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AGENDA ITEM REVIEW SHEET i

ITEM: Briefing and possible action to recommend endorsement of the Imagine Austin
Comprehensive Plan Vision Statement and the inclusion of additional elements to be
incorporated into the plan.

P.C. DATE: July 27, 2010

SUMMARY STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Recommend endorsement of the Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan Vision Statement and
the inclusion of additional elements to be incorporated into the plan.

DEPARTMENT COMMENTS / BACKGROUND:

VISION STATEMENT

On October 12, 2009 the Kick Off public meeting to gather public input for the Imagine
Austin Comprehensive planning process was held at the Austin Convention Center. Starting
at this meeting an initial online and paper survey was also made available through March 31,
2010. During the week of November 9, 2009 six public meetings (Community Forum Series
#1 [CFS #1]) were held across the Austin to continue the process of collecting public input.
In addition, a Meeting-in-a-Box (MIAB) was made available for people to hold their own
meetings at their convenience. The MIAB mirrored CFS #1 and the initial survey. Through
this phase of the public involvement process, there were 5,637 total inputs consisting of
meeting attendees, survey responses, and people who participated in a MIAB. The results of
the public involvement were also compared to a statistically valid community survey of
1,200 people either living in Austin or its extraterritonal jurisdiction (ETJ). The results of
this survey strongly corresponded to the public input.

The results of the public input were reviewed, aggregated, and synthesized by the lead
consultant team from Wallace, Roberts, & Todd LLC (WRT) and summarized in the
Common Ground Working Paper. At their March 9, 2010, meeting, the Citizens Advisory
Task Force worked with drafts of the Common Ground Working Paper, Strategic Issues
Report (an overview of key issues facing Austin, based on the Community Inventory and the
consultant team's stakeholder interviews), and the results of a statistically-valid survey to
develop the core concepts of the vision statement. Based on the core concepts and the
Common Ground Working Paper WRT and Planning and Development Review Department
staff created and revised the draft components of a vision statement.

During the second round of community input meetings (Community Forum Series #2 [CFS
#21) held on April 27-28 and on May 1, 2010 and with the associated MIAB the public was
able to comment on the draft components of a vision statement. Both attendees and MIAB
participants indicated strong overall support for the components.

The components were presented to the Task Force at their April 13, 2010 meeting. At this
meeting, 1t was determined that the Task Force’s Analysis and Communications Committees
would work on revising the draft vision statement. Over the course of ten joint committee



meetings a revised draft vision statement was crafted. At their July 13, 2010 meeting the task
force reviewed and commented on the draft vision and recommended edits for a final version
to be presented to the Planning Commissions Comprehensive Plan Committee at their July

19 meeting.

ADDITIONAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN ELEMENTS

The Austin City Charter requires that a comprehensive plan be adopted by ordinance and
specifies that it contain ten mandatory elements: 1) Future land use; 2) Traffic circulation and
mass transit element; 3) Wastewater, solid waste, drainage, and potable water element; 4)
Conservation and environmental resources; 5) Recreation and opens space element; 6)
Housing element; 7) Public services and facilities elements including a capital improvement
program; 8) Public buildings and related facilities element; 9) Economic element for
commercial and industrial development and redevelopment; 10) Health and human service
element. The Charter also allows additional elements but requires that they be “coordinated
and internally consistent” with both the 10 mandatory elements and optional elements

An Urban Design element was identified early in the planning process by Planning and
Development Review Department staff and the consultant team. This recommendation is
based on recent City land use ordinances (most prominently, Residential Design &
Compatibility and Commercial Design Standards and the Station-Area Plans.) In addition,
the Austin Tomorrow Comprehensive Plan also contained an Urban Design section.
Planning Commission recommended the Historic and Cultural Preservation; Arts, Culture,
and Creativity; and Children, Families, and Education elements during the Phase I of
Imagine Austin planning process. Subsequently, public input during the first Community
Forum Series, a statistically-valid survey, and Community Forum Series #2 confirmed that
the public viewed these subject areas as essential to Austin's future. On June 24, 2010 the
City Council endorsed the CreateAustin Cultural Master Plan. The resolution endorsing the
plan directed the Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan process to, “embrace creative
enterprises as a vital and economically beneficial component to be formally included in the
economically beneficial component to be formally included in the comprehensive planning
process and that final recommendations of the Comprehensive Plan integrate the
CreateAustin Cultural Master Plan.”

CASE MANAGER: Garner Stoll PHONE: 974-2397




Total participation

Totals

Participation Workshop 70

CFS#1 5,892
CFS#2 4.211

All Imagine Austin 10,173

2

Participation by opporiunity

Opportunity

Total participants

COMMUNITY FORUM SERIES #1
o FOROM ST H
Kick-Off Survey

Angelou Stakeholder Survey

Meetings-in-a-Box

TOTAL COMMUNITY FORUM SERIES #1

546
3.828

276
1,242

5,892

COMMUNITY FORUM SERIES #2
Meetings
Follow-on chip exercise

ViionSuvey
Statistically Valid Survey

Meetings-in-a-Box

Speak Week

TOTAL COMMUNITY FORUM SERIES #2

195
262
1427
1,311
143

873

4,211

Other outreach fouches
Speaker’s Bureau: 1,655

Facebook friends: 1,453
Twitter followers: 1464
Email list: 2,140




Demographics

The charts below show the
demographic breakdown of
Imagine Austin parficipants through
July 8 compared with the overall
demographic breakdown of Austin.
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As described in the introduction, this draftis in-
tended as a “work-in-progress’ that summarizes the
current understanding of ssues 1o be addressed

in the Comprehensive Plan. As a starting point for
discussion, it is presented in a flexible format that
can be revised and added to over time to reflect
input from the public, Citizens' Advisory Task Force,
city staff, etc,
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INTRODUCTION

Introduction

The imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan will establish

1} a vision for Austin's future derived from community
input and 2} a"game plan”to achieve the vision through
action by the City and its pariners. An understanding of
the conditions ang trends that are shaping Austin today
and its evolutian in the future is necessary 1o provide
context for the visien, policy framewark, and action plan
that will be developed through the planning process.
The foundation for this understanding is provided by
the Community inventory, which provides data about
demographic and househeld trends, Austin's natural
environment, land use and zoning, and cther topics
refevant o the Comprehensive Plan. This Strategic issures
Report provides & summary of key issues for Austin's
fuiure based on a review of the Community Inventory as
well as public input to date, including public meetings,
surveys, stakeholder interviews, etc.

This report is intended not as a definitive product but
as a "work-in-progress”that surnmarizes the current un-
derstanding of important issues 10 be addressed in the
Comprehensive Plan. As a starting point for discussion,
itis presented in a flexible format that can be revised
and added to aver time to reflect input from the public,
Citizens' Advisory Task Force, city staff, et including as
further elements are added, As the planning process
moves from visicning to developing policles and ac-
tions, the format can be expanded w incorporate ideas
(implementation strategies, case studies from other
Cities, etc.) to address each issue.

Sustainability

The report organization largely mirrors the content of
the Comprehensive Plan elements required by the Aus-
tin Ciey Charter {future land use, traffic circulation and
mass transii, housing, etc). It should be noted, however,
that there is much overlap between elements (eg,

land use and transportation). Sustainability has been
identified by City Councit as an overarching goal of the
Comprehensive Plan and thus can be used help identify
interrelationships and synergies between issues identi-
fied for different plan elements. The comprehensive
planning process is designed, in large part, to engage
the community in defining what a sustainable fiure far
Austn means. To help inform this process, this report
characterizes the dimensions of sustainability in terms of
the three "E's"~ Economy, Environment, and Equity, The
basic tenet of this triple bottom line approach is that
sustainable communities are those that address eco-
nomic prosperity, environmental quality, and social eq-
Uity in a mutually supportive manner. To broadly depict
the interrelated dimensions of sustainability, the report
identifes one or more of the three s for each strategic
issue. For example, land use issues are wide-ranging

in nature and thus touch on all three dimensions of
sustainability, while issues identified for Ervironmental
Resources primarily impact environmernital quality.

Locally, the University of Texas Frvironmental Science
Institute defines the foundation of sustainability using
the often cited Brundtland Commission definition: the
ability to provide for the nieeds of the worlds current popu-
lation without damaging the ability of future generations
to provide for themselves. In addition, the University of
Texas applies the triple bottom line approach to its sus-
tainability studies programs and decision making efforts
3cross departments,
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Figure 2. University of Texas Sustainability Graphic

Atthe Cctober 2009 Imagine Austin Open House par-
ticipants were asked 1o define what sustainability means
for Austin and the region. While responses ranged from
affordabiiity, to reducing sprawd, to living wage fohs, the
most frequently cited responses point to effective public
transportation, pedestrian/bicycle friendly development,
and protecting the natural environment. As the com-
prehensive planning process continues, Austin residents
will continue 1o shape exactly what a sustainable future
looks like Austin, using the three “F's"as building blocks.

The "three-legged stool’is a useful concept that has
been used as the foundation of 8 number of commu-
nity pfans. The following five sustainability principfes
{developed by WRT) ts another example of a conceptual
framework for sustainable community plarning and
may be useful as Austin develops its own definition of a
sustainable future:

Energy: Reduce fossil fuel usage and carbon emis-
sions through the planning and design of communi-
ties, sites, and buildings.

2 Resiliency: Reduce vulnerability ta external envi-
ronmental and economic threats through planning,
design, and increased reliance on local resources,
goods, and services.

3. Mobility: Locate and design transportation system
components to reduce gutomohile dependency and
promote use of alternative transportation modes.

4. Stewardship: Preserve and restore natural, cultural,
and historic built resources. Integrate natural and hu-
man ecological systems In the planning and design
of communities.

5. Equity: Provide housing, transportation, and employ-
ment opportunides for persons of all sociceconomic
backgrounds and abilities.



Stakeholder Engagement

As referenced above, the consuitants are conducting
stakeholder Interviews to galn a broad range of inpuz

in defining strategic issues, A list of organizations and
departments interviewed thus far is summarized balow.
In addition to interviews, Austin City departments were
invited to provide their thoughts on sirategic issues
from the perspective of each departmendt,

bmagine Austin Stakeholder Interviews Conducted to Date [October 2009 - February 2010

Del Valie Independent School District (DVISD)

Austin Chamber of Comimerce {economic development,
business retention, government relations, and transporta-

tfon represeniatives)

Austin Community College (ACC)

Austin Electric

chool District (AISD

Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization
{CAMPO)} « Watershed Protection and Development Review {WP-

DRD), City of Austin

Concordia University




LAND USE AND POPULATION

Land Use Issue #7:he growth dynamic

in Austin and the surraunding region has been char-
acterized by population growth, land consumption,
and ocutward expansion.

» Much of the growth of Austin and the larger region
has been lower density development outside of
established centers, resulting in separation of uses,
greater travel times and associated traffic congestion,
cansumption of open space, and other impacts.

» While still the largest jurisdiction in the MSA, Austin’s
share of regicnal poputation and employment is
decreasing. Austin currently comprises nearly 50% of
the MSA's population but that figure is projecied 1o
decline to one-third by 2040 (sowrce: US. Census and
City of Austing.’

Flgure 3. Becent Land Consumption, 1983-2000, Source:

Austin Community Inventory, US Geological Survey

Economy,
Environment,
Equity

*This profection does nof sccount for any Tuture annexations by the City,
medning that Austin’s population may actually grow at a faster rate.




La ﬂd US@ ESSQQ #2fWhiEe the general di-

rection of growth has been outward expansion, there
is considerable potential for redevelopment and infill
developrnent within Austin,

> Sources such as demalition permit records and
analysis of improvement to land ratio? indicate that
there has been a significant amount of redevelop-
ment in Austin and that redevelopment is tikely to
continue in the future.

» Commercial corridors such as Lamar Boulevard,
Burnet Road and Airport Boulevard are examples of
locations with potential for infill and redevelopment
of older retail uses.

Fgure §, Exarmnple of Improvement to Land Ratio (1L8),
Commercial and Multi-Famtly Parcels (See Community
invertory for more detail). Based on analysis, parcels with
an LR of less than 1.0 (shown in dark red} are mors kely
o redevelop.
Economy,
Environment

z Improvement Lo land ratio is the appraised value of the improvements on
a parcel divided by the value of the land. The theory is that property ovmers
will seek to maximize the value b thelr investment when the value of the
improvement is tess than the value of the tand.

