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Engagement Overview

The City of Austin is strongly committed to making the City’s annual budget development process as transparent and
accessible as possible for our residents and stakeholders. We proactively seek resident feedback about their priorities and
preferences with regard to City services, as well as with regard to their level of satisfaction with these services. The City
curates three primary avenues for public engagement with respect to development of the City’s budget: the Annual Citizen
Survey; the Boards and Commission comment and recommendation process; and direct citizen outreach and engagement
by Budget Office staff, using custom-tailored tools and materials.

Each year, the City contracts with a third-party vendor to administer the Annual City Survey, which is targeted at assessing
resident satisfaction with the delivery of major services. The vendor develops a survey methodology aimed at generating
statistically significant results and ensuring strong demographic and geographic representation throughout Austin’s ten
council districts. The executive summary of the Annual Citizen Survey can be found in this report and the full results of the
survey are available for review online at www.austintexas.gov/finance. The results of this study are used to refine the
City’s allocation of resources by identifying those service areas that are most highly valued by citizens, as well as
opportunities for improving citizen satisfaction with the City’s performance.

Departmental interactions with their respective Boards and Commissions and interested stakeholders provide a second
avenue for public engagement with the budget process. This spring, City departments presented their financial forecasts
to nineteen Boards and Commissions at public meetings held in May, June, and July. Departments identified service areas
for which additional resources were being requested in order to meet growing demand, and solicited feedback from Board
and Commission members, as well as public comment from interested stakeholders. Summaries of these discussions are
included in this report.

The final component of the City’s budget-focused public engagement efforts involves direct citizen outreach by Budget
Office staff. Building on the success of earlier award-winning efforts such as the Budget-in-a-Box tool and the Budget
Basics video, the FY 2016-17 engagement process centered around the launch of the custom-developed Dollars & Sense:
Austin’s Budget Simulator. This online application encourages residents and stakeholders to share their funding
preferences across a wide range of service areas, while providing real-time, individualized feedback regarding the tax and
fee impacts of these preferences. In order to proactively boost participation in Dollars & Sense, solicit general comments
with regard to budget development, and ensure that the voices of all residents—including those without internet access—
were heard, staff adopted a neighborhood-centered approach focused on meeting residents in their communities. More
specifically, this involved Budget Office staff presence at 28 community-organized events and five City Council town hall
meetings, at which citizens could participate in the Austin Budget Simulator utilizing on-site iPads or simply provide in-
person feedback regarding their budget priorities. Residents unable to attend an event or complete the Budget Simulator
could still contribute to the budget development process by calling, texting or tweeting priorities and comments to the
first-ever budget telephone town hall or by e-mailing the Budget Office directly.
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2015 Austin Community Survey
Executive Summary Report

Overview and Methodology

During July and August of 2015, ETC Institute administered a community survey for the City of
Austin. The purpose of the survey was to assess satisfaction with the delivery of major City
services and to help determine priorities for the community as part of the City’s ongoing
planning process.
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Methodology. A five-page survey was mailed to a stratified random sample of households in
the City. Approximately seven days after the surveys were mailed, residents who received the
survey were contacted by phone. Those who indicated that they had not returned the survey
were given the option of completing it by phone. Of the households that received a survey, 122
completed the survey by phone, 1,519 returned it by mail, and 419 completed the survey
online, for a total of 2,060 [ - \ B S (g Nt e
completed  surveys. A ' " A : : ¥
minimum of 200 surveys were
completed in each of the City’s
ten council districts. The
results for the random sample
of 2,060 households have a
95% level of confidence with a
precision of at least +/-2.1%.
There were no statistically
significant differences in the
results of the survey based on
the method of administration
(phone vs. mail vs. online).

Location of Respondents. To
better understand how well
services are being delivered in
different parts of the City, the
home address of respondents
to the survey was geocoded.
The dots on the map to the
right show the distribution of
survey respondents based on 4 Bt
the location of their home. oy O £ q NS 3 N

6779 AV PR L/

ETC Institute (2015)
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Don’t knows. Since the number of “don’t know” responses often reflects the utilization and
awareness of city services, the percentage of “don’t know” responses has been included with
the tabular data in Section 6 of this report. When the “don’t know” responses have been
excluded, the text of this report will indicate that the responses have been excluded with the
phrase “who had an opinion.”

This report contains:

e asummary of the methodology for administering the survey and major findings

e charts showing the overall results for most questions on the survey (Section 1)

e trend charts comparing the results from 2009 to 2015 (Section 2)

e benchmarking data that show how the results for the City of Austin compare to other
cities (Section 3)

e importance-satisfaction analysis that identified priorities for investment (Section 4)

e GIS maps that show the results of the survey on maps of the City (Section 5)

e tabular data showing the overall results for all questions on the survey along with a copy
of the survey instrument (Section 6)
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How Austin Compares to Other Communities

The City of Austin rated at or above the national average for cities with a population of more
than 250,000 in 31 of the 46 areas that were assessed. The areas in which Austin rated at least
10% above the national average are listed below:

e Overall quality of customer service (+25%)

o | feel safe in my neighborhood at night (+25%)

e | feel safe in city parks (+18%)

e Condition of streets in neighborhoods (+13%)

e Number of walking/biking trails (+12%)

e Overall quality of services provided by the City (+11%)
e Quality of residential curbside recycling services (+11%)
e Bulky item pick-up/removal services (+10%)

The City of Austin rated below the national average for cities with a population of more than
250,000 in 15 of the 46 areas that were assessed. There were only three areas in which the
City of Austin rated at least 10% below the national average. These three areas were:

e Traffic flow on major city streets (-23%)
e How well the City is planning growth (-16%)
e Quality of youth athletic programs offered by the City (-10%)

ETC Institute (2015)
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Perceptions of the Community

Most residents have a positive perception of the City. Eighty-two percent (82%) of those
surveyed, who had an opinion, gave positive ratings for Austin as a place to live; 79% gave
positive ratings for Austin as a place to work, 75% gave positive ratings for Austin as a place to
raise children, and 74% gave positive ratings for the overall quality of life in Austin.

Overall Satisfaction with MAJOR CATEGORIES of City Services

To help the City track its overall performance in major categories of City services, residents
are asked to rate the City’s overall performance in the following 14 major categories:

e Overall quality of parks and recreation programs and facilities

e Overall quality of city libraries

¢ Overall quality of public safety services (i.e. police, fire and ambulance)

¢ Overall quality of municipal court services (i.e. traffic, collection, fine collection)
e Overall quality of the Austin-Bergstrom International Airport

e Overall quality of drinking water provided by Austin Water Utility

e Overall quality of wastewater services provided by Austin Water Utility

¢ Overall quality of electric utility services provided by Austin Energy

¢ Overall maintenance of city streets and sidewalks

e Overall management of stormwater runoff

e Overall effectiveness of communication by the City of Austin

e Overall quality of health and human services provided by the City

e Overall quality of planning, development review, permitting and inspection services
e Animal Services (shelter, adoptions, animal control, etc.)
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The major categories of city services that had the highest levels of satisfaction, based upon the
combined percentage of “very satisfied” and “satisfied” responses among residents, who had
an opinion, were: the overall quality of Austin-Bergstrom International Airport (82%), the
quality of drinking water services (78%), the quality of public safety services (76%), the quality
of parks and recreation programs/facilities (74%), the quality of City libraries (73%) and the
quality of wastewater services (72%). Residents were least satisfied with the quality of
planning, development review, permitting and inspection services (26%).

Satisfaction with Services within Major Categories

In addition to rating the City’s performance in major categories, residents were also asked to
rate the City’s performance with the delivery of specific services within each of the major
categories. The results for specific services that were assessed are described on the following
pages.

ETC Institute (2015)
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. Maintenance and Appearance of the City
The highest levels of satisfaction with maintenance and appearance of the City, based
upon the combined percentage of “very satisfied” and “satisfied” responses among
residents, who had an opinion, were: condition of neighborhood streets (58%) and
condition of neighborhood sidewalks (49%).

. Public Safety Services
The highest levels of satisfaction with public safety services, based upon the combined
percentage of “very satisfied” and “satisfied” responses among residents, who had an
opinion, were: the overall quality of fire services (87%), the timeliness of Fire response
to emergencies (85%), medical assistance provided by EMS (84%), and the timeliness of
EMS response to emergencies (84%). Residents were least satisfied with the
enforcement of local traffic laws (53%).
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. Environmental Services
The highest levels of satisfaction with environmental services, based upon the combined
percentage of “very satisfied” and “satisfied” responses among residents, who had an
opinion, were: Water Conservation programs within Austin (59%), the Energy
Conservation program (58%), and water/wastewater utility emergency response time
(57%).

- Recreation and Cultural Services

Residents were generally satisfied with Austin’s recreation and cultural services;
fourteen percent (14%) or less of the residents surveyed were dissatisfied with any of
the recreation and cultural services rated. The highest levels of satisfaction with
recreation and cultural services, based upon the combined percentage of “very
satisfied” and “satisfied” responses among residents, who had an opinion, were: the
cleanliness of library facilities (77%), the number of City parks (73%), library programs
(72%), appearance of park grounds in Austin (71%), and quality of parks and recreation
programs (70%).

. Residential and Neighborhood Services
The highest levels of satisfaction with residential and neighborhood services, based
upon the combined percentage of “very satisfied” and “satisfied” responses among
residents, who had an opinion, were: the quality of residential garbage collection (85%),
the quality of residential curbside recycling services (84%), the reliability of electric
service (83%), and the safety of drinking water (80%).

ETC Institute (2015)
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« Customer Service
The highest levels of satisfaction with customer service, based upon the combined
percentage of “very satisfied” and “satisfied” responses among residents, who had an
opinion, were: helpfulness of library staff (79%), the services provided by 3-1-1 (76%)
and Austin Energy Customer Service (68%). With the exception of the review services
for residential and commercial building plans, 11% or less of the residents surveyed
were dissatisfied with any of the customer service items rated.

