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Presentation Overview

- WPD Capital Investments by District Analyses

- WPD Historic Investments by District
- WPD Planned CIP Investments by District
— 2018 Bond Needs Assessment $75M & $S100M Scenarios

- WPD Problem Scores by District




WPD Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Projects

Completed and Ongoing (since ~2001)
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WPD Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Projects

Completed, Ongoing, & 2018 Bond Needs Assessment

© 2018 Bond Needs Assessment
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2018 Bond Needs Assessment Projects:

S75M & S100M Scenarios

Q  Project for Bond Consideration - $75M
@ Project for Bond Consideration - S100M
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“Worst Problems First”
FY17 Top 20 Watershed Problem Scores
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® Top 20 Creek Flood Roadway Problems

Top 20 Erosion Control Problems

Top 20 Local Flood Problems

Top 20 Creek Flood Structure Problems
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FY17 Watershed Problem Scores by District

Percent Overall Problem Score
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Planned WPD CIP Investments by District
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Data reflects appropriations tracked in eCAPRIS CIP project database for mapped projects.
Reflects all funding sources, including DUF, RSMP, USCF, bonds, Waller TIF, and mitigation funds. 11




FY17 Watershed Problems vs. Planned CIP Investments
by District

100% 90
90% ] 80
2 80% 70
2 70% .
@ & 60
2 60% 3
= 50% 5 20
g 40% £ 40 ]
= =
g 30% 30
& o i i i y
0% m 0 B )
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 g 9 10
Council District Council District
) ) Planned S75M S100M
- Creek Flood - Localized Flood Erosion Expenditures Scenario - Scenario

Data reflects appropriations tracked in eCAPRIS CIP project database for mapped projects.
Reflects all funding sources, including DUF, RSMP, USCF, bonds, Waller TIF, and mitigation funds.




All WPD Capital Investments by Council District
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Data reflects appropriations tracked in eCAPRIS CIP project database for mapped projects.
Reflects all funding sources, including DUF, RSMP, USCF, bonds, Waller TIF, and mitigation funds.




Watershed Protection Geographic Resources

- Master Plan Problem Score Viewer
. Council District Watershed Profiles
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Questions? Next Steps?

Kevin Shunk, P.E., Managing Engineer
Watershed Protection Department
City of Austin
(512) 974-9176
Kevin.Shunk@austintexas.gov

Matt Hollon, Acting Planning Manager
Watershed Protection Department
City of Austin
(512) 974-2212
Matt.Hollon@austintexas.gov
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