* The ETy covers the unincorparated area within five miles of the presenl cily
5 P
poundary.

N

Laﬁd USE !SSU@ #3. Population growth

and land use within Austin affects the larger region

and vice versa, underscoring the need for coordinated

planning.

P Inthe past Austins land area experienced major
growth through annexation {from 30.9 square miles
in 1940 10 aver 300 square miles in 2009). The area
beyond the city boundary within which Austin
can maintain some conirol, including the potential
for annexation, is referred to as its extraterritorial
jurisdiction (ETJ} and is part of the study area for
the comprehensive plan.? In recent decades, state
tegislation, the creation of Municipal Utility Districts,
and the presence of other growing municipaliies
limit the patential for future annexation, particularly
10 the north.

» Jurisdictional limitations on annexation are less

pronounced to the east and south of Austin's current

city boundary. This area of Austin and its ET) has a
relatively high proportion of undeveloped land with
minirmal environmental constraints and has been
designated as Austin’s “Desired Development Zong”
by City Council. However, development in Round

Hock / Williamson County is shifting the momentum

of growth narth away from Austin and GIS analysis
indicates that this trend may continue in the future
{see Susceptibility to Change section),

» Two regional transportation initiatives highlight how

planning for Austin and the region as a whole are
inextricably linked {see Transportation section):

» The Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organiza-

tion’s {CAMPO) People, Planning and Preparing
for the Future: Your 25 Year Transportation Plan,
scheduled for release in June 2010; and

»  Capital Metro Transits All Systerns Go Plan.

Economy,
Environment,
Equity
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Figure &, Population for Austin, Texas, and other large
Texas cities 1900-2000), Source: LS, Census, Austin Com-

munity Inveniory.

Land Use Issue #4: a complex set of

plans, policies, and regulations impact land use and
development in Austin.

» The City has an active neighborhood planning pro-
gram. A number of neighborhoods have complered
or are in the process of developing plars and future
land use maps intended te guide zoning changes
o implement the plan. However, many others lack
neighborhood plans and future land use maps see
Hausing and Neighborhoods Issue #4).

P Austin has numercus zoning designations ranging
from single use districts {residential, commercial, in-
dustrial) to special purpose base districts to overlay/
combining districts. Zoning is not necessarily a good
predicior of future land use because rezonings are
common, particularly in areas without an adopted
neighborhood plan and future land use map.

» A number of past and cutrent planning inftiatives
have influenced and wil continue to influence jand
use patterns in Austin. For example, the Barton
Springs Watershed regulations enacted pursuant
1o the 1992 Save Our Springs initiative resulted in
reduced density but did not prevent development
within the Drinking Water Pratection Zone (see En-
vironmental issue #1). Examples of more recent plan-
ning Initiatives include the Robert Muelier Municipal
Airport Redevelopment (2000}, the Corridor Planning
Program {2001), the University Neighborhood Over-
fay (2004}, Transit-Oriented Development Ordinance
(2005}, and Commercial Design Standards (2006},

¥ What is lacking is an overall framework that ties alt

of these plans, policies, regulations, and initiatives
together in a unified direction for the future, This is a
key purpose of the Imagine Austin Comprehensive
Plan,

Economy,
Environment,
Equity




HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOODS \

Haus ? and Neighborhoods
lssue #1: Housing prices have increased signifi-
cantly over the last ten years without similar increases
in household income,

¥ Many Austin households experienced large in-
creases In household ircorne during the 1990s at
time when Austin housing prices were considered
relatively affordable. However, over the last ten years
housing costs have risen by 85%, while household
incornes have remained stagnant of declined. The
declining median family income trend is most preva-
lent in Hispanic and African-Armnerican households,
cornpared with the overall population” As the
percentage of hormes affordable to Austin residents
is declining, families are forced 1o look elsewhere in
the region for housing. Austin has a need for more
moderately priced homes (e, $113,000 to $240,000).
Attached housing, which ofter fills this need in other
cities, is limited in Austin.

B Austin residents have consistently supported creat-
ing and maintaining affordable housing, which is
reflected in City policy. In 2008, voters approved the
use of $55 million irr General Obligation Bonds to
increase homeownership and rental opportunities
for low-to-moderate income households. Austins
Five-Year Consolidated Plan describes priorities and
funding recornmendations for the City's housing and
community development activities,

$90,000 -
Anglo families
80,000
® Asian families
$70,000 -
se0.000 - Tt All Austin famiiies
$50,000 -

$40,000 - Hispanic/Latino
African-American families

$36,000 -

$20,000

$10,000

$0 * From 2000-2007 in 2007 dollars, Sowrce: Austin Communify Inventory,
2000 2007 200 Census, 200p American Community Suvey,
Fig 7. Median Family Income (2000-2007), 2007 doliars,

Source: Census, 2000, 2007, Austin Cormmunity inventory,



Hoasmg and Neighborhood
SS&!Q Austin's Hispanic/Latine and Astan
communities have grown significantly since 1990;
however, thelr growth has not been evenly distrib-
uted throughout the City.

» Since 1990, the racial/ethnic makeup of Austin's pop-
ulation has shifted. Around 2005, the City's Anglo
population {non-Hispanic white) decreased to 49%
of the total population, while the Hispanic popula-
tion grew to 35%. Austin’s African-American popula-
tion grew In absolute numbers, but its percentage
decreased from 12% 1o 89%. Austin's Asian commu-
nity grew (both in numbers and in percentage) and
increased in diversity. According to the 2007 Census,
696 of Austin's resideriis were Asian,

¥ While the Hispanic/Lating is growing, lower-income
Hispanic househelds are becoming increasingly con-
centrated in three areas: lower east Austin, greater
Dove Springs, and St. fohn.

Housmg and Neighborhood
SSLE@ In terms of age, Austin is a relatively
young city; however, since 1999, the percentage of
the population in the 20-34 age groups has de-
creased, while the percentage in the 45-64 age groups
has increased.

P In 2008, the largest segment of Austin’s population
(2196) fell into the 25-34 age range. The median age
in Austin was 314, compared to 33.2 for the state of
Texas, and 36.7 for the United States.

¥ While there hasn't been a major shift in the distribu-
tion of age groups in Austin, the growing percentage
of residents in the 45-64 year old groups may lead
to a shift in housing type need (&g, higher-priced
homes) and need for health and other social services

in the future,
Economy,

Environment
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Hs:)us; g and Neighborhood
SSLE@ Austin is a city of strong neighbor-
hocds that contribute greatly to community character
and quality of life. Maintaining the character of these
neighborhoods Is a key concern of residents,

P Austin’s older neighborhoods, particularly those built
before Worid War Il, are characierized by their walk-
ability, compact character (typically smalier houses
and lots), architecture, and sense of place.

» Neighborhoods deveioped since the 1850s have
been more suburban in character as Austin expand-
ed outwards from s central core.

» The City has an active neighborhood planning pro-
gram and a number of neighborhoods (Brentwood/
Highland, Central East Austin, North Burnet/Gateway,
and South Congrass, to name a few) have adopted
neighborhood plans. While the issues addressed by
these plans vary by neighborhood, examples of com-
mon goals inciude protecting existing neighborhacd
character; preventing encroachment from adjacent
commercial corridors; maintaining safe, pedestrian-
friendiy streets while limiting cut-through traffic;
protecting natural resources and providing parks
and open spaces; and maintaining affordabiiity and
accessibility.

Economy,
Environment,
Equity




ECONOMY

ECGHQW@@C ESSL&@ # 1 . Existing transporta-
tian mobility and quality are identified by the busi-
ness community as a major challenge to ecanemic
growth.

» Asthe labar farce grows and new industry appartu-
nities arise, there is a need far physical infrastructure
ta keep pace and align with industry requirements.
Far example, direct air service and cannectivity ta
bath caasts is extremnely limited far a city af Austin's
size and inhibits the city's ability ta recruit high-end
affice users (e.g. carparate headguarters) with fre-
quent travel needs.

» Roadway cangestion impacts cammute-time far
warkers and alsa places a burden on ecanarnic activ-
iy (e.g. 93% of freight caming in and out of central
Texas travels on roadways). White praviding new
transit aptians (CapialMetra All Systerms Go Plan) will
help relieve raadway congestion, the pace of imple-
mentation is & cancern {see Transportation section).

¥ Transpartation infrastructure was the mest frequently
ranked chailenge and necessary improvernent by
respandents at the Austin Economic Forecast event ?

> Currently, there is na rall infrastructure in Austin 1@
load/untoad freight. This could become an important
issue if the light industrial employment sectars can-
tinue ta expand (e.g. lagistics & distributian, ete).

¥ Anticipated growth in the office and industrizl sec-
tors of the ¢ity econamy may lead 1o more infill and
redevelopment in Austin, These industries have a
common desire for ‘dustering” near similar firrms, but
alsa reguire transportatian access and mobility.

C Economy )

* Survey respenderds included = mix of reglonal privale sector indusiry
represerttatives, really grouns, banks, and other economic interests (e.g.,
Austin Community College, University of Texas, Austin Tech Incubator,
Sematech, glc).



Economic issue #2: e City is well-

suited to recruit and grow businesses in Austin's
target employment secors.

» Over the last 30 years, Austin major employment
sectors transitioned from university, government,
and military to a high-tech computer hardware and
software employment center. The manufacturing
and electronic sectors continue to decling and the

greatest growth is occurring in professional services,

trade, and leisure/hospitality.

» While the current recession has resulted in a high
vacancy rate (20%j in the office market, Austin’s

technical and creative industries provide opportunity

10 grow the City's tax hase and generate new jobs.

Growth in these industiies will require an educared
worklorce and a mix of available office, flexible light
industrial, and research and development space.

» Thereis potential for significant growth in the medi-

cal and life sciences seciors. The proposed develop-

ment of a medical schoo! in Austin and the City's
expanding senior population could lead o greater
expansion in the health services sectors.

> Ausiinis emerging as a national center for clean
energy technology and employment, Local and
national incentives provide the potential for signifi-
cant numbers of well-paid jobs in the industry (e.g,,
solar insulation and manufacturing, energy services,
and sustainable building}® In Austin, key projects

like Pecan Street and UT's Clean Energy Incubator are
providing sirategic thinking and rescurces for capital-

izing clean energy technology. Regional stakehold-

ers (e.g, city officials, locat utility companies, business
groups, economic and workforce developers, higher
education institutions) are beginning to formally col-

laborate 1o strengthen the region’s competitivenaess.

* Renewable energy generation {i.e. wind, solar, biofuels), in particular, is an-
ticipated 1o be a $325 hiflion indusiry nationatly by z018 and Central Texas Is

well positioned ta play a major rote.
“The U.S. Department of Energy (DO recently awarded a $10.4 mitlion

grant Lo the Mugler/Pecan Stree! project to acl as a national demonstration

site for development of an advanced smart grid system. This profert will

maaitar electricdty ana water use and gecerate cleaw energy Turther supnon-

ing Auslin's growth in renewabie energy indusiries.

Economy )J

ECGﬂQmic ESSL!@ #B:The City is experi-

encing a rapidly expanding and more educated labor
force, which inturn is strengthening Austin’s econ-
omy. Educational attainment levels are especially
imporiant to high-growth companies,

¥ Growth in new target industries will expand the need
for job training in areas such as business manage-
ment, entrepreneurship, and health services to meet
expected industry demand (eg., at Austin Com-
munity College, University of Texas, and regional
institutions). Interviews suggest there is a nead for
improved coordination between employers and
regional education/job training development {ie, to
match post-secondary institutions with skills most
needed by high-growth industry sectors).

» Despite a growing percentage of the population
with college degrees, high drop-out rates among
the minority community in the Austin Independent
5chool District (AISD) have significant economic
development implications. Businesses cannot neces-
sarily hire locally and the drop-out rate impacts the
overall cornpetiveness/attractiveness of the region to
employers and families.