. Other City Services
The highest levels of satisfaction with other City services, based upon the combined
percentage of “very satisfied” and “satisfied” responses among residents, who had an
opinion, were: Shot for Tots and Big Shots (59%), the City’s efforts to support diversity
(51%) and the Food Safety Inspection program (50%). Fifty-six percent (56%) of the
residents surveyed were dissatisfied with the availability of affordable housing.
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Conclusions

Based on the results of the City’s 2015 survey and the subsequent analysis of the survey data,
ETC Institute has reached the following conclusions:

e Overall Satisfaction With City Services Remains High. Sixty percent (60%) of residents
were “very satisfied” or “satisfied” with the overall quality of services provided by
Austin; this rating was 11% higher than the national average for large cities with a
population of more than 250,000 residents.

e The City of Austin continues to set the standard for customer service among large U.S.
cities. Among the 46 services that were assessed on the 2015 survey, the City of Austin
rated at or above the U.S. average for cities with more than 250,000 residents in 31
areas.

e Residents generally have a positive perception of the City. Most (82%) of the residents
surveyed were satisfied with the City of Austin as a place to live. Three-fourths (75%) of
the residents surveyed were satisfied with Austin as a place to raise children, and 74%
were satisfied with the overall quality of life in the City.

e In order to continue moving in the right direction, the City of Austin should emphasize
improvements in four major areas. Even though overall satisfaction is high and the City
continues to set the standard for customer service, ETC Institute has identified four
major areas to emphasize over the next two years. By investing in these four areas, the
City of Austin will increase the probability that the overall satisfaction rating for the City
will improve in future years. The four major areas are listed on the next page:

ETC Institute (2015)
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1) Maintenance of Major City Streets and Sidewalks. The maintenance of city streets
and sidewalks had the highest Importance-Satisfaction rating among all of the
fourteen major categories of city services that were rated.

2) Planning, Development Review, Permitting and Inspection Services. Planning,
development review, permitting and inspection services had the second highest
Importance-Satisfaction rating among the fourteen major categories of city services
that were rated.

3) Public Safety. Public safety had the third highest Importance-Satisfaction rating
among the fourteen major categories of city services that were rated.

4) Traffic Flow on Major City Streets. Traffic flow on major City streets had the highest
Importance-Satisfaction rating among the eight categories of maintenance and
appearance items that were rated.
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Budget Simulator
Design

Dollars & Sense: Austin’s Budget Simulator provided performance data about and sought feedback with regard to 49
current City services areas. Participants were able to increase or decrease the resources allocated to a specific City
service as well as leave open-ended comments. Based on their choices, the application provided real-time, individualized
feedback with regard to tax and fee impacts.

Staff designed this tool to be accessible and inclusive, offering a versions in both English and Spanish as well as ensuring
that the tool was compatible with screen-reading technology. The application was also designed to be fully compatible
with all types of computers, tablet devices, and smart phones to increase accessibility.

Marketing and Outreach Campaign

To increase resident awareness of Dollars &Sense, staff employed a variety of outreach and marketing efforts, including
print media, local television and radio, and social media. Traditional marketing efforts included paid advertisements in
the Austin Chronicle and on KUT radio. Dollars & Sense was featured in an article in the Austin Monitor and was the
subject of two live interviews with Deputy Chief Financial Officer Ed Van Eenoo on local news television stations KXAN
and KVUE. The social media component of the marketing and outreach campaign included posts on Twitter, Facebook,
NextDoor, Tumblr, the City of Austin’s website, and the Austin Reddit blog. In addition, promotional emails were sent to
residents who have opted-in for communication through AustinNotes, SpeakUp Austin, the community registry, and past
budget engagement processes in order to encourage participation and word-of-mouth marketing. To bolster
participation in the Spanish-language version of Dollars & Sense, advertising appeared in La Prensa and social media
posts were issued mirroring their English-language counterparts. Moreover, Dollars & Sense and an overview of the
budget engagement process was featured on EducaAustin, a local Spanish television show, and in public service
announcements on Univision and Telemundo.

Closing the Digital Divide

To address concerns with respect to internet accessibility and usage, City Budget staff attended 28 community events
and five City Council town hall meetings with iPads, providing an opportunity for interested residents to complete
Dollars & Sense onsite. These included the Cinco de Mayo Festival at Montopolis Recreation Center, a farmers’ market at
Republic Square, and five Mobile Food Pantry events at Dove Springs Recreation Center, St. John Community Center,
and South Austin Neighborhood Center. While at these events, staff were able to meet residents in their respective
communities, encourage participation, solicit feedback, and answer general questions. Dollars & Sense was also
promoted at all Austin Public Library locations, encouraging residents to complete the application using the free internet
access provided by the public computers. In addition, five council members invited staff to attend their respective town
hall meetings to facilitate completion of Dollars & Sense and answer general questions regarding the City’s budget. The
table on the following page details the complete list of community events attended by Budget staff.
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On-Site Budget Simulator Events

Location

Youth Career Fest 2016

Mobility Talks Live - Citywide Meeting 1
Mobility Talks Live - Citywide Meeting 2
ATX Housing Community Conversations
Cinco de Mayo

Budget Simulator Pop Up

Mobile Food Pantry

Budget Simulator Pop Up

Budget Simulator Pop Up

CelebrASIA Austin 2016

Movie in the Park

Council District 7 Town Hall Meeting
Mobile Food Pantry

Blues on the Green

Budget Simulator Pop Up

Hackathon

Triangle Farmers' Market

Nerd Nite

Budget Simulator Pop Up

Downtown Farmer's Market

Agave Neighborhood Association Meeting
Council District 1 Town Hall Meeting
Health Information Tours & Health Screenings
Health Information Tours & Health Screenings
Mobile Food Pantry

Mobile Food Pantry

Council District 5 Town Hall Meeting
Council District 8 Town Hall Meeting
Hillside Concert

Council District 2 Town Hall Meeting

Southeast Combined Neighborhood Plan Contact
Team
Hillside Concert

Mobile Food Pantry

April 12th
April 20th
April 23rd
April 28th
May 4th

May 5th

May 6th

May 12th
May 13th
May 14th
May 20th
May 21st
May 24th
May 25th
May 26th
June 4th

June 8th

June 8th

June 9th

June 11th
June 11th
June 11th
June 14th
June 15th
June 21st
June 23rd
June 25th
June 25th
July 5th

July 6th
July 11th

July 13th

July 14th

Palmer Events Center
Crockett High School
Northwest Recreation Center

Town Lake Center

Montopolis Recreation Center

City Hall

Dove Springs Recreation Center
Great Hills Park and Ride

Circle C Food Trailer Family Fun Night
Asian American Resource Center
Northwest Recreation Center
Northwest Recreation Center

St. John Community Center

Zilker Park

Pavilion Park and Ride

St. Edward's University

The Triangle

The North Door

City Hall

Republic Square Park

Agave Neighborhood Community Center
Memorial United Methodist Church
St. John Branch

Little Walnut Creek Branch

South Austin Neighborhood Center
St. John Community Center
Manchaca Branch Library

Hampton Branch Library

Oswaldo A.B. Cantu/Pan American Recreation
Center
Dove Springs Recreation Center

Southeast Austin Community Library
Oswaldo A.B. Cantu/Pan American Recreation

Center
St. John Community Center
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Budget Simulator Citywide Results
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Citywide Service Area Results

The results of Dollars & Sense: Austin’s Budget Simulator are presented both at the citywide and at the district level.
Since Dollars & Sense is an “opt-in” engagement activity without random sampling, its results are not statistically
significant. Nevertheless, the funding choices and comments provided certainly provide insight into the preferences and
feelings of interested residents from a broad range of Austin communities.

The following section will present the citywide results organized across ten broad service categories, each of which
includes several related service areas. For each of the ten City Council districts, results are presented by displaying the
top five service areas for which participants chose to increase funding and the top five service for which participants
chose to decrease funding.

Analysis of Results

In the citywide results, for 47 of the 49 City service areas, a majority or a plurality of participants chose to maintain the
current service level by indicating no change in the funding level for that service. In two City service areas, “Bicycle
Infrastructure Management & Transportation” and “Behavioral & Mental Health,” a plurality of participants chose to
increase the current service level by indicating a 5% or 10% increase in the funding for both of these service areas. There
were no service areas in which a plurality or majority of participants elected to reduce funding.

Citywide, the five service areas where the largest percentage of participants indicated a preference for increased
funding were Behavioral & Mental Health (47%), Street & Bridge Preventative Maintenance and Repair (46%), Right-of-
Way Maintenance & Sidewalk Management (45%), Facility & Grounds Services and Park Planning (41%), and Bicycle
Infrastructure Management and Transportation Engineering (41%). It is noteworthy that three of these five service areas
fall within the Infrastructure and Transportation Management service category.

The five service areas, on a citywide level, where the largest percentage of participants indicated a preference for
reduced funding were Global Business Recruitment & Small Business Development (35%), Cemeteries (34%),
Redevelopment & Commercial Stabilization (30%), Athletics & Recreation Program Services (24%), and Bicycle
Infrastructure Management and Transportation Engineering (24%).

The citywide results were generally echoed across the city’s districts. In all ten City Council districts, Behavioral and
Mental Health and Right-of-Way Maintenance and Sidewalk Management ranked in the top five service areas by
percentage of participants preferring increased funding. Similarly, in all ten Council districts, Cemeteries, Global Business
Recruitment and Small Business Development, and Redevelopment and Commercial Stabilization ranked in the top five
by percentage of participants preferring reduced funding.

Bicycle Infrastructure Management and Transportation Engineering was the one service area that generated conflicting
funding signals, both across the city and at the district level. Citywide, this service area ranked in the top five highest
percentage support for both increased funding and for reduced funding. At the district-level, Bicycle Infrastructure
received top-five support for increased investment in City Council Districts 1, 3, 4, 7, and 9, while in City Council Districts
2,6,7,8,and 10, it was in the top five service areas targeted for reduced investment.

The following pages provide additional detail about the results generated by the Dollars & Sense application.

18



Budget Simulator participants were asked to provide feedback on seven program areas within the Parks & Libraries

service category:
e Pools & Aquatic Programming

Athletics & Recreation Program Services

Cemeteries

Library Programming & Services

The Citywide results for this service category are available below:

PARKS & LIBRARIES

[ Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5%

Facility and Grounds Services & Park Planning

Forestry, Park Rangers, Nature & Cultural Programs

Library Materials Collection & Acquisition

Pools & Aquatic Programming

Library Programming & Services

Athletics & Recreation Program Services

Cemeteries

Note: Percentages may not add due to rounding.

