other sources.  
 
8. To select drainage projects using multi-objective principles stated in the June 2001 City of 
Austin Watershed Protection Master Plan. 
 
The Drainage and Transportation subcommittee believes that there must be a commitment to 
these stated goals and guiding principles that will long outlive the BEAC. 
 
Summary of Transportation Recommendations 
 

 
BEAC Final 

Recommendation 
Street Reconstruction   

Primary Streets 35,175,360 
Collector Streets 21,947,640 
Residential Streets 8,877,000 

Street Reconstruction Subtotal 66,000,000 
Signals 12,200,000 
Sidewalks - New & Repairs 13,100,000 
Traffic Calming 2,900,000 
Bikeways 2,000,000 
Great Streets 2,700,000  

Total 98,900,000 
 
Summary of Drainage Recommendations 
 

 
BEAC Final 

Recommendation 
Flood & Erosion Control 22,750,000 
Storm Drains 19,257,000 
Multi-Objective 80,093,000 

Total 122,100,000 
 
A list of recommended projects follows. 
The BEAC policy recommendations above included the subcommittee’s recommendation on 
how the City should identify and prioritize the transportation projects. 
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In addition to these recommended projects, the subcommittee felt that the City should strongly 
consider and pursue alternative funding mechanisms for the Waller Creek Tunnel project.  This 
is a worthy project that will greatly enhance the safety and livability of the eastern portion of 
Downtown Austin.  This project will allow for greater development along Waller Creek and 
increase the density and value of this area.  Given the economic benefits of the project, the 
subcommittee felt that the City should pursue other funding mechanisms outside of general 
obligation bonds.  Several subcommittee members have discussed approaching the Travis 
County Commissioners Court and strongly urging them to partner with the City of Austin in 
finding ways to fund this project. 
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DRAINAGE
BEAC Draft 

Recommendation
Flood & Erosion Control 18,750,000
Storm Drains 15,968,100
Water Quality 0
Multi-Objective 87,381,900
Waller Creek Tunnel 0

Total 122,100,000

Summary of Drainage Recommendation
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Summary of Transportation Recommendation

TRANSPORTATION BEAC Draft Recommendation
Street Reconstruction

Primary Streets 35,175,360
Collector Streets 21,947,640
Residential Streets 8,877,000

Street Reconstruction Subtotal 66,000,000
Signals 12,200,000
Sidewalks - New & Repairs 13,100,000
Traffic Calming 2,900,000
Bikeways 2,000,000
Great Streets 2,700,000

Total 98,900,000
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Facilities 



FACILITIES and CENTRAL LIBRARY 
 

The Facilities Subcommittee held 9 public hearings, in addition to the full BEAC meetings and 
public hearings, to learn about the various projects submitted in the staff needs assessment, as 
well as additional projects advocated by the public. In addition, members of the subcommittee 
participated in 16 site visits to proposed projects.  
 
The subcommittee’s recommendation for a new Central Library reflects its belief that the project 
is overdue for a great city that deserves to have a world-class library system.  A new Central 
Library will provide benefits to all the citizens of Austin and greatly enhance the efficiency, 
quality and usability of the entire library system.  The BEAC recommendation provides what the 
committee considers to be a base level of funding to accomplish this important project.  The City 
can and should look to maximize these funds by partnering and leveraging with both private and 
other public entities. 
 
The subcommittee’s recommendation for public safety facilities reflects its belief that these 
facilities provide or support the provision of vital basic services to the community.  While 
considering the overwhelming demand for other types of facilities, infrastructure and services 
citywide, the subcommittee sought to maximize the benefit of these projects and provide the 
City’s public safety departments with the resources necessary to serve the citizens of Austin.  Our 
recommendation provides these resources in a cost-efficient and carefully considered manner. 
 
The subcommittee’s recommendation for Cultural and Quality of Life facilities reflects its belief 
that these projects are key components of the high quality of life that Austin’s citizens enjoy.  
The subcommittee sought to maximize these benefits in an equitable manner for all citizens in 
Austin.  The recommended projects are important to both maintain current services and create 
new facilities to ensure an equal provision of City services. 
 
While considering the 187 projects presented to it (of which only 98 are recommended), the 
Subcommittee was mindful of its Guiding Principles below. 
 