B fia College Drgren

3
Austin i Texas Uu.s.

Figure 14, Educational Attainment, 200%, Source: Decision
Date Rasoorces

Economy




Economic Issue #4: sman businesses

and start-up companies face challenges that may

inhibit their growth (e.g., rising business costs, regula-

tory barriers, lack of affordable rental space).

¥ Despite recent improvements, land development
codes and permitting processes are seen as Come
plex, making it difficult for small business owners
and start-up businesses 1o navigate. In addition,

the codes and processes do not necessarily support

mixed-use developrnent patterns.

> (Creative industries (arts, film, music, etc) are an im-
portant niche industry sector that contributes jobs,
strengthens the tax base, and enhances the city's
quality of life. However, a number of factors inhibit
the growth of this sector. The limitations for these
smmall businesses include physical space, health care

options, affordable housing, and affordable rents for

VeI OWNers.

¥ For Austin high-tech start-ups, two primary concerns
are insufficient lab/incubation space and availabil-
ity of later-stage financing, Given the importance
of high-tech entreprensurship to Austin's future
economy, there is an opportunity for the City fo posi-
tion iself to address these issues in preparation for
the economy’s rebound.
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Figure T1. Austin MSA Venture Capital Funding, 19982008

Economy,
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Economic ssue #5: as e city contin-

ues to grow, increased investment and coordination
to ensure adequate infrastructure provision {e.g,,
electric power) will be critical.

» Given Austin's strong technology sector, affordable
and reliable electricity for industrial and commer-
cial consumers is essential. Utility reliability is also a
concern for high-volume electricity users (eg. data
centers, hospitals, large manufacturers, etc).

¥ Austin Energy’s newly diversified power portfo-
fo (which includes increased contribution from
renewable resources) may create higher electricity
rates anct increased costs for resident and industry
customers making the city less competitive in terms
of cost, at least in the short-term.

3 Professional service firms are anather key future
industry sectors. While not necessarily large power
consumers, these businesses dermand high-guality

buildings with adequate buffer from non-compatible

uses, clear access 1o major highways, and often on-

site amenities such as hike and bike trails and nearby

{( Economy )}

entertainment amenities.

B
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Fconomic Issue #6: there s ancedfor

regular business/industry trend analysis of economic,
labor market, and demographic data issues impacting
Austin businesses,

P Interviewees identfied a need o measure and quan-
tify employment and per capita income in target
industries and continue to calculate fiscal impact
in the overall context of economic effects and any
environmental impacis. in addition, while there are
positive relationships between economic devetop-
ment entities In Austin, there is a need for better
coordination between the organizations,

Economy,
Environment




ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

Environmental Issue #1. asone

of the fastest growing regions in the U.S,, a major
challenge facing Central Texas is the protection of the
region’s watersheds, waterways, and water supply.

¥ inan effort to protect sensitive watersheds, impervi-
ous coverage limits range from 15-25% in the Barton
Springs Zone and Water Supply Rural watersheds,
Through requlation and policy, Austin is working 1o
protect and enhance the region’s water supply. Since
1997, gevelopment has been limited in the designar-
ed Drinking Water Protection Zane {DWPZ) water-
sheds and encouraged in the Desired Development
Zone (generally the City of Austin and the south and
eastern areas of the ETJ}) {see Figure 12).

» Impervious cover limits are imposed by both
walershed dassification and zoning dassification,
However, stricter regulations are not in place on
grandfathered tracts, or on tracts where certain
development agreements exist. Developmentin
restricted watersheds has siill occurred at fower den-
sities with more open space. Undeveloped land in
the DWPZ continues 1o face development pressure
(see Land Use fssue #1).

l( Environment )g
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Figure 12. City of Austin Desired Development Zones, Source: Austin Community iventory, (18,
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Environmental Issue #2:regional

planning and coordination is needed to provide
adequate water-related infrastructure and protect
environmentaltly sensitive areas and floodplains.

» Regional population growth and development (in-

cluding demand for water and wastewater treaiment

and groundwater pumping) threaten public water
supply. Austin participates in regional water guality
nlanning, public education, and is acquiring open
space’? In addition, interdepartmental cooperation

is increasing in an effort to promote increased use of

recycled water for xeriscapes and other landscapes
(see Land Use issue #1).

> The Watershed Protection Depariment {(WPD) is
continuing its efforts to restore headwater stieams,
fipafian areas, and erosion hazard zones. Tools such

as conservation subdivision, transfer of development

rights {i.e, designated sending and receiving areas,
protection of sensitive areas and prime farmlang),
zhd enhanced floodplain management regulations
are being considered,

¥ Water Quality Proteciion Lands and the Baleenes Canyoniands Proserve.

*Existing financing methods for watershed improvement projects include;
the Dramage Utility Fee, General Obligation Bonds, Regional Stormwater
iapagement Fee, and The Urban Watershed Ordinance Fee.

C Environment )
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Environmental Issue #3:watershed

problems are widespread and wilt worsen of correc-
tive acticn is not taken. Urbanization and drought are
causing a decline in watershed health due to changes
in hydrotogy {e.q., loss of baseftow, eroding stream-
hanks, and increased floeding).

» Austin dlosely monitors watershed issues and
demand for projects addressing stream erosion far
exceeds the City's resources, In addition, creek flood-
ing poses a recurring citywide risk 1o public safety
and property (see Figure 13),

» Localized flooding threatens property across the City
clue 1o undersized, deteriorated, or dogged drain sys-
rerns. The Austin Water Utlity {AWU) has a program
to replace aging infrastructure arid continuously
upgrades infrastructure through its capitai improve-
ment plan. The City will need additional resources to
improve and maintain aging infrastructure in areas
where infill and redevelopment occur {e.g., in the
urban Core and along transit corridors).

P WPD s continuing to investigate methods to maxi-
mize on-site stormwater retention and is considering
Incentives or requiremenits to retrofit flood controls
in area that were development without adequate
drainage infrastructure.” Other actions include:
exploring ways o increase the use of green inira-
structure in public and private development; sup-
porting conversion of enclosed streams to natural-
ized streams; educating the public about flash flood
dangers and water guality; and considering erosion
studies of the downstream system to better under-
stand and prevent negative iImpacts,

{C Environment )g




Frnivironmental Issue #5:whie

Environmental Issue #4: rotential

impacts of climate change in Central Texas include
increased drought, more severe weather events,
elevated temperatures, and air pollution.

Central Texas complies with atl federal air quality
standards, the region is in danger of exceeding the
ground-level ozone standard.

¥ Based on stricter LPA standards, depending on 2009
ozone levels, the region may not meet air guality
standards for ozone levels. Not meeting federal
air guality staridards impacts the heaith of area
residents, the cost of healthcare, and may damage
Austin's reputation as a ‘green ity

P The likelihood of increased drought and storms
increases the vulnerability of the region’s arid climate
and reltance on rainwater 1o recharge the aguifer,
Higher temperatures may resylt in an increase in
energy use to cool homes and businesses, which also
results in more air pollution. Increased costs {e.g., as
region seeks 1o adidress air quality) and health risks
are associated with the potential impacts.

¥ The region has a record of taking proactive volun-
tary measures to reduce ozone-forming emissions
and Austin's air quality efforts have focused almost
erirely on the reduction of ozone levels, Still, a nan-
attairment designation triggers federal requirements
for transportation and industry that can increase

P Austin's Climate Protection Plan {2007) seeks o make
the City of Austin a national leader in local action t©
address climate change.™ The Climate Action Team
has completed a greenhouse gas inventory and up-

date, reduced output by the equivalent of the elec-
tricity used by 26,100 homes per year, and continues
to focus on collaboration, education, mitigation,
and innovation. Regional cooperation is needed to

costs for businesses and delay federal transporta-
tton projects. Many of these requirements apply for
twenty years after the area regains compliance. EPA
will announce its decision by spring of 2010,

implement climate change sohations.

Economy,
Economy, Environment,
Environment Equity

“The Climate Protection Plan sefs broad goals {e.g., male ali City faciiities,
vehicles, and operation carbon neutral by 2020; meel &l energy needs with
renowaiie resources by zozo).



Environmental Issue #6: pespie

Austin’s landscape requirements and tree protection
ordinances, Austin’s tree canopy continues to decfine
a5 urbanization occurs,

> Tree canopy is notably absent in commercial, mott-
family, and industrial areas. Canapy losses from
conversion of eastern prairie lands 1o farmland are
also apparent, with bottomiand areas along creeks
and the Colorado River remaining patchily forested
with farge sections of exposed riparian zones along
creels,

- Austin’s City Arborist has been working with a Task
Force 10 address concerns regarding protection of
the trees and the natural envirormment. City staffis
currently working to define the existing tree canopy
baseline and establish quantifiable benefits that can
be achieved from improved protection of the tree
canopy.

Economy,

Environment,

Equity

Environmental lssue #7: asgever

opment continues to occur in or near environmentally
sensitive areas of the region, ongoing preservation
and conservation efforts wilt be required.

» In 2002, voters passed & bond issue for open space
acquisition and subsequent grants enabled the
purchase of additionai land and conservation ease-
ments. The same year, the Wildland Conservation
Division (of AW was created by City Council.

3 The Wildlands Conservation oversees land that
provide key benefits to the Colorado River and its
aquifers, in addition 1o re-establishing and protecting
natural and plant species and habitats of the larger
eCosystem,

P Land within the Balcones Canvonlands Preserve
{BCP) conserves hahitat for eight endangered species
and is owned through a partnership system. Major
owners/pariners include: the City of Austin, Travis
County, The Nature Conservancy of Texas, the Lower
Colorado River Authority, the Travis Audubon Society,
and other private BCP partners.

Economy,
Environment




TRANSPORTATION

Transportation Issue #71:whie

transit use is increasing, automobiles remain the
dominant travel mode in Austin and the farger region,

¥ Transportation choices and trends are Closely related
to fand use patterns. Much of the region’s growth
has occurred in low-censity developrment at the
edge of the existing urban areas. As a result, the Aus-
tin MSA has a refatively high percentage of people
driving alone to work compared with other metro
¢ittes {e.g., San Francisco, Seattle, Portland, Chicago,
and Los Angeles),

» More roads are required 10 support lower density
development patterns. During 1980-2000, the wotal
vehicles miles traveled increased in al of the five
counties surrounding Austin. The annual vehicle
mifes travefed (VMT) continued to increase (36%
between 1980-2005), but at a sfower rate after 2000.
The average daily miles traveled per person actually
decreased in the MSA after 2000.

» Although factors such as fuel price, wansit usage, and
population density have shown to reduce total VMT,
and in turn improve akr guality, addressing the land
use/transportation connection has been shown
play a significant role in reducing vehicle trips and
VMT in other metropolitan areas,

> Whike the percentage of workers driving to work
increased since 2000, the percentage of workers tak-
Ing transit to work in Austin is estimated to have atso
increased 10 4.9%, which is higher than the MSA or
State average.

Economy,
Environment,
Equity
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Transportation Issue #2:1n ausn,

roadway congestion and related costs (e.g., increased
commuter time} have been increasing since the
1980s.

» From 1982 to 2006, in 90% of areas surveyed in Texas
demand for roadway Capacity grew faster than sup-
ply.

P Adding capacity to roadways fs not a stand-alone
solution to transportation congestion. fmpacts of
added capacity include increased construction and
maintenance costs, the negative environmental
impacts of new roads, and increased regional vehicle
miles traveled.

Road Growth and Mobility Level

increase in Congestion
{Percent)
300

e Digmand grew 35% faster than supply aEE
~@e-Damand grew 15% to 35% faster
—¢—Demand grew l2ss than 15% faster

250

200

9 Areas
150

100

1982 1488 1980 1684 1998 2002 2006

Figure 14, Road Growth and Mobility, Seurce: Texas Trans-
portation Insthute, Urban Mobility Report,
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Transportation lssue #3: mhere are

11 separate agendies that have the authority to pfan,
CONStruct, or operate various modes of transportation
in Austin and the ETJ, which can make coordination
between agencies difficult.

¥ Regional agencies include: Capital Areas Metropoli-
tan Planning Qrganization (CAMPO;; Texas Depart-
ment of Transportation {TxDOTY; Capital Metro Trans-
portation Authority; Central Texas Regional Mobility
Authority ([CTRMAY Austin San Antonio Intermunici-
pal Commuter Rail District (ASAICRD); Capital Area
Rural Transit (CARTS); and the Capital Area Council of
Governments (CAPCOG). The following municipali-
ties are also responsibte for planning, construction,
and implementation in their jursdictions: Gty of
Austin; Travis County; Williarmson County; and Hays
County.