Facility and Grounds Services & Park Planning
Forestry, Park Rangers, Nature & Cultural Programs

Library Materials Collection & Acquisition

~J
2}
B

11%

13%
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17%

O No Change

21%
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26%

24%

24%

23%

17%
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Budget Simulator participants were asked to provide feedback on seven program areas within the Public Safety service
category:

e Emergency Communications: 9-1-1 Call Center
Police Investigations
Neighborhood-Based Policing/Patrol
Victim Services, Forensics, and Strategic Support
Emergency Medical Response Operations
EMS Community Relations & Injury Prevention
Fire/Emergency Prevention & Outreach
Municipal Court
Community Court

The Citywide results for this service category are available below:

PUBLIC SAFETY

@ Decrease 10% Olncrease 10% O No Change Olncrease 5% Mlincrease 10%

Neighborhood-Based Policing / Patrol 25%

Police Investigations

Emergency Communications: 9-1-1 Call Center

S

B )
ek

3

Emergency Medical Response Operations
Victim Services, Forensics, and Strategic Support 18%

Fire/Emergency Response Operations 15%

EMS Community Relations & Injury Prevention

Fire/Emergency Prevention & Qutreach

Community Court

5| ls] 5] &
oioRERd

Municipal Court
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Budget Simulator participants were asked to provide feedback on seven program areas within the Planning &
Development service category:

e Comprehensive Planning and Implementation

e Annexation & Zoning Case Management

e One Stop Shop - Inspection, Plan Review, and Permits

The Citywide results for this service category are available below:

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT

O Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% O No Change [Olncrease 5% M lIncrease 10%

One Stop Shop - Inspection, Plan Review, and Permits

7% 19%
Comprehensive Planning and Implementation 10% 15%
14% 8%

Annexation & Zoning Case Management

Note: Percentages may not add due to rounding.



Budget Simulator participants were asked to provide feedback on seven program areas within the Economic
Development service category:

e Cultural Arts & Music Entertainment

e Global Business Recruitment & Small Business Development

e Redevelopment & Commercial Stabilization

The Citywide results for this service category are available below:

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

O Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% O No Change [Olncrease 5% M lIncrease 10%

Cultural Arts & Music Entertainment 11% 18%

Global Business Recruitment & Small Business Development 19%

Redevelopment & Commercial Stabilization 15%

Note: Percentages may not add due to rounding.



Budget Simulator participants were asked to provide feedback on seven program areas within the Watershed Protection
service category:

e Flood Hazard Mitigation

e Waterway Maintenance & Stream Restoration

e Water Quality Policy, Planning, and Protection

e Transfer for Capital Improvement Projects

The Citywide results for this service category are available below:

WATERSHED PROTECTION

O Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% O No Change [Olncrease 5% M lIncrease 10%

Flood Hazard Mitigation 22% .

Waterway Maintenance & Stream Restoration 22% -
Water Quality Policy, Planning, and Protection 21% -
Transfer for Capital Improvement Projects 21% -
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Budget Simulator participants were asked to provide feedback on seven program areas within the Infrastructure and
Transportation service category:

Transportation Arterial Management & Traffic Signs and Markings
Bicycle Infrastructure Management & Transportation Engineering
Street & Bridge Preventive Maintenance and Repair

Right-of-Way Maintenance & Sidewalk Management

The Citywide results for this service category are available below:

INFRASTRUCTURE & TRANSPORTATION

O Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% O No Change [Olncrease 5% M lIncrease 10%

2%
3%

Street & Bridge Preventive Maintenance and Repair

i

Right-of-Way Maintenance & Sidewalk Management

Bicycle Infrastructure Management & Transportation Engineering

Transportation Arterial Management & Traffic Signs and Markings

Note: Percentages may not add due to rounding.



Budget Simulator participants were asked to provide feedback on seven program areas within the Health and Housing
service category:
e Animal Shelter & Pet Adoption Services
Disease Prevention & Health Promotion Services
Quality of Life Initiatives
Youth/Family Services & Workforce Development
Basic Needs, Transitional Housing, & Permanent Supportive Housing
Behavioral & Mental Health
Public Health Inspections
Rental/Owner/Buyer/Developer Assistance & Community Development

The Citywide results for this service category are available below:

HEALTH & HOUSING

O Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% O No Change [Olncrease 5% M lIncrease 10%

3%

Behavioral & Mental Health I 25%

Basic Needs, Transitional Housing, & Permanent Supportive Housing

El
P
=

Youth/Family Services & Workforce Development 17%
Animal Shelter & Pet Adoption Services 11% 15%
Quality of Life Initiatives 11% 16%
Disease Prevention & Health Promotion Services 15%

Rental/Owner/Buyer/Developer Assistance & Community

Development — E

£

Public Health Inspections 11%
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Budget Simulator participants were asked to provide feedback on seven program areas within the Clean Community &
Austin Resource Recovery service category:

e Austin Code Licensing & Registration Compliance

e Austin Code Case Investigations

e Litter Abatement & Waste Diversion

e Trash and Recycling Collection Services

The Citywide results for this service category are available below:

CLEAN COMMUNITY & AUSTIN RESOURCE RECOVERY

@ Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% O No Change [Olncrease 5% M lincrease 10%

Trash and Recycling Collection Services 16%
Litter Abatement & Waste Diversion 14%
Austin Code Case Investigations 11% 11%

Austin Code Licensing & Registration Compliance 11% 8%

Note: Percentages may not add due to rounding.



Budget Simulator participants were asked to provide feedback on seven program areas within the Austin Energy service
category:

e Austin Energy Customer Care

e Power Supply Operations

e Energy Efficiency Programs

The following Citywide results for this service category show that the most common choice in all three individual service
areas was to maintain current funding.

AUSTIN ENERGY

O Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% O No Change [Olncrease 5% M lIncrease 10%

Energy Efficiency Programs

Power Supply Operations

Austin Energy Customer Care

27
Note: Percentages may not add due to rounding.



Budget Simulator participants were asked to provide feedback on seven program areas within the Austin Water service
category:

e Water Delivery Services

e Water Treatment and Resource Management

e Water Environmental Affairs & Conservation

The following Citywide results for this service category show that the most common choice in all three individual service
areas was to maintain current funding.

AUSTIN WATER

O Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% O No Change [Olncrease 5% M lIncrease 10%

Water Environmental Affairs & Conservation 14%

Water Treatment and Resource Management 4% 12%

Water Delivery Services 9%

Note: Percentages may not add due to rounding.



Budget Simulator District Level Results

Note: Percentages may not add due to rounding.
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District 1 Results

Combined Tax and Utility Bill Results

The District 1 results for the combined City of Austin tax and utility bill are calculated based on responses from 132 self-
identified District 1 residents who indicated service level decisions for all 49 service areas. These results show the

following impacts to combined City of Austin property tax and utility bills:
e 73% of participants chose a service level combination that increases the average bill
o 1% of participants chose a service level combination that exactly maintains the average bill
e 26% of participants chose a service level combination that decreases the average bill

Service Area Results

The following graphs show the top 5 service areas in which District 1 participants most commonly chose to increase and

decrease service levels. District 1 results for all 49 service areas are available in Appendix A.

Top 5 Increase

O Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% O No Change [Olncrease 5% M lincrease 10%

Right-of-Way Maintenance & Sidewalk Management 39*6% 39% ‘ 26% 27% ‘
Bicycle Infrastructure Management & Transportation Engineering 12% |5% 31% ‘ 20% ‘ 31% ‘
2%
Street & Bridge Preventive Maintenance and Repair 39* 43% ‘ 32% ‘ 20% ‘
2%
Behavioral & Mental Health 5% 42% ‘ 27% ‘ 23% ‘
Basic Needs, Transitional Housing, & Permanent Supportive Housing 7% |5% 42% ‘ 26% ‘ 20% ‘
Top 5 Decrease
O Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% O No Change [Olncrease 5% M lincrease 10%
2%
Cemeteries 15% | 26% \ 45% | 12% ||
Global Business Recruitment & Small Business Development 18% ‘ 13% ‘ 48% ‘ 14% ‘ 6% ‘
Annexation & Zoning Case Management 11% ‘ 14% ‘ 55% ‘ 13% ‘ 7% ‘
Redevelopment & Commercial Stabilization 12% ‘ 14% ‘ 58% ‘ 11% ‘5%‘
Athletics & Recreation Program Services |5% 20% ‘ 47% ‘ 19% ‘ 10% ‘
Rental/Owner/Buyer/Developer Assistance & Community
12% | 12% | 56% | 8% | 12% |

Development

Note: Percentages may not add due to rounding.
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District 2 Results

Combined Tax and Utility Bill Results

The District 2 results for the combined City of Austin tax and utility bill are calculated based on responses from 80 self-
identified District 2 residents who indicated service level decisions for all 49 service areas. These results show the

following impacts to combined City of Austin property tax and utility bills:
® 73% of participants chose a service level combination that increases the average bill

® 1% of participants chose a service level combination that exactly maintains the average bill
® 26% of participants chose a service level combination that decreases the average bill

Service Area Results

The following graphs show the top 5 service areas in which District 2 participants most commonly chose to increase and
decrease service levels. District 2 results for all 49 service areas are available in Appendix A.

Top 5 Increases

[ Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5%

Street & Bridge Preventive Maintenance and Repair 39*

Behavioral & Mental Health ‘

1% 3%

Forestry, Park Rangers, Nature & Cultural Programs 5%

Right-of-Way Maintenance & Sidewalk Management

1%

Facility and Grounds Services & Park Planning 5%

[ Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5%

Bicycle Infrastructure Management & Transportation Engineering 11%

Global Business Recruitment & Small Business Development 6%

Redevelopment & Commercial Stabilization 11%

Animal Shelter & Pet Adoption Services = 8%

ONo Change Olncrease 5% @ Increase 10%
43% 34% ‘ 21% ‘
44% ‘ 24% ‘ 29% ‘
6% ‘ 38% ‘ 35% ‘ 16% ‘
5% 43% ‘ 34% ‘ 18% ‘
5% 40% ‘ 36% ‘ 14% ‘
Top 5 Decreases
ONo Change Olncrease 5% @ Increase 10%
Cemeteries 13% ‘ 19% 50% ‘ 11% ‘8% ‘
14% ‘ 33% 20% ‘ 23% ‘
18% ‘ 53% ‘ 14% ‘ 10% ‘
11% ‘ 56% ‘ 14% ‘ 8% ‘
14% ‘ 45% ‘ 21% ‘ 13% ‘

Note: Percentages may not add due to rounding.
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District 3 Results

Combined Tax and Utility Bill Results

The District 3 results for the combined City of Austin tax and utility bill are calculated based on responses from 109 self-
identified District 3 residents who indicated service level decisions for all 49 service areas. These results show the

following impacts to combined City of Austin property tax and utility bills:
® 83% of participants chose a service level combination that increases the average bill

o 0% of participants chose a service level combination that exactly maintains the average bill

e 17% of participants chose a service level combination that decreases the average bill

Service Area Results

The following graphs show the top 5 service areas in which District 3 participants most commonly chose to increase and

decrease service levels. District 3 results for all 49 service areas are available in Appendix A.