Guiding Principles of the Facilities Subcommittee 
 
The Facilities subcommittee’s guiding principles are to select and recommend projects that to the 
highest extent possible provide: 

1. Basic needs infrastructure for public health and safety 
2. Quality of life improvements and amenities  

 
The Facilities subcommittee will prioritize projects within these categories using the following 
criteria: 

1. Number of people impacted by the project 
2. Degree of the impact in relation to the degree of need 
3. Opportunities to leverage public funds with other funding sources 
4. Equitable geographic distribution of resources  
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Summary of Facilities Recommendations 
 

 
BEAC Final 

Recommendation 
O&M 

Impact $ 
 O&M 
FTEs 

Public Health & Safety       
Public Safety 25,769,300 2,387,000 16.00
Municipal Court 15,000,000 462,434 1.00
Health & Human Services 13,743,000 307,000 8.00

Subtotal 54,512,300 3,156,434 25.00
        

Quality of Life & Cultural Facilities 
Parks 

Pools 18,634,450 0 0.00
Recreation Centers 27,520,250 500,000 4.00
Other Parks Infrastructure 16,110,000 0 0.00
Citizen Requests 27,223,000 712,423 7.00

Parks 89,487,700 1,212,423 11.00
Subtotal 89,487,700 1,212,423 11.00

    

Facilities Total 144,000,000 4,368,857 36.00
    

New Central Library 90,000,000 847,000 18.00
 
A list of recommended projects follows.   
 
In order to deliver a recommendation constrained by the target allocations established by the full 
BEAC (a total of $144 million, plus $90 million for the Central Library), the subcommittee was 
forced to eliminate projects that met all the criteria outlined in the above guiding principles.  The 
subcommittee endeavored to prioritize those projects for which no other alternative sources of 
funding seemed to be available. Among the projects that were not included in the final 
recommendation, those that seem particularly meritorious include: 
 
Public Safety 
 
EMS Stations 2, 8 and 11 – Renovation 

This request is to modify these EMS Stations to provide for much needed improvements to 
keep pace with larger trucks now in use. 

 
Fire/EMS Station – Travis Country 

This request would provide funds for a new 9,000 square foot fire and EMS station at Travis 
Country Cr. and Republic of Texas Blvd.  
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Parks and Quality of Life 
 
Asian American Resource Center 

This request is for a portion of the cost of the first phase of the Asian American Resource 
Center. 

 
Mexic-Arte Museum 

This request is to provide funds for a new seven-story art museum at the site of the 
existing Mexic-Arte Museum on Congress Avenue.  

 
Each of these projects should be funded as soon as possible.  
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Summary of Facility Projects
 BEAC
Final O&M O&M

Recommendation Impact $  FTEs

Public Health & Safety
Public Safety 25,769,300 2,387,000 16.00
Municipal Court 15,000,000 462,434 1.00
Health & Human Services 13,743,000 307,000 8.00

Subtotal 54,512,300 3,156,434 25.00

Quality of Life & Cultural Facilities

Pools 18,634,450 0 0.00
Recreation Centers 27,520,250 500,000 4.00
Other Parks Infrastructure 16,110,000 0 0.00
Citizen Requests 27,223,000 712,423 7.00

Parks 89,487,700 1,212,423 11.00
Subtotal 89,487,700 1,212,423 11.00

TOTAL 144,000,000 4,368,857 36.00

New Central Library 90,000,000 847,000 18.00

Parks
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Open Space 



OPEN SPACE 
 
The Open Space Subcommittee held 8 public hearings and received hundreds of emails in 
response to its request for citizen input. 
 
The subcommittee recommends that open space be viewed more holistically than ever before in 
the City. The committee’s recommendation combines open space and new parkland and trail 
acquisition so that all areas of community receive the benefit of natural areas and parks and that 
we start to view these assets as part of Austin’s “green infrastructure.” 
 
The subcommittee’s recommendation for parks and greenways reflects the belief that the City 
must provide equal access to all areas of the City. Information received by the subcommittee 
shows that the North and East zones of Austin have fewer acres of parkland per person than do 
Central, West and South Austin zones; it is the BEAC’s hope that this disparity will be managed 
more effectively in the future.   
 