» Al of these agencies, with the exception of CAMPO

and CAPCOG, have the responsibility for implement-
ing and operating as well as planning their mode or
system.



Transportation Issue #4: there.

cently adepted Austin Bicycle Plan identified barriers
along existing bicycte routes as a key issue impacting
bicycie comemuting and use.

¥ In 2007, the League of American Bicyclists designat-
ed Austin a Sitver-evel Bicycle Friendly Community
reflacting the community’s commitment 1o provid-
ing safe, efficient, and accessible bicycle facilities 1o
residents.

» Austin’s 2009 Bicycle Plan established a number of
objectives Lo meet the goal of significantly increas-
ing bicycle use and safety across Austin over the next
en years. The Plan seeks 1o reduce the number of
barriers along existing routes {e.q., crossing of major
highways such as MoPac, IH-35, US 183, ang US 290;
crassing of the Colerado River at Pleasant Valley
Road) as a priority in completing the city's bicycle
network,

Economy,
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Transportation lssue #5: acording
to the recently adopted Sidewatk Master Plan, Austin
has 3,500 linear miles of absent sidewalk and 5,500
curb ramps.

¥ The 2009 Sidewalk Master Plan estimates the total
cost for building out the sidewalk network (i.e,, filling
in gaps) at 5750 miflien. The Plan identifies priorities
for improving the network across the City and in dif-
ferent neighborhoods,

¥ Priority areas for sidewalk improvements are distrib-
uted the City. Mowever, the highest concentrations
were identified in the Central East Austin, East Cesar
Chavez, Holly, and South River City neighbeorhoods.

Economy,
Environment,
Equity




PUBLIC UTILITIES

Public Utilities Issue #1: muchor

Austin's stormwater system in the Urban Watersheds
{the most densely populated areas) s undersized and
in poor condition.

¥ The City's stormwater sysiem is in need of upgrades
and infrastructure improvernents. The identified
stormwater capacity improvement areas are likely
o increase as infill and development occurs (see
Environmenl lssue #3).

Economy,
Environment

Public Utilities Issue #2: whie

Austin has initiated measures to reduce water use

and demand for treated water, Austin Water Utility
{AWU] projects that the demand for treated water will
exceed the current treatment capacity within approxi-
mately six years.

P Since 1983, Austin's Water Conservation Program has
focused on reducing water use by reducing peak day
demands through incentives, education, water use
evaluations, and audits.” The city's top water con-
servation successes, in order of ten-year estimated
savings are: 1) watering restrictions {6.16 MGDY), 2}
reclaimed water use {5.95 MGDY), 3) utility water rates
{5.0 MGD, 4) reducing water loss (4.8 MGD), and 5)
mandatory toflet retrofit program (2.1 MGDY,

¥ AWU's Water Reclamation Initiative has provided
reclaimed water for irrigation since the 1670%. Re-
claimed water from two plants provides non-petable
water for irrigation, commercial, ndustrial, and
institutional uses. Plans to expand this system are in
place.

¥ The nationally recognized Beneficial Biosolids Reuse
Program is designed to treat wastewater byproduct
by composting it into an EPA-approved fertilizer {ie.
Dillo Dirt}, which is then reused at the City's parks
and sold to the public through garden retailers.

© Peak DayWater Savings | . O rtERvaope | EYoR
. : Estimated Peak .
Amounis (Listed in orden) . Projected Actial
Day Savings
Watering Restrictions 6,16 0.0 5.0109.0 .
. Reclalmed Water Use 5.95 0.0 ; 0.0
: Utility Water Rates 5.00 : 0.0 0.0
Reducing Water Loss 4.80 0.0 1.31
Mandatory Toilet Retrofit 2,10 0.29 0.0
Annua! lrrigation System 147 0.45 © oo
Audits
Residential rrigation 132 0.13 0.07
Standards
Commercial tirigation { 0.74 0.07 : 0.0
| Standards
Enhanced krrigation Audit 0.63 9.21 0.04
Program
Pressure Reduction ; 0.29 0.03 0.001
¢ Program
Car Washes 0.15 0.00 0,00
Total (MGD} 32.65 1.18 6.41010.4

Figure 75. Water Conservation Successes, Source: Austin
Water Utility, City Council Briefing 2009,
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* ity Council passed the Water Management Ordinance (zoo7), which
resulted in g higher than expected reduciion in peak outcoor water use the
faltowing year. Over the next ten years, the Ordinance establishes a goa! of
saving an average of 1% In water use pel year to achieve a tolal savings of
25 RAGD.
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Public Utilities Issue #3: 1o meet

energy efficiency goals set by Austin Electric and the
Climate Protection Plan, the City needs to reduce
peak energy demand by 760 MW by 2020,

¥ From 1982 through 2003, Austin Blectric (AE), the
largest City of Austin department, reduced peak
electric demands by 600 MW through conservation,
efficiency, and load-shifting programs, AE's goal is
double their efforts and reduce peak demand further
by 2020.

» Peak dernands accur in the summer and during win-
ter evenings. Reductions during these peak periods
provide both AE and its customers with costs savings
and reducrticns in power plant ermissions.

Economy,
Environment

Public Utilities Issue #4: atpres-

ent rates of demand growth, the trend in water usage
suggests Austin customers will exceed long-range
water supply as currently contracted with the Lower
Colorado River Authority (LCRA) by the year 2050.

¥ To meet future demand for water, based on present
rates of growth, Austin would need 376,000 acre-ft of
water in year 2050, or about 51,000 acre-ft per year
more than the current cantract amount with LCRA,
Conservation and water reclamation programs wiil
be required to make up the shortfall (source: AW,
Rayrmond Chan Engineers),

Environment )

C

Public Utilities Issue #5: w impie-

ment the goais set by the City's Zero Waste Plan {ie.,
reduce the amount of waste sent to landfills by 90% in
the year 2040), Austin will need to increase recycling
rates, increase the type of materials recycied, increase
capacity, and increase residential and commercial
composting.

P Austin operates a“"pay as you throw program”that
provides a volume-based system for garbage coilec-
tion tied to fees charged to customers.

¥ The City has a relatively high (71%) participation
in recycling rate and has set aggressive targets ©
further reduce waste and increase the landfll diver-
sian rate, Significant increases in recycling rates for
multi-family, commercial, institutional, industrial, and
manufacturing uses are needed to meet the target.
In additicn, the types of materials {e.g., electronics,
furniture) residential and commercial customers
recycle rnust be increased. If recyciing rates increase,
the City currently does not have adequate contain-
ers and space 1¢ store and manage the increased
volume of material and will need to develop focal
Material Recovery Facilities with capacity to handle
farge velumes of unigue materials. Finally, increased
public pariicipation in composting and home and
work is needed to meet the diversion target,

.n
=3

35 —
E Updatad /
& 25 Estimales 25 MGD .=
- July 2009 /
&l . .
.E \/ Council Peak Day Savings Goal:
E 15 Save a cumulalive 28 8AGD in fen-yaars

{based on 1% per year)
E 10y, '
4
i 5 8 Otlginai WCTF
ﬁ/ Estimates
] -
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Figure 16. Projected peal day water usage savings (MG
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COMMUNITY SERVICES

Community Services Issue #1:
Continued outward growth and annexation and/ot
increased density and infill affects the ahility of public
safety providers (1.e,, Austin Fire Department, Austin
Police Department) to maintain levels of service.

P Texas state statues require the immediate provision
of fire protection and emergency service response 1o
newly arnexed areas of a municipality. Annexations
may divert funding for improvements and mainte-
nance fram existing service areas or limit the City's
ability to move forward with proposed annexations.
Both police and fire departrments require additional
staff, facilities, and equipment 1o maintain level of
service standards in developing areas.

¥ Austins Fire Department building infrasteucture is
aging and may require rencvation, reconstruction,
or consolidation to accommaodate modern eguip-
ment and increased personnel. For example, 12
fire stations caninot accommodate the larger fire
truck apparatus reguired to improve level of service
standards and response capabilities and nearly half of
AFD stations are more than 40 years old.

{C Economy )




Community Services Issue #2:

Regionalization, cooperation, and sharing of re-
sources amang public safety and other providers can

maximize efficiencies in the use of available resources.

» Regicnalization of fire protection and emergency
service response can occur through mutual and/or
automatic aid agreements. A benefit of regionaliza-
fion Is increased communications and development
of policies to improve the sharing of limited re-
sources and reduce potential duplication of services.
In addition, trends point to an increase in the type of
crimes occurring across municipal and stare borders,
further supporting the need for improved coardina-
tion between municipal, county, and state police and
emergency service providers.

» The Austn Fire Departrent has indicated that state
disaster response plans are beginning to place mare
emphasis on statewide cooperation in the event of
a large-scale disaster {e.q., wildfires, floods) to reduce
the burden on local and regional fire and emergency
response departments.

Economy,
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Community Services Issue #3:
The two school districts serving the largest area in the
Austin ET (Austin ISD and Del Valle ISD) are facing
challenges related to population growth, immigra-
tion/language needs, poverty, and transient families.

> Austin ISD is the largest school district in the ETJ with
an enyoliment of 82,074 students on 110 campuses.
AISD has a diverse student body {e.g., 57 different
languages} and about 20% of students enter the
district as non-English speakers,

¥ DelValle ISD s experiencing significant growth in
its student body resulting in overcrowded schools.
Nearly 80% of students are considered economically

disadvantaged. The District covers southeastern area
of the Austin ETJ, generally east of 1-35 and includes
developing areas near the airport. The District is add-
ing a middle school and elementary school, however
securing funding for continued growth will be a
challenge.

» Overall student test scores at both schoo! districts are
close 1o, but slightly below state averages. Generally,
test scores at AISD have increased over the last four
years. Both AISD and Del Valle ISD are rated "aca-
dernically acceptabie” by the State Education Agency
{source: GregtSchools net}

Community Services Issue #4:

Stakeholder interviews suggest that blue ribbon and
other high-ranking schools are attracting upper-
income families, while lower-income families are
maoving to other areas of the region to seek out high
performing schools in more affordable neighbor-
hoods (e.g., Red Rock) or remain in under-performing
schoofs.

» Students have the option to attend thelr neighbor-
hood schosl, another schoot in the district, or a
magnet school {specific admission requirernents).
Students enrolled in fow-performing schools {as
rated by the Texas Education Agency) may also trans-
fer to another school district,

» Siill, the 2009 Central Texas Indicators project
found inequafities in graduation, drop-out, and test
statistics based on race and income in Central Texas
school districts. Graduation rates are disproportion-
ally low among Hispanic and African-American
students in the region. Further, Hispanic and African-
American students remain less likely than white
students 1o attend an "Exemplary School” as defined
by the State Education Agency.

Economy,
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PARKS AND RECREATION

Parks and Recreation Issue #1:

Population growth and changing demographics is
creating a growing need for open space in the urban
core, neighborhood and regional parks in develop-
ing areas, and trails and greenway projects across the
region,

B The 2010 Long Range Plan found that there is a need
for more park space within walking distance {1/2-1
mile} of urban core nelghborhioods. In addition, the
plan identifies priority park trail projects and green-
way acguisition,

¥ Based on the recommendation of the Long Range
Plan, Parks and Recreation Depariment (PARD) has

shifted parkland acquisition to includeinfll” or
pocket parks within already developed areas of the
city. This shift may result in lowering Austin's ratio
of 24 acres of parkland/1,000 people {due to acquisi-
tion of smaller, more expensive land areas), but will
further the goal of making parkiand available within
one-mile of all residential neighborhoods.