Top 5 Increases

@ Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% [ No Change [Oincrease 5% M lincrease 10%

- 3%

Right-of-Way Maintenance & Sidewalk Management 5%‘ ‘ 28% ‘ 28% ‘ 37% ‘
Bicycle Infrastructure Management & Transportation Engineering 9% ‘ 12% ‘ 17% ‘ 17% ‘ 46% ‘
Behavioral & Mental Health ‘ 43% ‘ 24% 31% ‘
2% —
Street & Bridge Preventive Maintenance and Repair 49{1J ‘ 42% ‘ 29% ‘ 23% ‘
2% —
Basic Needs, Transitional Housing, & Permanent Supportive Housing 4‘)4 ‘ 45% ‘ 24% ‘ 25% ‘
|
3%
Top 5 Decreases
O Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% O No Change [Olncrease 5% M lIncrease 10%
Global Business Recruitment & Small Business Development 14% ‘ 19% ‘ 48% ‘ 15% ‘5%‘
Redevelopment & Commercial Stabilization 16% ‘ 16% ‘ 53% ‘ 11% ‘5%‘
2%
Austin Code Case Investigations | 10% ‘ 14% ‘ 61% ‘ 13% ‘ ‘
2%
Cemeteries 8% ‘ 16% ‘ 62% ‘ 12% ‘ |

1%

Austin Code Licensing & Registration Compliance 12% ‘ 10% 69%

‘8%

Note: Percentages may not add due to rounding.
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District 4 Results

Combined Tax and Utility Bill Results

The District 4 results for the combined City of Austin tax and utility bill are calculated based on responses from 72 self-
identified District 4 residents who indicated service level decisions for all 49 service areas. These results show the

following impacts to combined City of Austin property tax and utility bills:

® 67% of participants chose a service level combination that increases the average bill
® 3% of participants chose a service level combination that exactly maintains the average bill
¢ 31% of participants chose a service level combination that decreases the average bill

Service Area Results

The following graphs show the top 5 service areas in which District 4 participants most commonly chose to increase and
decrease service levels. District 4 results for all 49 service areas are available in Appendix A.

Top 5 Increases

O Decrease 10% O Decrease 5% O No Change Olncrease 5%
3%

[ Increase 10%

Bicycle Infrastructure Management & Transportation Engineering 13% ‘ ‘ 38% ‘ 24% ‘ 24% ‘
Right-of-Way Maintenance & Sidewalk Management 6% }4% 43% ‘ 32% ‘ 15% ‘
Library Programming & Services = 10% }d% 39% ‘ 32% ‘ 15% ‘
Facility and Grounds Services & Park Planning = 8% }4% 39% ‘ 28% ‘ 21% ‘
Behavioral & Mental Health 13% ‘ 36% ‘ 26% ‘ 25% ‘
Top 5 Decreases
O Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% O No Change [Olncrease 5% M lIncrease 10%
Austin Code Case Investigations 18% ‘ 10% 56% ‘ 13% }4%‘
Cultural Arts & Music Entertainment 15% ‘ 13% ‘ 42% ‘ 19% ‘ 11% ‘
Redevelopment & Commercial Stabilization 21% ‘ 10% 57% ‘ 8% }4%‘
Cemeteries 14% ‘ 18% ‘ 51% ‘ 8% | 8% ‘
3%
Global Business Recruitment & Small Business Development 18% ‘ 25% 50% 4% I
33
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District 5 Results

Combined Tax and Utility Bill Results

The District 5 results for the combined City of Austin tax and utility bill are calculated based on responses from 152 self-
identified District 5 residents who indicated service level decisions for all 49 service areas. These results show the

following impacts to combined City of Austin property tax and utility bills:
® 66% of participants chose a service level combination that increases the average bill
® 2% of participants chose a service level combination that exactly maintains the average bill
® 32% of participants chose a service level combination that decreases the average bill

Service Area Results
The following graphs show the top 5 service areas in which District 5 participants most commonly chose
decrease service levels. District 5 results for all 49 service areas are available in Appendix A.

Top 5 Increases

@ Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% [ No Change [Oincrease 5% M lincrease 10%

— 3%

to increase and

Behavioral & Mental Health 4%‘ ‘ 42% ‘ 26% ‘ 26% ‘
Right-of-Way Maintenance & Sidewalk Management 6% 41% ‘ 30% ‘ 20% ‘
3%
Street & Bridge Preventive Maintenance and Repair ‘ | 52% ‘ 26% ‘ 17% ‘
|
2% - 3%
Transportation Arterial Management & Traffic Signs and Markings ‘ 5%4 52% ‘ 24% ‘ 15% ‘
3%
Basic Needs, Transitional Housing, & Permanent Supportive Housing = 9% | 7% 45% ‘ 23% ‘ 16% ‘

Bottom 5 Decreases

O Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% O No Change [Olncrease 5% M lIncrease 10%

Global Business Recruitment & Small Business Development 19% ‘ 25% ‘ 41% ‘ 12% b‘}{i
Redevelopment & Commercial Stabilization 13% ‘ 25% ‘ 49% ‘ 9% }4%‘
Cemeteries 11% ‘ 24% ‘ 60% 4%
1%
Quality of Life Initiatives [ 7%  20% | 47% | 16% | 10% |
Cultural Arts & Music Entertainment 11% ‘ 14% ‘ 45% ‘ 20% ‘ 9% ‘
Athletics & Recreation Program Services 6% ‘ 20% ‘ 56% ‘ 13% ‘5%‘
34
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District 6 Results

Combined Tax and Utility Bill Results

The District 6 results for the combined City of Austin tax and utility bill are calculated based on responses from 68 self-

identified District 6 residents who indicated service level decisions for all 49 service areas. These results show the

following impacts to combined City of Austin property tax and utility bills:
® 65% of participants chose a service level combination that increases the average bill
o 0% of participants chose a service level combination that exactly maintains the average bill
¢ 35% of participants chose a service level combination that decreases the average bill

Service Area Results

The following graphs show the top 5 service areas in which District 6 participants most commonly chose to increase and
decrease service levels. District 6 results for all 49 service areas are available in Appendix A.

Top 5 Increases

[ Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5%

Street & Bridge Preventive Maintenance and Repair

Right-of-Way Maintenance & Sidewalk Management

Transportation Arterial Management & Traffic Signs and Markings

Behavioral & Mental Health

Neighborhood-Based Policing / Patrol

ONo Change Olncrease 5% @ Increase 10%

4%‘ 35% ‘ 47% ‘ 13% ‘
6% 4% 40% ‘ 41% ‘ 9% ‘
6% | 6% 41% ‘ 31% ‘ 16% ‘
9% ‘ 9% 37% ‘ 28% ‘ 18% ‘
1% | 6% 43% ‘ 34% ‘ 10% ‘

Top 5 Decreases

[ Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5%

Cultural Arts & Music Entertainment

Bicycle Infrastructure Management & Transportation Engineering

Global Business Recruitment & Small Business Development

Redevelopment & Commercial Stabilization

Cemeteries

Note: Percentages may not add due to rounding.

ONo Change Olncrease 5% @ Increase 10%

24% ‘ 21% ‘ 35% ‘ 15% ‘6%‘
31% ‘7% 29% ‘ 18% ‘ 15% ‘
22% ‘ 16% ‘ 43% ‘ 15% }4%‘
21% ‘ 13% ‘ 50% ‘ 13% ‘ I
3%

13% ‘ 21% ‘ 54% ‘ 10%

1%
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District 7 Results

Combined Tax and Utility Bill Results

The District 7 results for the combined City of Austin tax and utility bill are calculated based on responses from 141 self-

identified District 7 residents who indicated service level decisions for all 49 service areas. These results show the
following impacts to combined City of Austin property tax and utility bills:

® 72% of participants chose a service level combination that increases the average bill

® 2% of participants chose a service level combination that exactly maintains the average bill

® 26% of participants chose a service level combination that decreases the average bill

Service Area Results

The following graphs show the top 5 service areas in which District 7 participants most commonly chose to increase and

decrease service levels. District 7 results for all 49 service areas are available in Appendix A.

Top 5 Increase

@ Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% [ No Change [Oincrease 5% M lincrease 10%

Right-of-Way Maintenance & Sidewalk Management 5%|5% 38% ‘ 29% ‘ 23%
Bicycle Infrastructure Management & Transportation Engineering 15% ‘ 11% ‘ 26% ‘ 24% ‘ 24%
3% 1%
Street & Bridge Preventive Maintenance and Repair ‘ ‘ 50% ‘ 36% ‘ 10%
1%
Behavioral & Mental Health 4%‘ ‘ 49% ‘ 25% ‘ 21%
One Stop Shop - Inspection, Plan Review, and Permits 6%)4‘%{ 50% ‘ 29% ‘ 11%

Top 5 Decreases

O Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% O No Change [Olncrease 5% M lIncrease 10%

Global Business Recruitment & Small Business Development 20% | 24% 45% | 9% 13‘}4,
Cemeteries 9% | 21% | 62% |4%|4‘M1
Redevelopment & Commercial Stabilization 16% | 12% | 57% | 11% |4%|
Bicycle Infrastructure Management & Transportation Engineering 15% | 11% | 26% 24% | 24% |
Quality of Life Initiatives [ 22% | 16% | 53% | 13% [7%]
Athletics & Recreation Program Services 9% | 17% | 55% | 15% |4%|
Austin Code Case Investigations | 11% | 15% | 57% | 11% [6%]
36
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District 8 Results

Combined Tax and Utility Bill Results

The District 8 results for the combined City of Austin tax and utility bill are calculated based on responses from 112 self-
identified District 8 residents who indicated service level decisions for all 49 service areas. These results show the

following impacts to combined City of Austin property tax and utility bills:
® 58% of participants chose a service level combination that increases the average bill

o 1% of participants chose a service level combination that exactly maintains the average bill

¢ 41% of participants chose a service level combination that decreases the average bill

Service Area Results

The following graphs show the top 5 service areas in which District 8 participants most commonly chose to increase and

decrease service levels. District 8 results for all 49 service areas are available in Appendix A.