The subcommittee’s recommendation for an additional SH130/East Austin package reflects a 
desire to be proactive in funding parks, open space and trails for areas in the Desired 
Development Zone where much of the City’s future growth is expected.  The City should make 
development of green infrastructure in the area a top priority. As transportation and land use 
planning for the corridor evolves, green infrastructure should be an essential component of the 
area’s livability.  Endangered Prairie land protection is an important element of this package, 
along with traditional parks and pocket parks. 
 
The aquifer protection component of our recommendation is extremely low compared to the 
needs assessment provided to the subcommittee and community by open space experts in the 
region. The Committee learned that the 1998 Prop 2 funds, as well as conservation funds 
provided by other private and public sources, have protected approximately 21,000 acres thus 
far. 
 
The identified need is for at least an additional 29,000 acres so that the total under protection 
approaches a 50,000 acres goal, seen by the scientific community as the minimum needed to 
keep the aquifer healthy. The BEAC recommendation for $44 Million will fall far short, 
providing only about 5,000 acres protected, meaning that 75% of the need is still going unmet. 
We urge the City Council to come up with more funding to fully protect the fragile aquifer and to 
preserve the important water, air and health benefits that it provides for all citizens of the region. 
 
The BEAC notes that outlying counties have not carried their proportionate weight in aquifer 
protection and we hope that a greater emphasis on regional partnerships will be forged in the 
near future. We further note that the latest Travis County bonds for open space passed in 
November 2005 contained virtually no funding for aquifer protection, making even clearer the 
ongoing need for improvement in collaboration across jurisdictional lines.  
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Guiding Principles of the Open Space Subcommittee 
 

1. Balance the needs between, parkland, greenways and water quality protection areas in 
order to maintain and improve Austin's quality of life. 

 
2. Ensure that parklands and greenways are balanced geographically and, in particular, with 

respect to equity issues. 
 

3. Link open space and parks to parallel efforts to provide affordable housing. 
 

4. Complement other regional open space and parks plans underway. 
 

5. Recognize the important role that open space plays in Austin's economic development 
and job creation efforts. 

 
6. Analyze the connection between open space and drainage requirements. 

 
7. Recognize the important role that open space plays in the health of Austin citizens. 

 
8. Understand the relationship between investment in open space and its ability to 

potentially reduce the need for even greater investment in transportation and utilities 
infrastructure, especially over environmentally sensitive areas. Also understand the 
potential for necessary transportation efforts and open space/parks efforts to complement 
each other. 

 
9. Acknowledge and honor the fact that many Austin taxpayers are already carrying a heavy 

burden in property taxes. 
 

10. Prioritize land inside Austin's ETJ but allow for ways to protect land outside when it is 
clearly in the best interests of Austin and the region as a whole. 

 
11. Craft an open space package through a process that: 

 
– proactively seeks input from all parts of the community; 
– looks for regional collaboration and partnerships in the planning and acquisition 

of open space; 
– seeks creative solutions to leverage bond funding across regional, public and 

private sources. 
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Summary of Open Space recommendations 
 

Parks & Greenways Recommended Amount 
Colorado River Corridor  $                12,000,000  
Walnut Creek  $                  1,000,000  
Slaughter Creek  $                  1,000,000  
Bull Creek  $                  1,000,000  
Inner-City Neighborhood Parks  $                  5,000,000  
Four Regional Parks  $                  8,000,000  

Parks & Greenways Subtotal  $                28,000,000  
  
East Austin / SH 130 PARD Enhancement  

SH130/Gileland & Lower Onion Creeks  $                  5,000,000  
Native Prairies  $                  5,000,000  
Greenway Initiative II  $                10,200,000  

Williamson Creek  
Country Club Creek  
Onion Creek  
Tannehill Branch  
West Bouldin Creek ___________________      

East Austin / SH 130 Subtotal  $                20,200,000  
 ___________________      
Aquifer Protection Subtotal  $                44,100,000  
 ___________________ 
Open Space Total  $                92,300,000  

 
The Open Space Subcommittee recommends that if additional funding is available, it be used to 
fund an additional $45 million for Aquifer Protection as a first priority, and an additional $20 
million for the East Austin / 130 Corridor open space as additional priorities.  
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