» In addition to meeting urban needs, land acouisi-
tion planning is engoing in developing areas where
the gap analysis revealed the greatest need, areas
with significant environmental features, new Transit
Ortented Developments, and the North Burneu/
Gateway Neighborhood Planning Area,

» Trail-related activities {e.g., walking, running, biking}
continue 1o be the most popular recreational activi-
ties in Austin. PARD has identified priortty trails and
greenway projects {e.g, trail connections from Blunn
and West Bouldin Creek to Lady Bird Lake and the
Red Line raitroad ROW Trall) and continues to acguire
land to close the gaps within existing greenways,

» The 2010 Long Range Plan also idenitihed a need
for: development of off-leash dog parks, skate parks,
neighborhood tennis courts; protection of envi-
ronmentally sensitive areas; increased connectivity
from neighborhoods 1o parks, greenways, and trails;
and installation of park benches, tables, and trash
receptacies,

Economy,
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Parks and Recreation Issue #2:

There is a growing need to repair, restore, and replace
older park facilities.

» The improverment and repair of park facilities in and
around Downtown Austin is an emerging need,
in part resulting from an increase in population in
Central Austin. Priority projects include the improve-
ment of parklano along Lady Bird Lake, preservation
of historic sguares, conversion of Holly Street Power
Plant to a park, and improvemnent of Zitker Park/
Barton Springs Pool. Another goal is 1o install more
park benches, checkerboard tables, and trash recep-

tacles in existing parks,
( Environment )

Parks and Recreation lssue #3:

Austin’s park system has doubled in size over the last
20 years, but funding for the maintenance and cpera-
tion of new parks and facilities has not kept pace with

growth.

¥ PARD's long range plan indicates that the depart-
ment will need to increase its reliance on partners
and volunteers to more efficiently provide recre-
ational services. Planning for new parks needs to be
closely coordinated with other providers given fiscal
constraints. The rising cost of fuel also impacts the
operations of PARD and park users. As more people
stay close to thelr homes, local recreational resources
are becoming increasingly important 1o residents.

Equity




HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

H@agth ESS%J@ #1: There are a growing

number of children and families without healrh insur-
ance in Travis County.

¥ White the percentage of Travis Courvy residents with
health insurance {85%] is greater than the naticnal
average, there is great discrepancy based income
across the region.

¥ According 1o a survey for the Central Texas Sustain-
ability indicators Project, the number of Travis Caunty
respondents without health insurance decreased
from 2004 to 2008 {18% 10 15%), which may indicate
a positive trend in percentage of insured,

» The Indicators Project also found the demand in
Central Texas for public mentat health provigers has
increased since 2006, without similar increases in
capacity/programs. The number of adult residents
served by public mental health providers increased
after 2006, spiking in the first half of 2009. These in-
creases could be attributed o the stresses associated
with the current economic recession.

Economy,
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¥ Sources: Cammunity Action Netwurk, American Community Survey (Cen-
sus), Certral Texas Sustalnable Indicators Projert,




Hea!th fssue #72: Texos has the fastest
growing population under 18 in the nation and in
2008, nearly one in five children in Travis County was
living poverty,

» Nationally, one-third of children raised in poverty
remain in poverty as adults. The region’s rapidly
growing population of young children {under 5 years
old} is especially vulnerabie to poverty and its effects.

> Food insecurity is more likely in children in low-
income households.

P> As housing becomes more expensive in Austin, scme
middle/low-income famifies are seeking housing
outside of the City and farther from jobs, Proxim-
ity to transportation, employment, healthcare, and
childcare can greatly benefit families dealing with
poverty (see Housing issue #1).

P Austin has a very active social service network, in
1995, city and county school districts came together
to address the farge amount of funds being spent
on social services, The Community Action Network
{CAN), a board of 18 partner organizations, now
meets on a regular basis to strengthen partnerships
develop collaborative strategies to health and other
sodial issues. CAN is developing a set of priority indi-
cators for children and youth 1o measure progress.

> As menticned zbove, the Central Texas Sustaingbility
Indicators Project tracks measures of health/human
services as part of the overall sustainability measure.
Stitl, stakeholder interviews indicate there is more
collaboration on solutions to health and human
services issues at the regional level,

Economy,
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“ilrgent care refers 1o ambulatory or walk-iy care outside of 3 tadidional
emergency room, Urgant care centers across the couniry are primatily used
to treal patienis with an iliness or injury fe.g., ear infeciion’ that reauires
immediale care, but is not serious encugh to warrant an emtergency room

wisit. These ceniers ofien provide significant sevings compared with hospital

emergency care options,

H@aﬁth i&me #3 Stakeholder inter-

views indicate that there is a need for more urgent
(non-ermergency) care facilities and better access to
primary care facitities in Austin.

P Ascf 2009, all Central Texas counties were classified
as‘medically underserved by the US. Department of
Health and Human Services. This designates a short-
age of personat health services in the five-county
region.

» While the two healthcare systems have sufficient
emergency care, there is a lack of urgent care facili-
ties in Travis County.

¥ The Community Action Network (CAN) is cansidering
strategies 1@ better connect public transportation
services and health and hurnan service providers.
This effort would help to better inform case work-
ers and others involved in social services of existing
networks (e.g., churches with van pool} and identify
areas that are in need of fransportation and access
improvements.

Economy,

Equity

How Are We Doing? Trends
Public Safety ....cmeveeviirerencencvennnnn 20

Community Safety

Safe Families

Equity in Law &
Education and Children.........veennnnn. 30

Child Care: Quality @
Child Care: Access é
Schools: Quality @
Schools: Equity @

®»

Schools: Performance

Higler Education

Figure 17, Central Texas Sustainability Indicators Project
{Excerpt from 2009 Report).



Hea?’th ESS&@ #4: there is a need to ad-

dress barriers {e.g., cultural, language, safety concerns,
etc.) that hamper participation of immigrants in the
larger Austin community.

¥ Austin's immigrant population is growing. As of 2008,
the majority was Spanish speaking (80%). The other
20% included an increasing number of refugees from
countries such as Bhutan, Burma, Iraq, and Turkey
as a result of Austin's status as a preferred settle-
ment community. Natianally, the Austin-San Marcos
region is classified as an "pre-emerging immigrant
gateway" - or an area with a previously small foreign-
born population that is now experiencing rapid
growth (Brookings Institute, 2004).

P Austin’s Asian comrmunity Is growing rapidly. Some
households in this community, (e.g, Vietnamese
families) have few or no English speakers and there-
fore face language barriers (see Housing issue #2).

» In addition to language barriers, immigrant families
can experience economic hardships, separation be-
tween parents and children, isolation, and emotional
stress. These issues often place a strain on school
resources, faith-based orgarizations, and other com-
munity organizations. Recent immigrants, acress
educational levels, may also experience difficulties
finding employment (source: Immigrant Services
Network).

Economy,

Equity




SUSCEPTIBILITY TO CHANGE

Susceptibifity to Change is used to broadly indicate the
fikelihood that an area will change in the foreseeable
future. Change can include new development on previ-
ously undeveloped land, redevelopment, change of use,
orintensification of use, Characterizing the prebability
of such change (typicafly in three categories - high, me-
dium, and low] is useful for a comprehensive planning
pracess in order to help understand the dynamics of
growth and change in the community. This analysis will
inform development of Comprehensive Blan strategies
and actions {i.e, to influence change in highly suscep-
tible areas in the direction ¢f the Vision).

Susceptibility 1o Change in the study area (the City of
Austin and its ET)) was determined by spatially overlay-
ing eleven factors {indicatars of change} from the City's
GIS database:

OWREr OCCupancy

land status

improvement to tand rato

zening and cverlay districts

projected growth in empioyment

water service

transit corridors

road access

property violations

year built

YV VY Y Y Y V¥V Y VY VY

development cases

For the purposes of this analysis, the study area was
divided into 10-acre grid cells. Every celi received a
normatized vatue for each facror between Q and 1, with
0 being the least susceptible o change and 1 being
the most susceptible to change. All factors were then
added together with egual weights 10 preduce a final
susceptibility score. The accompanying series of maps
show the results for each factor and the synthesis of all
factors. The synthesis map totals the susceptibility scores
for each ceil and divides the result using logical breaks
into three categories: areas most susceptible to change,
areas moderately susceptible to change, and areas ieast
susceptible to change.

The draft synthesis map and description of each facior is
provided below.



Figure 18, Draft Susceptibility to Change Analysis, February 2010

: Preserve, Parkland, Cemetery

w5 Other Pablic Property

L3 Least susceprible to change

Modesately suscepiible to change
BE (o susceprible to change

@ Wallace Roberts & Todd, LLC




s_tf%gg_pt{bility to Change Factors -

Owner Occupancy

- Most susceptible 1 Nt owner-occupied or
not residential ’
Least susceptible 0 F owner-occupied resi-

5 dence

Cwner occupancy is based on the homestead exemption
flag in Austin's land darabase.

Land Status

| Most susceptible 1 * undeveloped, no con-
straints

067 | developed, no constrainis

- 033 undeveloped, constraints

i Least susceptible 10 developed, constraints

trprovement to Land Ratio

Mostsusceptible 1 IR>15
.....Leass SL;.Scepﬁbie.... . . Lao . S SO
: : S ornon-
commercial
property
All possible values in-between ' -
: Examplé ” Bl 057 e e ,]

Improvement to Land Ratio (1LR)is the appraised value of
an improvement divided by the vatue of its land. The theory
is that land owners will seek to maximize their investment

in the land by developing or redeveloping when the value of
the improvement is Jess than the land,

Zoning and Overlay Districts

Most suscep- |1 areas in vertical mixed
tible ' use, mixed use, planned
funit development,
transit-oriented develop-
ment, or North Burnet/

- Gateway districts;

areas in North Burnet/
Gateway, transit-orient-
ed development, uni-
versity, urban renewal, or
central urban redevelop-
- ment overlay districts;
and
areas with high-den-
- sity mixed use, major
planned development,
mixed use, mixed use/
| office, neighberhood
mixed use, or transit-
oriented development
future land use designa-
. tions

0.5 not in any of the above
: or below districts

Leastsuscep- O @ areas in historic o
tible ; neighborhood conserva-

Projected Growth in Employment

Most suscep- 1 greatest growth in employ-
t:bie _ment density (jobs / acre)

Least suscep- 0 | least growth in employment
tible ~ density (jobs/acre)

All possible values in-between

5



Water Service

Road Access

areas currently served by

| Most susceptible
{ water mains

(.75 | retail wanter area served

areas with greatest density
of arterial roadways (best

Most susceptible

- 1oad access)

025 | outside impact fee service
area, in desired develog-

ment zone

2009
05 | impact fee service area Least susceptible O | areas with least density of
boundary ! : arterial roadways (worst

Least susceptible 0 | outside all areas above

Transit Corridors

: areas closest to most tran-
¢ sit corridors (well served
| by transit)

Maost susceprtible 1

+ areas outside all transit
corridors (not well served
by transit)

Leas? Susceptib;e - O

All values in-between

This fayer is the result of a sub-overlay analysis that com-
bined (ransit corridors. For each of the following transft
corridors, a ceff was given a value equal to (s distance from
the carridor. Distance values given up to a half mile away
for CapMetro Red Line and rapid bus routes, Austin-San
Antonio Commuiter Rail corridor, and MoKan corridor.
Distance values given up (o a qudrter mile away for Core
Transit Corridors, express and local bus routes.

road access)

All values in-between

The road network included in this analysis combines
exisling roadways with those proposed in the 2025 Ausiin
Metropofitan Area Transportation Plan,

Property Violations

| Most susceptible ] most property viola-
f : tions

Least susceptible 0 | NO property viclations

All values in-berween

Year Built

1 bt}alt in or before 1900 or

- Miost susceptible 1
; . undeveloped

Leastsusceptiple | 0 | builtin20000r later |

All values in-between

Bxample 019 Thuittin 1981

Development Cases

' areas with develop-

Most susceptible ¢ 1
: - ment cases

areas without de-
velopment cases or
- developed

s Least susceptible




To: Citizen Advisory Task Force (CATF)

Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan
Update to Coammon Ground Working Paper
3.2.10 Draft Revised

e Community Forum Series #1 (week of 11.9.09)

e Online Survey Results (October 12, 2009 through February 1, 2010)
o Meetings-in-a-Box (results from 50 boxes), over 190 distributed

o Speakers Bureau and Community Events

1. Introduction

The first of four community forums series (CFS #1) to develop the Imagine Austin Comprehensive
Plan was held in November 2009. This forum intreduced the public to the planning process and
led participants through a group visioning activity. Community Forum #1 asked two primary
guestions: 1) Describe Austin taday (i.e,, in terms of its strengths, weaknesses, and challenges for
the future; and 2} Imagine Austin’s Future (i.e., ideas that will set Austin on the path to becoming
ohe of the world’s most exceptional cities by 2039).