Top 5 Increases

O Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% O No Change [Olncrease 5% M lIncrease 10%
2%

Street & Bridge Preventive Maintenance and Repair 4‘* 41% ‘ 37% ‘ 17% ‘
2%
Transportation Arterial Management & Traffic Signs and Markings  |4% 43% ‘ 31% ‘ 20% ‘
Behavioral & Mental Health 4%‘ 8% 44% ‘ ‘ 14% ‘
Right-of-Way Maintenance & Sidewalk Management 4%‘ 8% 50% ‘ 24% ‘ 13% ‘
Facility and Grounds Services & Park Planning 4%‘ 13% ‘ 45% ‘ 32% ‘5%‘
Top 5 Decreases

O Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% O No Change [Olncrease 5% M lIncrease 10%
Cultural Arts & Music Entertainment 19% ‘ 25% ‘ 37% ‘ 9% | 11% ‘
Global Business Recruitment & Small Business Development 21% ‘ 22% ‘ 43% ‘ 9% }4%‘

Cemeteries 15% ‘ 28% ‘ 51% ‘ 6%

Bicycle Infrastructure Management & Transportation Engineering 23% ‘ 14% ‘ 33% 18% ‘ 12% ‘
Redevelopment & Commercial Stabilization 19% ‘ 19% ‘ 49% ‘ 11% #‘#

Note: Percentages may not add due to rounding.
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District 9 Results

Combined Tax and Utility Bill Results

The District 9 results for the combined City of Austin tax and utility bill are calculated based on responses from 161 self-
identified District 9 residents who indicated service level decisions for all 49 service areas. These results show the

following impacts to combined City of Austin property tax and utility bills:

® 75% of participants chose a service level combination that increases the average bill

® 1% of participants chose a service level combination that exactly maintains the average bill

e 24% of participants chose a service level combination that decreases the average bill

Service Area Results

The following graphs show the top 5 service areas in which District 9 participants most commonly chose to increase and
decrease service levels. District 9 results for all 49 service areas are available in Appendix A.

Top 5 Increases

@ Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% [ No Change [Oincrease 5% M lincrease 10%

Bicycle Infrastructure Management & Transportation Engineering | 8% [5% 24% ‘ 29% ‘ 35% ‘

1% 1%
Right-of-Way Maintenance & Sidewalk Management H 36% ‘ 29% ‘ 34% ‘

3% 1%
Behavioral & Mental Health H 37% ‘ 32% ‘ 27% ‘

1% 2%
Street & Bridge Preventive Maintenance and Repair ‘ | 40% ‘ 34% ‘ 23% ‘

2%
Facility and Grounds Services & Park Planning 4% 40% ‘ 37% ‘ 16% ‘
Top 5 Decreases
O Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% O No Change [Olncrease 5% M lIncrease 10%
Global Business Recruitment & Small Business Development 18% ‘ 18% ‘ 45% ‘ 12% ‘ 7% ‘
Cemeteries 11% ‘ 19% ‘ 61% ‘ 6% ‘
2%
Redevelopment & Commercial Stabilization 11% ‘ 19% ‘ 53% ‘ 9% | 8% ‘
Animal Shelter & Pet Adoption Services 10% ‘ 14% ‘ 53% ‘ 13% ‘ 9% ‘
Rental/Owner/Buyer/Developer Assistance & Community
10% 10% 54% 14% 12%
Development

Note: Percentages may not add due to rounding.
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District 10 Results

Combined Tax and Utility Bill Results
The District 10 results for the combined City of Austin tax and utility bill are calculated based on responses from 161 self-
identified District 10 residents who indicated service level decisions for all 49 service areas. These results show the
following impacts to combined City of Austin property tax and utility bills:

® 55% of participants chose a service level combination that increases the average bill

® 1% of participants chose a service level combination that exactly maintains the average bill

e 45% of participants chose a service level combination that decreases the average bill

Service Area Results
The following graphs show the top 5 service areas in which District 10 participants most commonly chose to increase
and decrease service levels. District 10 results for all 49 service areas are available in Appendix A.

Top 5 Increases

O Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% O No Change [Olncrease 5% M lIncrease 10%

Street & Bridge Preventive Maintenance and Repair 3‘}4&1% 54% ‘ 24% ‘ 15% ‘
Transportation Arterial Management & Traffic Signs and Markings 4%|5% 55% ‘ 24% ‘ 12% ‘
Right-of-Way Maintenance & Sidewalk Management 7% ‘ 9% ‘ 51% ‘ 20% ‘ 14% ‘

Behavioral & Mental Health | 8% (5% 53% ‘ 21% ‘ 12% ‘

Neighborhood-Based Policing / Patrol ‘ 10% 56% ‘ 29% ‘ ‘

3% 2%

Top 5 Decreases

@ Decrease 10% [ Decrease 5% O No Change [Olincrease 5% M lIncrease 10%
3%

Global Business Recruitment & Small Business Development 23% ‘ 25% ‘ 43% ‘ 7% ‘
3%
Cemeteries 21% ‘ 23% ‘ 52% ‘ ‘
Redevelopment & Commercial Stabilization 25% ‘ 19% ‘ A8% ‘ 7% I
2%
Bicycle Infrastructure Management & Transportation Engineering 29% ‘ 12% ‘ 38% ‘ 14% ‘ 7%

3%

Rental/Owner/Buyer/Developer Assistance & Community ‘

19% 22% ‘ 53% ‘ ‘ |
Development

Note: Percentages may not add due to rounding.




Telephone Town Hall
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Telephone Town Hall
Design

Over 20,000 Austin households, including those with only cell phones, were randomly selected and called to participate
in a telephone town hall to discuss budget priorities. The program was also televised on ATXN so that residents could join
in the conversation by calling, texting, or tweeting questions and comments throughout the broadcast. The program was
divided into six service areas: Community Services, Development Services, Mobility, Public Safety, and Watershed
Protection. The facilitated conversation started with a general description of a service category followed by questions
from participants on the phone and a request for participants to make a funding decision for that particular service area.
Participants were asked to use the keypad of their phone to select among three funding options: increase funding by 5%
above its current level, maintain funding at its current level, or decrease funding by 5% from its current level.

Results

Participant engagement varied in length of time, with 114 residents participating for over an hour. In the citywide results,
the Development Services category received a majority of votes in support of decreasing funding. No other service
category received majority support for one of the three funding options: Public Safety received a plurality of votes in
support of decreasing funding; Mobility received a plurality of votes in support of maintaining the current funding level;
and both Community Services and Watershed Protection received a plurality of votes in support of increasing funding.

TELEPHONE TOWN HALL RESULTS

Watershed Protection 23% 10% 26% 16% -

Community Services 18% 18% 25% 26%

Mobility 11% | 9% 44% 18% -

Public Safety 28% 14% 38% 9%

Development Services 36% 19% 26% 8% -

C% 20% 40% 60% 80% 10C%

M Decrease 10% ODecrzase 5% [CONoChange Olincrese5% M Increase 10%
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Boards and Commissions
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Airport Advisory Commission

JuLy 14, 2016

Aviation Department | ABIA, RooM NO. 174-A
5:00pPm

PRESENTATION BACK-UP MATERIALS
e Department Presentation

SUMMARY OF BOARD COMMUNICATION
e Yolanda Tovar, Financial Manager, presented an overview of the Aviation Department’s FY 2016-17 Financial

Forecast, which included an increase of 8.5%, or $11.0 million in revenue and 8.0%, or $10.9 million in
requirements. Highlights included 41 new positions to address passenger growth, construction projects, and
new facilities.

e Commissioner Mike Rodriguez inquired about the reason for the spike of airline revenue in FY 2018-19 and the
decrease in FY 2019-20. Yolanda Tovar explained that in FY 2018-19 the revenue increase was related to higher
operating requirements and debt service costs and the additional rental fees for the new facilities. The decrease
in FY 2019-20 airline revenue was associated with the shared use projections resulting in a decrease of $1.0
million. These assumptions were prepared in March 2016 and they were updated when more data became
available.

CiTiZEN COMMUNICATION
e None

FORMAL ACTION

e OnlJune 14", 2016, the Commission unanimously passed a recommendation to City Council regarding the five-
year forecast.
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Animal Advisory Commission

JuLy 11, 2016

ANIMAL SERVICES AUSTIN CITY HALL
6:00P™m

PRESENTATION BACK-UP MATERIALS

Department Presentation

SUMMARY OF BOARD COMMUNICATION

John Miller, Financial Manager, Animal Services and Health and Human Services, presented an overview of the
Animal Services FY 2016-17 Budget Process and Financial Forecast and explained how funds were sourced and
expensed. Highlights included an increase in personnel costs related to insurance and wage adjustments, as well
as, funding increases in Heartworm medication and animal food and supplies. John Miller also discussed the
department’s Initial Funding Requests (IFRs), focusing mainly on unmet personnel requests replacement of
radios.

Chair Lundstedt inquired about how national standards derive the number of Animal Protection Officers. John
Miller explained that it was based on populations and Tawny Hammond, Chief Animal Services Officer added
that it was also based on geographical area.

Commissioner Tucker asked about how the radios were not being supported. Lee Shenefiel, Deputy Animal
Service Officer explained that the radios age out of their life cycle.

Commissioner Means inquired about the Animal Protection Officers. Tawny Hammond explained that the
department would continue to ask for more officers until they met national standards.

Commissioner Means asked whether or not the IFRs outlined in the presentation were all of the IFRs or only
some. Tawny Hammond explained that these were all and she submitted this list to be taken seriously.
Commissioner Mier inquired on who was going to be receiving the wage adjustments and market study. John
Miller explained that the market study was based on an analysis of each position and that he did not have the
exact numbers at that time. Lee Shenefiel added that members of the Vet services team were being included in
the market study.

Commissioner Mitchell inquired about how long the radios might last if they were replaced. John Miller was
unsure and Tawny Hammond added that these systems were complex and compared them to dispatch and
police radios. The Commissioner wanted follow-up information at the next meeting.

Chair Lundstedt asked for an estimate about how many Animal Protection Officers were likely to be added
compared to the IFR request of ten. Tawny Hammond explained that she was unsure and that from her prior
experience they might get about three. The Commissioner added that the reason certain districts would not
have the officers they needed was because City Council decided to cut the budget by $3.8 million.

CIiTiIZEN COMMUNICATION

None

FORMAL ACTION

None

44



Austin-Travis County Emergency Medical Services Advisory Board

JUNE 7, 2016 EMERGENCY MEDICAL RBJ HEALTH CENTER,
9:30AM SERVICES ATCEMS SITUATION ROOM

PRESENTATION BACK-UP MATERIALS
e FY 2016-17 Financial Forecast & Cost Drivers
e FY 2016-17 Identified Needs

SUMMARY OF BOARD COMMUNICATION
o Kerri Lang, Assistant Director, presented an overview of the Budget process, as well as, offered discussion over
the two documents that contained EMS’s Financial Forecast and cost drivers for FY 2016-17 and EMS’ FY 2016-17
identified needs.

O Chair Clayton asked for additional information regarding the Fleet Mapping Strategy identified need.
Board Member Barr asked if this covers personnel and demand units. Chief Brown confirmed and
explained maintenance schedules that help overall with fleet. Board Member Barr asked if there are
savings captured. Ms. Lang responded saying that the Fleet Department will be doing the cost savings
research. Fleet is looking at removing the box from the chassis and then putting it on a new chassis
when the time comes. The department is looking at other options for box design to make sure it is also
functional for the safety needs of the medics.

O Board Members asked that the department to consider a different option by using the title “Fleet
Conservation” instead of the current title of Fleet Mapping Strategy. Management agreed with the
change and will contact the Budget Office to update the title.

0 Board members asked if the ATCEMS Association had an opportunity to provide input in the FY 2016-17
financial forecast development process. ATCEMSEA President, Anthony Marquardt said the unmet
needs are the focus of frontline staff. They support additional units and community health. They do not
support getting another designated medical officer. It was clarified that this position is under and
functions in the EMS department and does not operate under the Office of the Medical Director. Chief
Brown provided additional information as to why the position is needed. Chief Rodriguez discussed
quality and the recent CAAS accreditation review that indicated this position is needed.

e Board members discussed best ways to communicate support for EMS. Highlights include reaching out to the
Council Public Safety Committee, Council Members directly, and the Public Safety Commission. Determined all
avenues would need to be explored through a work group.

CiTiZEN COMMUNICATION
e None.

FORMAL ACTION
e Established a work group to further investigate items one through five on the EMS identified needs budget list.
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Building and Standards Commission

JUNE 22, 2016
6:30PM

AUSTIN CODE
DEPARTMENT

AUSTIN CITY HALL

PRESENTATION BACK-UP MATERIALS
e Department Presentation

SUMMARY OF BOARD COMMUNICATION
e Franklin Fejarang, Financial Manager, Austin Code Department, presented the FY 2016-17 Financial
Forecast and services overview. Highlights included the growing workload for case investigations and

enforcement programs.

e Board member inquired about the number of positions at Austin Code. Staff indicated that there are 117

positions, as noted in the presentation.

CiTiZEN COMMUNICATION

® None

FORMAL ACTION
e None
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Community Development Commission

NEIGHBORHOOD HOUSING

JUNE 14, 2016 STREET-JONES BUILDING,

6:00PM <5 (eLITINIRY ROOM 400A
DEVELOPMENT

PRESENTATION BACK-UP MATERIALS

Department Presentation

SUMMARY OF BOARD COMMUNICATION

Alex Zamora, Chief Administrative Officer, Nate Blum, Finance Supervisor, and Deepa Vasan, Financial
Consultant presented an overview of the Neighborhood Housing and Community Development department’s
(NHCD) source of funds, uses of funds, and affordable housing production anticipated for FY 2016-17.

Chairman asked for more information on the Housing Developer Assistance program mentioned in the
Department’s presentation. The Department responded that it includes rental housing development, acquisition
and development of land, and permanent supportive housing.

Commissioner asked why there is increased funding for rental housing along with an expected decrease in the
number of units for FY 2016-17. Staff responded that the development cycle for housing causes
fluctuations in production.

Commissioner asked about the variation in the number of affordable units and for more specifics on the types
of units.

Commissioner noted that the presentation did not provide enough information for him to make an informed
recommendation. He also noted that he would be looking very closely at what the problems were identified in
the City Auditor’s Office report on NHCD.

Commissioner asked staff to identify programs that have demand that exceeds resources.

CiTiZEN COMMUNICATION

Stuart Hersh recommended that the Commission not take action until the City Manager releases the Proposed
Budget next month.

FORMAL ACTION

None

47




Construction Advisory Committee

JUNE 21, 2016 PuBLiCc WORKS PuBLic WORKS CONFERENCE
10:00AM DEPARTMENT RooM, 8™ FLOOR

PRESENTATION BACK-UP MATERIALS
e Department Presentation

SUMMARY OF BOARD COMMUNICATION

e Karen Maggio, Division Manager of Finance, presented an overview of the Public Works Department FY
2016-17 Financial Forecast.

o Committee member asked about the sources of revenue for the Public Works Department and how much
revenue comes from the Transportation User Fee.

e Committee member asked about the restoration of 21 positions and when they were cut prior. Karen Maggio
responded that the department shed those positions the last 2 years when workload was lower.

e Committee member asked is the school crossing guards should be the school districts responsibility. Karen
Maggio responded that by State law, it is the City’s responsibility.

e Committee member asked about the additional budget for Americans with Disability Act (ADA) compliance
work. Karen Maggio explained that the Department is required to address ADA compliance on
sidewalks whenever roadwork is initiated in an area and the workload is increasing.

CiTiZEN COMMUNICATION
e None

FORMAL ACTION
e None
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Downtown Austin Community Court
Advisory Committee

May 20, 2016 DOWNTOWN AUSTIN CITY HALL, BOARDS AND
7:30AM COMMUNITY COURT COMMISSIONS ROOM

PRESENTATION BACK-UP MATERIALS

Department Presentation
Board/Commission Recommendation for Budget Funding for the Downtown Austin Community Court
Resolution Supporting Creation of a Sobriety Center

SUMMARY OF BOARD COMMUNICATION

Susan Requejo, Administrative Manager, and Jennifer Sowinski, Case Manager Supervisor, presented an
overview of DACC’s request for additional rehabilitation services funding in the FY 2016-17 budget.

Chair Clark asked about which specific rehabilitation services the additional money would fund.

Jennifer Sowinski informed the Committee members that DACC anticipated using the funds to provide a range of
services, including substance abuse, Road to Recovery, peer-to-peer counseling, transitional housing, and life-
skills training. Exact uses to be determined at a later time.

Committee discussed formalizing support for the requested funding through a recommendation.

Committee Member Renteria presented a resolution to the Committee supporting creation of a Sobriety
Center.

Committee discussed the Sobriety Center and passed Resolution Supporting Creation of a Sobriety Center.

CiTiZEN COMMUNICATION

Citizen spoke about safety concerns in West Campus and the need for increased police presence and services to
stabilize homeless individuals congregating in that area.

FORMAL ACTION

Committee passed formal Recommendation for Budget Funding for the Downtown Austin Community Court
Committee passed Resolution Supporting Creation of a Sobriety Center
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Electric Utility Commission

TOWN LAKE CENTER,
MAyY 16, 2016
AUSTIN ENERGY SHUDDE FATH CONFERENCE
6:00PM
Roowm

PRESENTATION BACK-UP MATERIALS

FY 2017-2021 Financial Forecast Presentation

SUMMARY OF BOARD COMMUNICATION

Mark Dombroski, Chief Financial Officer and Interim General Manager, presented the FY 2017-2021 Financial
Forecast briefing accompanied by David Kutach, Director of AE Budget. Forecast highlights included AE’s sound
financial position with fully funded emergency and contingency reserves by FY 2017. The forecast also indicates
compliance with the 2% affordability goal and progress toward the competitiveness goal of being in the lower
50% of all Texas utilities on system-wide rates. The forecast includes a $1.2 billion capital improvements
spending plan and a baseline operating budget decrease of $50 million, mainly stemming from lower power
supply costs. System-wide base rate increases will average 1 percent annually.

Commissioner Biedrzycki inquired about getting information for FY 2012 on the presentation slide that
included the typical residential customer bill history (inside city customers). Commissioner Biedrzycki also
asked for information in the same chart to be presented with data for the typical residential user on a weather
adjusted basis. Mark Dombroski responded that AE would provide that data to the commission.

Commissioner Ferchill asked how average system rates were calculated. Mark Dombroski responded that the
calculation simply takes total retail revenue divided by total load.

Other comments included Commissioner Osborne requesting more detail on the Forecast. Mark Dombroski
responded that more information would be coming as the Proposed Budget is prepared and released by the City
Manager to the Public on July 27.

CiTiZzZEN COMMUNICATION

None

FORMAL ACTION

None
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Environmental Commission

JUNE 15, 2016 WATERSHED

6:00PM PROTECTION AUSTIN CITY HALL

PRESENTATION BACK-UP MATERIALS

Department Presentation

SUMMARY OF BOARD COMMUNICATION

Joe Pantalion, Watershed Protection Director, Jean Drew, Acting Assistant Director, and Peggy MacCallum,
Chief Financial Manager, presented a FY 2016-17 Financial Forecaste update for the Watershed Protection
Department, which included a high-level fund summary, breakdown of expenditures, and new
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) appropriations for FY 2016-17. The FY 2016-17 Financial Forecast
includes a projected $2.8 million revenue increase, $26.0 million transfer to the department’s CIP, and
additional staffing request.

Chair Perales requested that the staff explain further the department’s transfer to One Stop Shop and
Development Services Department. Pantalion responded by explaining that the transfers were to account for
the support the departments provided to Watershed Protection and offered to provide detail on the allocation
costs.

Commissioner Gooch asked if the additional staffing request was a part of a long-term staffing plan. Pantalion
responded that the department’s five-year forecast did include additional staffing requests each year but the FY
2016-17 request is the highest priority positions.

One commissioner suggested that a boat be added to the department’s FY 2016-17 capital budget to work on
Lake Austin and a request that the budget detail be added to the CIP projects on the map shown in the
forecasted budget presentation was made.

Commissioner Guerrero added that creating a working group was discussed in the Bond Oversight Commission
meeting that Watershed Protection can coordinate with on the bond election.

Chair Perales asked staff what the Commission can do to support the department’s inclusion in the bond
election. Pantalion responded that the commissioners can advise Council and the department has already
begun coordinating with the Capital Planning Office.

CIiTiIZEN COMMUNICATION

Carol Olewin, Flood Mitigation Task Force Member, suggested the transfers out be waived for one year with
the goal of decreasing the current backlog of work orders and adding additional staff to the department’s
budget.