Community Forum #1 consisted of six meetings held during the week of November 9, 2009 in the
following locations:

« Baty Elementary School (36 persons signed in)
e Westwood High School {35)

» St David's Episcopal Church (73}

e Bowie High School (60}

e Reagan High School (59)

e Travis High School (53}

Following the meetings held in November, continuing public input was solicited through a variety
of opportunities for engagement (i.e., meetings-in-a-box, online surveys, speakers bureau, and
informationat booths). Oppottunities for ongoing public input are described below:

¢ MEETINGinaBOX (MiaB): A portable version of CFS #1. The MiaB exercise allows any
interested person to hold an informal meeting with a group of 5-10 neighbors, friends, co-
workers, etc. and walk through the CFS #1 exercise. This portable meeting concept has
proven to be popular with participants. At the request of the CATF, the City extended the
deadline to March 31, 2010 allowing more time for public input. As of February 5, over 190
MiaB were picked up or downloaded from the Imagine Austin website, This analysis includes
results from 50 boxes.

o Online Surveys: Spanish and English Imagine Austin surveys. Online respondents are
asked to list strengths, weaknesses/challenges, and ideas for improving Austin’s future.
The online survey deadline was also extended through March 31, 2010. As of March 2, 2010,
2,247 online surveys had been completed. This analysis includes the full results from 1,001
surveys received prior to February 1, 2010.

o Speakers Bureau: City staff, community leaders, and/or CATF members present an
overview of the Comprehensive Plan, Austin’s evolution to the city it is today, and why the
planis important. Any community organization, neighborhood association, church group,
ot professional organization can request a speaker and presentation at a regular meeting.



Over the last several months, the speakers bureau provided presentations for a variety of
groups {e.g., Asian American Cultural Center, Real Estate Council of Austin, AISD Social
Studies Teachers, Art in Public Places Program, Bicycle Advisory Council, Gay and Lesbian
Chamber of Commerce, etc.). Participants are invited to fill out surveys and take partin a
meeting-in-a-box, as well as attend future meetings and follow the Plan through Facebook
and Twitter.

Community Events: City staff, CATF members, and consultants attend and solicit input in
the planning process. Recent events include: Austin Climate Protection Conference and
Expo, LGBT Community Alliance, African-American Quality of Life Community Meeting,
Lunar Celebration, Feria Para Aprender (The Learning Fair}, University of Texas Public
Affairs Forum, the Austin Mobility Forums, and farmers markets.

in this update to the Common Ground Working Paper, CFS #1 results have been supplemented by
input received since the November meetings. This draft will be updated with the final results of
the MiaB and online surveys in April 2010. This collective community input will be used as a basis
for developing a shared vision for what Austin should be in 30 years (2039), the next major step in
the process of Developing the Austin Comprehensive Plan.

The CATF has a key role to play in this step by evaluating the input received for incorporation into a
Vision Statement that expresses the consensus-based values and aspirations of the community for
Austin’s future. To assist in this process, this working paper presents a synthesis of the results of
CFS #1 and the subsequent input, focusing on Segment B: Imagine Austin’s Future, thus far.

To begin this synthesis, all comments recorded on post-it notes by CFS #1 meeting participants
were reviewed and grouped into general categories. The categories and comments were then
further organized into a serjes of “themes” expressing desired directions for Austin’s future. As part
of this exercise, similar comments were grouped inte “sub-themes” under each theme. This paper
was then updated with the results from the MiaB exercise and online surveys as of February 1, 2010.
Analysis of the broader results largely echoed the overall themes from CF5 #1. However, some new
or changed themes emerged. The most significant variations are summarized as follows:

Roadway congestion and need for roadway improvements emerged as a new sub-theme
{under Multi-Modal Austin)

The concepts of the cost of growth tied to infrastructure cost and controlling population
growth emerged as a sub-theme (under Growth Management)

A strong interest in community engagement, involving residents in planning, and defining
clear planning goals for the Comprehensive {and other} plans is emerging {under Engaged
Austin)

The results of this combined analysis {CFS #1 and ongoing public input analyzed through February
2010) indicate consensus for Austin’s desired future forming around 12 broad themes. These
themes have been assigned the following working titles, and reordered based on the number of
individual comments for each theme:

Multimodal Austin

Green Austin

Growth Management Austin (renamed from Compact Austin)
Engaged Austin

Recreational Austin

Prosperous Austin

Healthy Austin

Common Ground Working Paper - Community Forum #1 Results Synthesis through February 2010 2
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2. Imagine Austin’s Future: Summary Themes

Notes:

e Thetotal counts under theme and sub-theme represent the total number of times each item
was suggested, not the total number of respondents. In other words, one person or group may
have referenced three or four different ideas in one of thejr responses.

e Second, at this paint, only the top five ranked MiaB ideas for the future are included in the totalks.
Each group response is counted once.

o Themes and sub-themes wifl be updated with outstanding surveys and MiaB responses as they
are returned and processed,

Theme 1: Multimodal Austin (930 Statements)*

-Sub&’h_é_n'l:és_ .: S Al CF#1 Surveys'_: Mia:B's_E.'_ -A!té_a_rnai'e Views

Accessibility and complete
streets — Austin is accessible and
safe for bikers, pedestrians, transit
users, and drivers

59 27 27 5

Commuting - connected rail and
bus system, schools in walking
distance for kids, continuous bike
lanes

60 E 51

Downtown transportation — new
rail system connects neighborhoods
to Downtown, Austin is a world-
class capitol w/equitable multi-
modal transit, address negative
impact of I-35

31 13 18

Bike commuters - increased
number of commuters, better
connected bike lanes, improve
safety

Don't cater to cyclists
52 4 48 (2), remove bike lanes
m

Comprehensive and effective
multimodal transportation
system - fast, safe, efficient, ralil No cars on the road at
system supports downtown and 145 40 83 22 all (2), Do not proceed
other areas, improve options for with metro system (3)
walkers and bikers, improve airport
travel

Improved public transit system -
Integrated network allows mobility,
increased lifestyle choices, TOD
Living, easy to get around, no need
for car, affordable, fewer cars on Do not subsidize/fund
road/fewer people own cars and 263 53 196 14 public transit over
public transit offers a better option roads (2}

than owning a car, high speed rail
connects transit hubs, reduced
pollution, live-work activity at
transit nodes

Common Ground Working Paper - Community Forum #1 Results Synthesis through February 2010 4
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Sub-Themes

Al

CF#1

Surveys

MiaBs

Alternate Views

Road and highway
improvements — reduce
congestion, improve existing roads
(e.g.. more lanes), better
accessibility, smart street lights,
more parking

135

131

Pedestrian and bike safety -
sidewalks in all neighborhoods,
designated protected bike lanes on
all major routes, traffic slowing,
pedestrian crosswalks, connected
bike trails expanded to current city
limits, implementable

73

20

52

Shiftin transportation hierarchy -
Pedestrians and bikers are treated
better then cars, walking above
driving/parking lots/freeways} /
mass transit is heavily used and
there is less overall congestion,
reduce emissions (VMT)

86

14

68

Transportation serves compact,
walkable neighborhoods - stores,
services, schools, etc. are close

16

High-speed regional transit
system - Austin / Houston / Dallas /
San Antonio

18

12

* Alternate views totals are not included in total statements figure

Coemmon Ground Working Paper - Community Forum #1 Results Synthesis through February 2010
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Theme 2: Green Austin (413 Statements)

Sub-Themes

All

CF#1

Surveys

MiaB

Alternate Views

Conserve water and other natural
resources - rain barrels, reuse water,
cohservation mentality is the norm,
limit fertilizer use, safe supply

60

16

34

Energy efficiency - LEED buildings,
low carbon emissions, reduce VMT,
zero carbon/zero waste

62

26

35

Energy independence - Austin
produces its own energy through
renewable sources, no fossil fuels, focus
on self-reliance in energy
production/help power other cities

23

16

Environmental protection -
renewable resources are used, low
pollution, better air quality,
preservation of natural resources (i.e.,
water, animal species, mature shade
trees), growth management

93

28

52

13

Overcrowding leads
to degraded natural
areas and limited
resources (1}

Local food production - community
gardens, farms are located close to
consumers, education in schools about
food, local food is widely available,
food composting and neighborhood
resource centers, farmers markets in all
neighborhoods, self-reliant

40

21

18

Native plants and landscaping - to
conserve water, limit invasive species

23

15

Whole communities - quality of life is
improved through better environment,
begin envirenmental education early,
each neighborhood has access to jobs,
services, retail, schools, etc.

12

Recycling and composting - the norm
{90%-+) for every household

27

21

Review health
issues of using
recycled waste (1)

Sustainability leader - considered
one of the top environmental leaders in
the country, greenest city, model fer
economy, Austin tops the "most livable
city lists”, Implement Climate
Protection Plan

73

33

32

Less focus on City as
green leader (1),
Scrap the Climate
Protection Plan (1)

Common Ground Working Paper - Community Forum #1 Resulis Synthesis through February 2010 6
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Theme 3: Growth Management Austin (408 Statements)

Sub-Themes

Al

CF#1

_Surveys

MiaB

Alternate Views

Dense, compact city - with superior
transportation, interconnected
neighborhoods, for work, live, play,
compact neighborhoods

93

40

50

Building height
restrictions {j.e.,
height compatible
with adjacent uses),

(5}

Density downtown ~ including dense
center city neighborhoods}, thriving,
economically diverse, Downtown
connected by an excellent
transportation system

89

19

69

Less downtown
development {4);
Fewer condo and

hotel projects
downtown (9}

Growth pays for itseif and
population growth slows ~developers
pay fair share {e.g., infrastructure},
eliminate incentives, preserve quality
of life for existing residents, slow
growth, reduce impact on natural and
water resources

31

27

Diverse and unique neighborhoods -
compact, preserve historic sites and
character, keep traditional feel, distinct
"personalities”, maintain appropriate
densities

58

23

29

Mixed-use development — walkable
neighborhoods with a range of
densities in each neighborhood, stores
and services that residents and others
can walk to

37

28

Neighborhood centers - urban
villages through the City, connected by
transit; diversity of households that
allow aging in place

46

27

17

No sprawl - designate an urban
growth boundary, greenbelt, growth is
well-managed; Austin expands and
grows, but also preserves ynique
character (does not look like every city);
no hilltop construction, no visual
pollution/billboards

54

12

42

Common Ground Working Paper - Community Forum #1 Resulis Synthesis through February 2010 7
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Theme 4: Engaged Austin (288 statements)

Sub-Themes All CF#1 .| Surveys | MiaB Alternate Views

Volunteerism/Support for Local
Charities - neighbors helping
neighbors, identify with neighbors,
philanthropic city

Citizen cooperation - education and
civic projects, culture of civic
engagement, inspire proactive sense of
citizenship

Many people participate and are
engaged citizens ~ Austin residents
embody Austin ideals, bridge gaps,
diverse participation

Government leaders work together -
get things done, bold and imaginative
long-term vision, reach agreements on
priorities, communicate with citizens
Higher voter turnout - grassroots
efforts, voting districts, same day voter 4 4 0
registration

Change the way Council Districts are
set up - single-member districts or
combination of at-large/single-
member to ensure accounhtability
Higher ethical standards for elected
officials

Efficient, clear, predictable planning
goals and process, involve citizens,
coordinate comprehensive plan with
neighborhood plans and zoning

54 9 36 9

26 3 15 8

36 9 27

134 1 128 5

Common Ground Working Paper - Community Forum #1 Results Synthesis through February 2010 8
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Theme 5: Recreational Austin (199 Statements)

Sub-Themes . All | CF#1.| Surveys MiaB Alternate Views

Accessible parks - within a 10-minute
watk of residential neighborhoods and
commercial areas, pocket parks,
increase parks in underserved areas
Waell-maintained and safe parks and
open space

Preserve Austin’s lakes, preserve and
create greenbelts - urban wild/natural 40 12 25 3
areas and connect them
Interconnected green space system
focused on mobility - pedestrian and
bike trails, sidewalk system, street trees,
greenways