Elloa Mathews, Flood Mitigation Task Force Member, reported that one question she had not asked was how
bond projects go forward. Mathews continued that she has since learned from the city’s Capital Planning Office
about the process and would like to request a resolution for bond support for the department to implement the
recommendations in the task force report.

FORMAL ACTION

The Board passed a motion to recommend the forecasted budget as presented and consideration for additional
bond funding for drainage infrastructure.
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Library Commission

JUNE 15, 2016

AUSTIN PUBLIC LIBRARY AUSTIN HISTORY CENTER
6:00P™m

PRESENTATION BACK-UP MATERIALS

Department Presentation

SUMMARY OF BOARD COMMUNICATION

Victoria Rieger, Financial Manager, presented an overview of the Library’s Performance Measure and Citizen
Survey results, the FY 2016-17 Financial Forecast, and an update on the staffing and funding needs of the
New Central Library.

A majority of the performance measure discussion was around the materials expenditure per capita, visits per
capita, circulation per capita measures.

Commissioner MacLeod asked what investment would be needed to close the materials expenditure per capita
gap between Austin’s $3.74 to the peer city average of $7.73. Victoria Rieger responded that a $4-6 million
investment on top of current spending would be require to meet the average and mentioned that this is a focus
of the Library department and that funding for materials has been increasing the past few years and will
continue increasing as part of the overall funding for the New Central Library. Commissioner Todd then asked if
the materials expenditure per capita included all types of materials included digital and replacement materials
and Victoria Rieger confirmed that it did.

Commissioner Williams then asked regarding the visits per capita measure whether there are less total visits or
whether the steady decline in this measure could be attributed to population growth outpacing library visit
growth. Victoria Rieger responded that the total number of visits was remaining steady but that population
growth was driving this measure down. She mentioned it is anticipated that the New Central Library will greatly
increase the number of total visits driving up the per capita measure. Commissioners Fisher and Todd expressed
concern that this measure didn’t accurately reflect Library usage due to many users being able to access all the
materials they need digitally without visiting a physical branch.

Discussion took place on the forecast budget. Victoria Rieger explained that the forecast only contains baseline
cost drivers and items related to the New Central Library. It was explained that items such as the Faulk Central
Library to New Central Library moving costs were funded through the Budget Stabilization Fund and that Austin
History Center expansion costs were submitted as Initial Funding Requests to be decided upon later.

Regarding revenue, Commissioner Todd asked if there is any amnesty for fines. Victoria Rieger responded that
the Library cannot legally offer that. Commissioner Self then asked if revenue generated through fines and fees
were kept by the Library. Victoria Rieger explained that all revenue earned by any General Fund departments
goes back to the General Fund.

Victoria Rieger concluded by walking through the budget and staffing needs of the New Central Library.

John Gillum, Facilities Process Manager, presented on Library’s Capital Improvement Projects planned for FY
2016-17. These projects include an ADA ramp for the Little Walnut Creek Branch Library, roof replacement at
the Faulk Central Library, and renovation at the Old Quarry Branch Library.

CiTiZEN COMMUNICATION

None

FORMAL ACTION

None
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Parks and Recreation Board

JUNE 28, 2016

PARKS AND RECREATION AUSTIN CITY HALL
6:13PMm

PRESENTATION BACK-UP MATERIALS

Department Presentation

SUMMARY OF BOARD COMMUNICATION

Suzanne Piper, Financial Manager, Parks and Recreation Department, presented overview of the Parks and
Recreation FY 2016-17 Financial Forecast, which showed the amount of funding that is allocated to each
program, responses to surveys about departmental performance, the Department’s operating and revenue
budget, operations and maintenance funding for facilities, and Department’s submitted Initial Funding Requests.
Commissioner asked if there are cities that were not captured in the survey performed by an outside consultant
that measures the overall satisfaction with Parks and Recreation, which was 74%, or 3™ in the nation, in 2015;
Piper responded that there are cities that are not included in the survey.

Commissioner inquired if a slide that compared park acres per 1,000 people and parks spending per capita
showed the cost of acquiring new parks; Piper responded that the slide highlighted only operational spending.
Commissioner followed up by asking if parkland acquisition would be included in the presentation, and Piper
noted that it would not be because this was a presentation on the Financial Forecast. Commissioner asked if
Austin has the highest park acres per 1,000 people, and Piper responded that this slide compared Austin to
similar cities from the Trust in Public Lands survey. Commissioner commented that the cities on the slide were
not all comparable or peer cities, and future slides should also include peer cities. Commissioners then had a
discussion on what types of parks that were included in the survey.

Commissioner asked who is in charge of golf courses after Piper noted that the Golf Fund would be absorbed
into the General Fund due to an insurmountable negative ending balance. Kimberly McNeeley, Assistant
Director, Parks and Recreation Department, explained that golf is an enterprise function that is not self-
sustaining because of various issues that have occurred, conflicting with the mission to make golf affordable for
all citizens. Commissioner followed up with a question asking if the revenue obligation of Golf would change
when the Golf Fund is absorbed. Piper and McNeeley noted that revenue would not change, and that this
process would take care of the negative balance in the Golf Fund. Commissioner questioned increases in the
budget because the move of the Golf Fund into the General Fund was artificially increasing the Department’s
budget. Commissioners discussed ways of keeping Golf as an enterprise function, and requested that the
presentation be formatted differently. Cora Wright, Assistant Director, Parks and Recreation Department,
mentioned that the Budget Office set the standard for the budget presentations across all departments.
Commissioner asked that additional slides be added in future presentations to provide clarifications.
Commissioner asked when the Board should provide its approval for the Department’s budget; Wright
explained the process and confirmed that there was no mechanism for approval of the budget by the Board.
Commissioner inquired if the Department was “making money on the parking meters;” Piper explained that the
Department is receiving $212 thousand in parking enhancements in the budget. Commissioner stated that
parking revenue does not return to the Department and asked for how much it costs to maintain parking
meters; Piper stated that the Department would send them that information. Commissioner asked for
clarification for on the extra funding for parking expenses; Piper and Wright explained that this funding would
be for parking operational expenses and enhancements provided by revenue received for parking. Wright
further explained that parking revenue received by the Department is placed in the General Fund and is not
supposed to be explicitly used for departmental expenses. Commissioner further expressed concern about the
Department not being able to keep all parking revenue and stated that “parking meter expenses” was a
confusing phrase.

Commissioner asked if presentation revenue included Golf Fund and General Fund revenue; Piper explained
that it only showed General Fund revenue. Commissioner expressed concern about Golf “moving around” in
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terms of funding. Commissioner reiterated the request to break out the budget between the General and Golf
Funds.

Commissioner asked what “contractuals and commodities” means in the context of new projects being opened;
Piper explained that they mean operational expenditures for such needs as landscaping or lighting.
Commissioner then requested a footnote be added to the presentation to not make it appear that other parks
do not receive these contractuals and commodities.

Commissioner asked about the amounts noted for the Veloway Trail and Duncan Neighborhood improvements;
Marty Stump, Assistant Director, Parks and Recreation Department, explained that these were operational and
maintenance expenses and not for capital improvements. Commissioner requested that more clarification be
added to the presentation explaining “contractuals and commodities.”

Commissioner asked another Commissioner if Parkland Events Taskforce had come up with a recommendation
to increase revenue. Commissioner responded that no recommendation had been decided because it would
require bond funding that might occur in the 2018 Bond Program.

Commissioner asked for more background on Initial Funding Requesting about hepatitis B vaccinations; Piper
explained that grounds staff are exposed to infections when throwing away trash. Commissioner stated that
items do not need Council approval and can receive Manager approval if they are under $50,000; Wright said
that was correct, but stated that this Request was meant to provide additional safety to staff. Commissioner
stated that as an AFSCME member, he wondered why this Request had not been included in the budget with
Manager approval because it’s under the $50,000 limit; Wright explained that these Requests are for needs that
the Department does not have funding for. Commissioner further asked why this was not approved by the
Manager with the Department’s budget surplus; Wright explained that there has to be a funding source to go
beyond the adopted budget. Commissioner asked if other departments in the City received funding for items
under $50,000 from the Manager, and Wright could only speak to what has happened with the Parks and
Recreation Department.

Commissioner asked for clarification if Initial Funding Requests were “wish list” items on top of the
Department’s base budget; Wright clarified that these were requests but not necessarily a “wish list.”
Commissioner asked about Request to add recycling to all City Parks; Stump explained Request showed the
impact to the Department’s operational budget if all City parks adopted recycling.

Commissioner inquired if increases in the FY17 Forecast included the Initial Funding Request, and Piper
confirmed that it did not. Commissioner asked for more clarification on the Requests, as these issues have
existed before, so why are the Requests just happening now; Wright explained that the Requests are additional
needs on top of the budget. Commissioner said a breakout of the Requests among category would be helpful.
Commissioner asked about the Request for armored car services; Wright noted that even though the
Department as a whole uses this service already, this specific item was for Golf. Commissioner asked if police
protection was available at parks; Wright explained that police do not transport cash.

Commissioner stated that Requests should be broken out by issue or Council district; Wright said that they
would break out future Requests by issue.

Commissioner asked for more detail behind the Requests.

Commissioner inquired about the Request about funding for joint use parks, and if they involved all joint use
parks or just AISD ones; Piper said that the Department would get detail on that.

Commissioner wanted clarification on if the Request for living wage for temporary employees included seasonal
employees; Piper confirmed that the Request was for all temporary employees.

Commissioner asked if the Department would be presenting this information again at the next Board meeting;
Wright confirmed that this was the only presentation, and that the questions the Board posed would be
responded to. Commissioner asked if there were any reasons they could not take action in July; Piper and
Wright said that there should be no issue with that, and Department would provide answers to any questions.

CIiTiIZEN COMMUNICATION

None

FORMAL ACTION

None
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Public Safety Commission

JUNE 06, 2017 ATCEMS, AFD, City HALL, BOARDS &
4:00pPMm and APD COMMISSIONS RooM

PRESENTATION BACK-UP MATERIALS

Austin Fire Department (AFD) Public Safety Commission Presentation for FY 2016-17 Budget Discussion
Austin Police Department Budget Discussion FY 2016-17

Austin-Travis County Emergency Medical Services Department Budget Presentation

SUMMARY OF BOARD COMMUNICATION

Brian Manley, Chief of Staff, Austin Police Department, presented an overview of the department’s FY 2016-17
Budget Discussion, including major performance metrics and departmental needs. Highlights included
a discussion of citizen satisfaction, response times, community engagement time, and clearance rates, as well
as challenges related to civilian staffing and other initial funding requests (IFR).

Commissioner Rossmo inquired about state of forensics backlog and ength of time required for fingerprint
analysis. Chief Manley indicated he believed the current backlog had improved, but wanted to check
with the lab to give an accurate response. Commissioner Rossmo also asked about the impact of
hiring additional property crime technicians and latent print examiners b reduce the property crime
backlog. Chief Manley responded that additional staff would definitely have an impact on property crime.

Vice Chair Nunez questioned impact of new civilian positions on officers’ community engagement time.
Chief Manley replied that specifically the property crimes technicians and crime scene units would release
patrol officers from that workload back to patrol activities and so would improve community engagement time.
Commissioner Gonzales inquired about the goal for community engagement time. Chief Manley referenced the
department’s minimum target for 30% community engagement time, but noted that preliminary information
from the Matrix consultants would likely find that other communities are utilizing a much higher rate, between
35% and 50%. Commissioner Holt asked if increased community engagement time could improve citizen
satisfaction rates. Chief Manley responded that community engagement time allows officers to
build relationships with the community, which could increase citizen satisfaction. Commissioner Nunez
asked whether overtime was currently being used to improve community engagement

efforts. Chief Manley replied that there wasn’t a community engagement time operation funded via
overtime, but that there were specific community events that could be funded via overtime and that the
department would consider contributing to an officer’'s community engagement time.

Chair Webber questioned the department’s request for administrative support personnel for open records
requests and whether additional staffing would be needed for body camera management. Chief Manley
responded that the personnel requested in FY 2016-17 were for existing open records requests and noted that
once body cameras were fully implemented, the department would likely request additional staffing for support.
Commissioner Worsham asked about ratio of sworn to civilian positions requested in IFR list and the
civilianization of positions not requiring police powers. Chief Manley cited potentialefficiencies realized by
shifting existing workload from sworn personnel to civilian staff, returning sworn personnel to patrol.

Tom Dodds, AFD Chief of Staff, presented an overview of AFD’s service and resources, major goals, FY 2016-17
Financial Forecast and Initial Funding Requests. Highlights included funding requests for Self-
Contained Breathing Apparatus (SCBA) replacement, two more battalions, and seven additional civilian
employees.

Commissioner Brian Haley inquired about the life cycle of SCBA. Assistant Chief Brian Tanzola replied that the
average life cycle is ten years, and since the manufacturer will no longer provide warranty on the current model,
additional maintenance costs are anticipated if replacement is delayed. Assistant Chief Tanzola also explained
that the all SCBAs need to be replaced at the same time because of operational uniformity and training
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standards. Commissioner Haley asked whether there are opportunities to sell the current model to other
agencies. Assistant Chief Tanzola replied that AFD has considered that possibility, but there are concerns about
potential long-term liabilities. However, AFD will look at the possibility more closely as the current model is
cycled through and replaced.

Commissioner Michael Levy asked to clarify the starting point for measuring AFD’s response time. Chief of Staff
Dodds replied that for AFD the clock starts ticking when a Fire call-taker answers an emergency call.
Commissioner Levy commented that the total response time might be longer considering when automated
answering machines pick up emergency calls and callers are asked to hold. Commissioner Levy stated that fire
deaths resulting from fire at a residence without a working fire alarm should not be included in the performance
measure since AFD does not have control over the installation of fire alarms. Commissioner Levy also
commented on how the percent of cardiac arrest due to cardiac cause that arrive at the hospital with a pulse is
not a good measure for either AFD or EMS. Commissioner Levy asked whether incidents where the emergency
response time was 14 or 15 minutes are more important. Chief of Staff Dodds replied yes, and that those calls
drive the standard coverage argument. Emergency callers who reside in the interior of the city might have a
very different experience compared to emergency callers from the periphery of the city. Commissioner Levy
then asked whether performance metrics for wildfire exist. Assistant Chief Brian Tanzola replied those metrics
do exist, they are just not key performance indicators.

Commissioner Edward Scruggs asked about the background of the mandatory four-person staffing requirement
as well as its benefits. Chief of Staff Dodds replied that the effective firefighting force studies conducted by the
National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) and the International Firefighters Association (IAFF) determined the
safest and the most efficient composition of employees is four individuals. The “two-in and two-out” model for
fighting interior structure fires was presented to the City Council, who then passed a resolution to complete the
transition to the four-person staffing model by 2019. AFD was able to accelerate the transition when it received
a federal grant (SAFER grant) and now operates on the four-person staffing on every unit. Commissioner
Scruggs then asked whether the additional $3 million needed in overtime costs is primarily due to the
mandatory four-person staffing requirement. Chief of Staff Dodds replied yes, that is indeed the main driver for
the additional overtime costs. Commissioner Scruggs asked whether there is any desire to move away from this
staffing model. Chief of Staff Dodds replied that there is not, and the solution is to hire more firefighters. There
is currently an academy planned for August and another planned for October. Cadets will graduate in February
and April 2017 and help reduce vacancy and overtime costs. Commissioner Scruggs asked why the opening of
the Onion Creek station has been postponed. Chief of Staff Dodds replied there was a delay in the design
phase, the request for proposal (RFP) process, and the buildout phase. The station is estimated to open in March
2018. Commissioner Scruggs asked when the bond for the station was first approved. Chief of Staff Dodds
replied it was approved in 2012. Commissioner Scruggs asked whether this is a normal timeline for building a
station. Chief of Staff Dodds replied it was for a bond-funded station. Chief of Staff Dodds added that Council
had directed AFD to come back with a plan that explores different models through which the timeline for
building future stations can be accelerated.

Vice Chair Daniela Nunez asked whether any fire apparatus or fire stations have maintenance challenges. Chief
of Staff Dodds replied that there are indeed a number of issues and currently the department is working on
securing funding for constructing women’s locker rooms for the remaining fire stations that don’t have them.
Chief of Staff Dodds add that the department has excellent apparatus and excellent facilities but some facilities
are aging. Progress has been made on the women’s locker room project but at a slower pace than initially
anticipated.
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e Jasper Brown, EMS Chief of Staff, presented an overview of EMS’s FY 2016-17 Financial Forecast,
service overview, and identified funding needs.

CiTiZEN COMMUNICATION

e Tony Marquardt, President of the Austin Travis County Emergency Medical Services Employee Association,
spoke in support of the base budget of EMS. He also suggested that the Office of the Medical Director be invited
to present at the Public Safety Commission meeting.

FORMAL ACTION
e None
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Urban Transportation Commission

AUSTIN TRANSPORTATION
JUNE 14, 2016 CITY HALL, BOARDS AND

DEPARTMENT & PUBLIC
6:00pPMm COMMISSIONS RooMm
WORKS DEPARTMENT

PRESENTATION BACK-UP MATERIALS

Department Presentation

SUMMARY OF BOARD COMMUNICATION

Rob Spillar, Director, presented an overview of the Austin Transportation Department FY 2016-17 Financial
Forecast. James Snow, Assistant Director, presented an overview of the Public Works Department FY 2016-17
Financial Forecast.

Commissioner asked about the cost to implement Vision Zero. Director Spillar responded that the Department
will incorporate the philosophy into every engineering decision and will be adding costs incrementally to ramp
up that program.

Commissioner asked if the Department’s budget addressed concerned from the recent Transportation Audit.
Director Spillar responded that it did.

Commissioner asked how many intersections were studied in FY 2014-15 (related to ATD’s performance
measure). Assistant Director Jim Dale responded that the Department studied 116 intersections in FY 2014-15
and plans to address 220 in FY 2015-16.

Commissioner asked about the percentage split of the TUF between ATD and Public Works. Director Spillar
responded that it is currently split 68% for Public Works and 32% for ATD.

Commissioner asked how many managed parking spaces ATD was responsible for, specifically Zilker Park.
Director Spillar did not know the amount off the top of his head, but addressed the Zilker Park parking change as
simply a change in technology from attendants to parking meters, which has improved congestion on the main
roadway substantially.

CIiTiIZEN COMMUNICATION

None

FORMAL ACTION

None
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Zero Waste Advisory Commission

JUNE 8, 2016 AUSTIN RESOURCE CiTy HALL, COUNCIL
6:30PM RECOVERY CHAMBERS

PRESENTATION BACK-UP MATERIALS

Department Presentation

SUMMARY OF BOARD COMMUNICATION

Bob Gedert, Director of Austin Resource Recovery (ARR), presented an overview of ARR’s FY 2016-17 Financial
Forecast and an overview of the Citywide organics program.

Commissioner Blaine noted that Council Member Houston has expressed concern about education prior to
organics coming on residents’ monthly utility bill and asked if we could target areas which could have more
success out of the gate, for example, can areas of District 1 have more time with education efforts?

Bob Gedert responded by suggesting that beginning with neighborhoods likely to engage in organics collection
would be best to start with and that schools, businesses, and City of Austin departments should be leaders in
demonstrating organics and recycling program usage.

Commissioner White mentioned that ZWAC didn’t specifically recommend delaying weekly recycling as noted in
the presentation, in that it was not in the resolution crafted by the ZWAC. Mr. Gedert said he would note
accuracy to Council on the recommendation at his next opportunity with them. Commissioner Joyce requested
the vote count be noted on presentations when referencing votes by the ZWAC.

Commissioner White asked if the City as a whole has an accounting of the location of City trash receptacles. Mr.
Gedert noted that there has been progress and ARR has a good understanding of downtown and is working on a
comprehensive view of all street containers and to develop a rule package too on where containers should be
placed, looking primarily at walkable streets, shy of putting containers in small pocket parks.

Jessica Frazier, Financial Manager, then moved into a discussion of historical cart size usage followed by rate
and revenue projections. It was explained that smaller cart sizes are an increasingly large portion of ARR’s
revenue stream and how the largest cart size is expected to be phased out by FY 2020-21.

Commissioners and staff discussed budget calculations and cart pricing trends, and Mr. Gedert noted that any
price increases on a 96 gallon cart would be a policy decision that would need to come from Council as it
exceeds costs.

Chair Acuna noted that revenue is important, conservation is important, and sometimes they don’t mix,
therefore it was vital to stay on top of revenue projections and cost, as cost will go up with more material being
diverted, noting the education components are important.

The discussion ended and no action was taken on