Develop a stronger park system —
increase funding for neighborhood
parks, connected greenspace, ahd a
vatiety of options such as trails, parks, 40 12 21 7
natural areas, dog parks, etc,, shared
sense of nature and culture in open
space

Increase greenspace, set a greenspace
target - e.g., 20% of ETJ, strive for more
than any metro area, reguire dedicated 7 1 4 2
open space, work with fandowners to
preserve rural areas

29 9 18 2

50 15 32 3

33 10 22 1

Common Ground Working Paper - Community Forum #1 Results Synthesis through February 2010 9
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Theme 6: Prosperous Austin (196 statements)

b Themes

All

CF#1::

“Surveys

MiaB

Alté_h_iate Views

Encourage small business
incubators, entrepreneurs, and
innovative businesses - e.g., high-tech
renewable energy, research and design
centers; target industries identified by
City and Chamber of Commerce; large
business alongside small businesses

42

12

24

Limit business
incentives (1)

Diverse economic base - UT & State
government remain central to
economy, more minotity and small
businesses to add to diversity

51

14

35

Employment opportunities - for a
range of backgrounds, education
opportunities {e.g. medical school),
narrow the gap between rich and poor
people and communities, low
unemployment

21

Most businesses are locally owned
and supported - few chain stores,
residents shop at local
businesses/restaurants, the City focuses
incentives on long-term sustainable
jobs, locally grown, small scale
manufacturing, micro-businesses, live-
work opportunities

55

16

31

Growing middle-class - poverty
lessened, low unemployment

Removal of regulatory hurdles

16

Leader in Green Economy (also see
Sustainability Leader under Green Austin)

Common Ground Working Paper - Community Forum #1 Results Synthesis through February 2010 10
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Theme 7: Healthy Austin (166 Statements)

Sub-Themes All CFif Surveys MiaB | Alternate Views

Healthy population - active and
happy pecple, places to exercise and 29 15 10 4
walk are convenient for everyone

Eliminate homelessness - better
care for mentalty challenged and

homeless, adequate services 19 2 15 2
{throughout the City, not only

downtown)

Family-friendly community -

awareness of older citizens, trust, 11 10 4] 1

small-town feel

Access to healthy, locally-grown
food

Ethnic and culturally diverse - multi-
{ingual, fiving in harmony, socially
equitable, tolerant city, shared spaces, 55 25 14 16
equal support for different
neighborhoods, cultural awareness
Access to affordable health care
and services

Social services - for aging
population, disabled population, 15 3 11 1
mentally ill, working pocr
Increased community health and
animal health clinics

10 2 7 1

17 2 12 3

Common Ground Working Paper - Community Forum #1 Results Synthesis through February 2010 11
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Theme 8: Creative Austin (153 Statements)

Sub-Themes _'_A_ﬂ CF#1 | Surveys MiaB | ‘Alternate Views

Vibrant arts scene - including diverse
arts and cultural offerings, incentives for
arts/artists, urban arts programs, 27 5 17 5
affordable space for artists,
entertainment, live music

Recognized cultural center — Austin is
well known for arts, music, family-
oriented cultural events, options for 21 5 8 3
seniors, museums, diverse and multi-
cultural

Culture, history, and heritage are
preserved - Including "Old Austin®, 36 11 21 4
historic buildings, city's character and
creativity

Support for visual arts / creative
economy - artists, creative community, 28 6 15 7
public art, citywide focus, support artists
Preserve Austin’s character - still
unigue, still weird, still music capital and 38 13 20 5
the city expands and grows, Austin does
not look like everywhere else

Creative and diverse restaurants,
culinary attractions

Common Ground Working Paper - Community Forum #1 Results Synthesis through February 2010 12
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Theme 9: Educated Austin {157 Statements)

Sub-Themes {-Al CFH#T Surveys MiaB - - | Alternate Views

Austin attracts high-quality teachers -

and pays them high salaries 10 2 / !

Educational equality - great schools
are jocated throughout the City and in
all communities, without regard for
income, neighborhoeds, ethhicity; the
east/west inequalities no longer exist,
access to technoloay

23 10 8 5

Higher educational opportunities -
access to higher education, affordable
higher education, technical/vocational
options, traditional colleges

28 17 11

Improve public schools - lower drop-
out rate and higher graduation rate,
quality education is offered to all
students, greater connection between
UT and public schools in Austin,
increase funding, arts education

57 14 28 15

Better education leads to job
opportunities to keep young people 8 2 4 2
in Austin, career mentors

Schools as centers of community /
lifelong learning - centers and

community gathering places, cultural 13 > > 3
education
Great public libraries — centers of
community (meeting rooms, best in the 12 4 8
state, offer community classes)
Common Ground Working Paper - Community Forum #1 Results Synthesis through February 2010 13
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Theme 10: Affordable Austin (145 Statements)

Sub-Themes

Al

CF#1

Surveys

MiaB -

Alternate Views

Affordable housing - Including “green’
housing, throughout city and
downtown, for all income levels,
household types, options for previously
homeless residents, lower-income
housing is not concentrated in one area,
affordable daycare

37

21

55

11

Eiminate
affordable
housing
subsidies (1),
reduce obstacles
to developers (1)

Economically mixed neighborhoods
with diverse incomes - melting pot
preservation, neighborhoods that have
something for all ages and interests,
community centers, east/west
separation no longer exists

20

12

Lower taxes — a more progressive tax
structure with fess reliance on property
taxes

19

15

More services,
tax incentives
for people to live
in the City (1)

Living wage - opportunities for
education and a living wage for every
resident

Increased home ownership ~ cost of
buying a home is more affordable for
everyone

Provide transitional housing for
formetly homeless popuiation

Common Ground Working Paper - Community Forum #1 Results Synthesis through February 2010 14
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Theme 11: Safe Austin {124 Statements)

Sub-Themes

All

CFi#1

Surveys

MiaB -

0

~Alternate Views

Reduce crime and theft - through a
strong police force and strive for zero
crime and drug offenses, better DUI
enforcement

37

12

22

Brug
legalization (4)

Austin is clean and safe, no grafiiti,
increase first responders, well-funded
services

20

15

Graffiti is
allowed (1}

Increase community awareness —
neighborhood associations work with
police force, many eyes on the street

Neighborhoods are safe and strong -
family-friendly activities, including
neighborhoods east of -35, downtown,
and UT

22

Eliminate panhandling

35

32

Juvenile delingquency is eliminated -
instead schools and vocational
programs support teens, support for
families in poverty

Theme 12: Fiscally Responsible Austin (85 statements)

Sub-Themes

Al

CFi#1

Surveys

MiaB

Alternate Views

Fiscal responsibility — in provision of
guality services, better coordination
between offices, cut back on spending,
fiscally responsible infrastructure
spending, address aging infrastructure

38

27

Lower, more affordable tax
structure — e.qg., taxes for seniors are
lower, rethink property tax structure,
provide quality services within fiscal
responsihbility

28

25

Utility services — are built, maintained,
and delivered efficiently with proper
planning and forecasting

12

Tachnology to improve public services
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3. Describe Austin Today: Summary Strengths
{CFS #1 and Surveys as of Feb 1, 2010, MiaB to be completed;}

CFS

Strengths All #1 | Surveys
Art-s, live music, creative community, entertainment, night life, tradition of 559 180 379
weird, culture
Natural resources (e.g., beauty, landscape, water, lakes, trees, environmental | 541 113 428
resources, native landscape) and the physical environment
People, friendliness, families, laid-back attitude, unique character, small- 533 | 117 416
town atmosphere, emphasis on community, quality-of-life, neighborhoeds
Parks, open spaces, recreation, trails 437 | 177 260
Diversity (broad range of people, ethnic and cultural diversity, unigque 362 | 171 191

perspectives, open-minded)

Environmental awarenass, clean water, energy conservation, renewable
energy (could be enhanced), desire for sustainability, City's focus on clean 293 87 206
energy, water conservation, utilities

Higher educational opportunities (UT, ACC, college/university town,

university as the economic driver, extension classes) and educated 285 57 228
population
Diverse and strong economy (vibrant, able to attract venture capital, high- 211 43 168

tech careers, jobs, business climate, movie industry, newspapers)

Local business (local business culture, incubators, variety, unique businesses, | 1gg 90 96
entrepreneurial community, DIY culture)

Progressive, engaged population, community involvement, involved

- . X 159 42 117
government, radio stations, volunteerism

Vibrant downtown (housing, live music, night life, proximity te
neighborhoods and university, density, State Capitol, potential to be more 137 61 76
vibrant, great skyline, walkable)

Neighborhoods (older areas, character, scale, density, unique areas, small-
town feel, diversity, outdoor/public space, neighborhood zoning, 123 71 52
associations)

Places and Events (music and other festivals, outdoor places) 105 8 97
Climate, weather, geographic location, access to region 95 30 65
City government (strong, low taxes, environmental codes, seat of 83 13 70
government)
Active lifestyle opportunities (cutdoor activities, emphasis on recreation
and open space, fit community, sports, recreation), healthy living, health 76 27 49
care
Restaurants and locally grown food (BBQ tradition, great restaurants, 70 13 57
farmers market, community gardens)
Affordable housing, great housing options, cost of living, relative cost of 68 31 37
housing
Recycling program (single-stream, Dillo Dirt, waste management, leader),

i e 63 20 43
energy initiatives, green buildings
Common Ground Working Paper - Community Forum #1 Results Synthesis through February 2010 16
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CFS
Strengths All #1 | Surveys

Public school/K-12 (diversity, strong schools, opportunities for all) 60 13 47
Historic and Cultural Resources (historic buildings, architecture,

. . . s 58 33 25
preservation, historic squares, cultural institutions)
Bicycle and pedestrian friendly city 37 13 24
Clean and safe city, relatively low crime 36 10 26
Public transit (convenient, future plans, enhanced mobility) 33 19 14
Tourism and location in central Texas, regional attractions 20 4 16
Street circufation (and scheduled improvements), ease of getting around 18 6 12
Ability to grow and expand, balance between development and open 15 15
space, growth rate
Library system 12 4 8
Shopping, retail options 12 12
Locally grown food (growing interest, community gardens, food programs) 5 5 0
New Airport 5 2 3

Total | 4692 | 1,455 | 3,237
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4, Describe Austin Today: Summary Challenges
{CFS#1 and Surveys as of Feb 1, 2010, MiaB to be completed)

\
“

All CFS | Surveys
Challenges #1
Traffic, congestion, road safety, toll roads, east-west connections, signage 491 89 402
Public transit {i.e., beyond downtown, mass transit, light rail, inadequate,
safety, speed, connection with other cities, not enough modes, routes not
- o . . 297 83 214

convenient, lack of unified/comprehensive mass system, E/W connections,
rapid bus lanes, support for public transit)
Affordable housing {i.e, define, lack of, near business/services, downtown, 253 122 131
spread throughout the City, for all education/income levels, cost of living)
Lack of multi-modal choices (i.e, roadways are too geared to autos, more
aptions, safe and convenient modes, connections, reduce auto 246 176 70
dependence, end of oil - need new solutions)
Elected representation (need single-member districts, accessible
government, stronger local government, politics, at-large council), state 201 63 138
interference
Need to protect environment (e.g., preservation of natural areas,
resources, air, water, soil, trees, challenge of sprawl vs. preservation, loss of 178 101 77
mature trees, pollution) and strained water supply
Racial, economic, and cultural stratification (achievement gaps, east/west 174 73 102
divide, income segregation, lack of diversity in neighborhoods, racism)
Pedestrian and bicycle options (e.q,, barriers in neighborhoods, along
major roadways, few safe bike trails/lanes - 620, 360, MoPac, S. Congress 161 54 107
Ave, need to link neighbarhoods via trails, accessibility, improve safety,
connhectivity, education)
Sprawl {i.e, roadway system over taxed, reduce sprawl and protect
resources, wasteful land use, suburbs more attractive for development, 157 70 37
poor development on urban fringe, loss of resources, car dependant)
Education (e.g., public schools, all levels, quality, improve compared to
nation, strong system, improve grad rate, special services, equal education 153 84 69
across the City, eliminate income divide)
Smart development/growth (e.g., preserve undeveloped land, redevelop
existing low-density dilapidated housing into more mixed-use, higher
density, concentrate density in core, self-sufficient neighborhoods with a 147 71 7%
mix of uses/businesses, incentives, control growth boundaries, rethink
building footprint/cover, TOD, better urban design}
Community character and preservation, how to keep Austin "feel” and
still manage growth (i.e, preserve local color, local people, keep Austin

. . ) . 133 72 61
weird, preservation of neighborhoods, balance, preserving sense of
community, maintain quality of life), preserve local businesses
Greenspace/parks (e.g., trails, connections, neighborhood parks, urban 119 64 55
forest, greenspace and water, dog parks in neighborhoods, Hill Country)
Crime {drugs, public safety, vandalism, litter) 99 22 77
Civic engagement, voter turnout, apathy, disagreements 20 64 26
Neighborhood conflicts, NIMBYism, sticking to neighborhood plans, g7 37 55
politics
Homelessness (across Travis County, social services, address problem, 87 21 66
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C

All CFS | Surveys
Challenges #1
shelters), panhandling
Deteriorating Infrastructure (roads, curbs, sewers, adequate sewer
treatment, aging, electricity goes out during storms, streetscape 86 24 62
improvements including East Austin), public services
Increasing tax burden (property taxes, sales tax, cost of growth, need
. 85 34 51
equitable tax system)
Planning and Implementation (inability to implement previous plans, too
much planning without implementation, no adopted plan for 20 years, how 83 13 70
will neighborhood plans remain valid, evaluation), need better planning
Balance/diverse housing types (e.g. across the city, middle-class housing,
more SF ownership, for all income levels, lifestyle choices - 71 47 24
urban/suburban/rural, town centers, maintain open space)
Employment Diversity (distribute high tech around City, need more
. . . Lo . . s 63 29 34
diverse industries, training, high-paying quality jobs}
Sustainability (local food, diverting from landfills, balance of growth and
resources, leadership, conservation, economic and social diversity), more 62 35 27
green buildings
Jobs (bad economy, attract business, keep people in Austin, lower
unemployment, higher-paying jobs), develop economic plans (deal with 56 39 24
unstable business, ways to make Austin affordable, change growth oriented
economy to other, awareness/education)
Population boom (where will people live, impact on natural resources,
. . a7 24 23
sense of place, crime, healthcare, overcrowding)
Insufficient development regulations (need to improve zoning, County
; . : 44 32 12
regulations or lack of, developer influence), planning
Need to provide public/community services to all residents (equality
across city, increase spending on arts, libraries, public theatre, police, 44 44 0
emergency planning, events)
Increase renewable energy (non-renewable and impacts, alternative 39 29 10
energy sources, energy conservation, smarter power, infrastructure)
Health care (improve facilities, funding, mental health, access, senior
N ) . 33 14 19
services, disabled population)
Support for low-income families (i.e., child-care, access to healthy food,
housing support, education and safety issues, recreation for kids, after- 31 31 0
school care, summer programs, eliminate drugs in schools)
Gentrification (lose of affordable housing, working-class neighborhoods) 31 10 21
Preservation of view corridors and open space (e.g, Capitol View Corridor,
Lady Bird Corridor, Town Lake, public waterfront, Ladybird Lake, preserve 29 29 0
valuable farmland, "skyline sprawl”)
Comprehensive recycling (including apartments, need local drop-off
e . 26 17 9
facility in Austin
Demographic shift (more diverse, accommodate new people/values 17 17 0
without losing Austin, aging population, children, need to embrace change)
Effective regional planning (disconnect between CAMPO and City of
. 16 16 0
Austin, outgrown current form of government)
Over-regulation of development, regulations driving up cost of living 15 15
Schools as community centers {i.e., center of neighborhood, tutoring, 12 12
Common Ground Woerking Paper - Community Forum #1 Results Synthesis through February 2010 19
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All CFS | Surveys

Challenges #1

adult education, libraries, technology)
Downtown parking / overall parking 9 6
Immigration
Climate Change 6 6
Landscape (intensive plantings, lawns, maintain urban forest, tree 6 6 0
preservation)
College education (affordable, UT balance growth with growth of City) 6 6 0]
Preservation {i.e., greenspaces, historic buildings, diverse culture, local and

. X ; L 6 4] 0
historic preservation, historic parks}
Economic support for arts and culture, creative business, venues, live- 6 6 o
work space for artists, affordable cultural/arts venues
State Government moving, county office moving 5 5
Satellite suburbs
Reduction in electric and waste rates (for low-income households, urban 4 4 0
farms/community gardens
Assess the true cost of growth 3
Too much acceptance of population growth projections 3 3
Problems associated with density (e.g., crime, stress, conflict, utility 3 3 0
failure, inadequate services, increased cost of living)
Taxes are too low 2 2 0
Lack of community gardens 1 1 0

Total | 4,034 | 1,826 2,209
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2010 Community Survey

Executive Summary Report

Overview of the Methodology

The City of Austin conducted a Community Survey as part of a comprehensive long range
plan during February and March of 2010. The purpose of the survey was to gather citizen
input as a cornerstone of the long range planning effort. The survey was designed to
obtain statistically valid results from households throughout the City of Austin. The
survey was administered by a combination of mail and phone.

ETC Institute worked extensively with City of Austin officials, as well as members of the
Wallace, Roberts & Todd LLC project team in the development of the survey
questionnaire.  This work allowed the survey to be tailored to issues of strategic
importance to effectively plan the future system.

ETC Institute mailed surveys to a random sample of 6,000 households throughout the City
of Austin. Approximately three days after the surveys were mailed, each household that
received a survey also received an electronic voice message encouraging them to
complete the survey. In addition, about two weeks after the surveys were mailed ETC
Institute began contacting households by phone. Those who indicated they had not
returmed the survey were given the option of completing it by phone.

The goal was to obtain a total of at least 1,200 completed surveys from City of Austin
households, including at least 200 from each of the five reporting areas. These goals were
accomplished, with a total of 1,311 surveys having been completed, including 245 or
more from each of the five reporting areas. The results of the random sample of 1,311
households have a 95% level of confidence with a precision of at least +/-2.7%.

The following pages summarize major survey findings.

ETC Institute (April 2010)




Community Survey for the City of Austin

» Strengths of the City of Austin. The aspects that the highest percentage of
households rated as a “major strength” or “strength” for the City of Austin are:
availability of arts, music and cultural amenities (79%), the University of Texas
(76%), the State Capital (75%), unique local identity (74%), availability of parks and
open space (73%), and quality of local businesses (73%).

Major Survey Findings

» Importance of Living Near Various Facilities and Amenities. The facilities and
amenities that the highest percentage of households rated as being “very important”
or “somewhat important” to live near are: fire stations (93%), grocery stores (92%),
hospitals and medical facilities (91%), parks, sports, and recreation facilities (87%),
shopping areas (84%), place of employment (82%), sidewalks, biking and hiking
trails (80%), and good schools (80%).

»  Potential Areas for Growth and Development. The areas where households most
support growth and development occurring are: near public transportation stations,
stops, and routes (56%), centers outside of downtown (50%), and along roadway
corridors (43%).

» Transportation Issues That Should Receive the Most Emphasis. Based on the
sum of their top three choices, the transportation issues that households feel should
receive the most emphasis from city leaders over the next two years are: ease of
travel by car on freeways (49%), ease of north/south travel in Austin (37%), quality
of public transportation — bus service (33%), ease of travel by car on major streets
(31%), and ease of east/west travel in Austin (30%).

»  Allocation of $100 Among Various Transportation Improvements. Respondents
would allocate $27 out of $100 for improvements to freeways. The remaining $73
was allocated as follows: improvements to major streets throughout Austin ($18),
improvements to public transportation — bus service ($14), improvements to public
transportation — rail service (§14), improvements to neighborhood streets ($13),
improvements to walking and biking systems ($12), and “other” ($2).

ETC Institute (April 2010) i




Community Survey for the City of Aus inu

» Future of Austin, Based on the sum of their top four choices, the ideas that best
represent households’ vision for the future of Austin are: quality public schools
(38%), affordable tax rate (32%), affordable housing (28%), high paying
Jjobs/employment opportunities (27%), and reduced traffic congestion (26%).

»  Allocation of $100 Among Various Capital Improvement Initiatives. Respondents
would allocate $25 out of $100 to improve the transportation system. The remaining
$75 was allocated as follows: develop health and human service facilities ($21),
repair and restore deteriorating infrastructure ($16), develop public safety facilities
(813), develop parks and recreation and facilities ($9), develop community facilities
(38), acquire open space ($6), and “other” ($2).

ETC Institute (April 2010) fii
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Community Survey for the City of Austin

Q1. Level of Strength of Various Aspects
of Life in the City of Austin

by percentage of respondents

Availability of arts, music and cullural amenities
The University of Texas
The Stale Capilal
Unique local identity
Avallability of parks and open space
Quality of local businesses
Family friendly community
Opporiunities for community involvement
Attention to environmental issues
Availability of natural resources
Places of Worship
Historic characteristics of Austin
Ethnic and culiural diversily of the community
Downtown
Character of neighborhoods
Employment opportunities
Afr quality
Quality of health and human services
Quality of public education in schools
Cosl of living
Population growth
Quality of public transportation
Level of taxation

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
fEMajor Sirengih OSirengih CEiNeutral [(DWeakness EMajor Weakness f

Source: Letsure VistonETC astinte {Apdl 20500

Q2. Aspects That Households Feel Are Most Important
to be Major Strengths for the City of Austin

by percentage of respondenis who selected the ilem as one of their top four choices

Employment opportunities

Quality of public education in schools
Availability of aris, music and cultural amenities
The University of Texas

Avallablllty of parks and open space

© - Costof living
Famlly friendly community
Exisling roadway network
Atienuon to environmental issues

Unique losal identity 13%
: Quality of local businesses 13%
Ethnic and cultural diversity of the communiiy 3%
Quality of health and human services 12%
The State Capital 2%
’ Level of taxation 12%
Availability of natural resources £1%
Quality of public transportation A 11%
Character of neighborhoods
Places of Worship:
Downtown
Alr quality
Historic characteristics of Austin
- - Population growth
Opportunliaes for community involvement
. - Cther” ; :
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%
|

{lMost Important E@2nd Most lmportant £23rd Most Important  EBih Most Important

Sauree: Letsure Vistor ETC Tastipte (Aprif 2080}
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Community Survey for the City of Austin

Q3. Since You Have Lived in the City of Austin, Do You
Generally Think the Quality of Life Is Better, Has
Stayed the Same, or Is Worse?

by percentage of respondents

' Better

Slayed the same
28%

Not sure
7%

'.'-Wclrs'e
34%

Sourer; Lebsure VisiowETC Innthnle { Aprit 20160

Q4. Importance of Living Near Vanous
Facilities and’ Amenstles L

by perceniage of respondents .

Fire stations

Grocery stores

. Hospitals and medical faciifties
Farks sports and recreatlon facilities :
Shopp«ng areas

. .. Place of empioyment
Sldewalks blklng and hiking trails
Good schools [

* Poiice stalions

L " Libraries

.Dine-in restaurants

Highways

-Major city streets g

Arls, music and cultural fac;?nles

- Banks and fi nancial institutions B

; Colleges and Universities
Public fransportation routes
--Places of WUI’ShIp

Communlty gardens

Child care centers -

%

iﬂVery Impoﬂant Somewhat Important TINot Sure lNoi ?mporlant E

Source; Leistre Vision/BTC Instiule | Apsl 1015;
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Community Survey for the City of Austin

Q5. Facilities and Amenities That Are Most Important
for Respondents to Live Near

by percentage of respondents who selected the item as one of their top three choices

Good schools
Grocery stores
Hospitals and medical facilities
. Fire stations
Place of employment
Parks, sports, and recreation faciities
Sidewalks, biking and hiking 1rai|s:'
Shopping areas
Public transportation routes
Police stations
Places of worship
Arts, music and cultural facilities
Highways
Bine-in restaurants
Maijor city streets
Lipraries
Child care centers
Colleges and Universities
Banks and financial institutions
Community gardens
Other B 1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
\HMost Imporiant EB2nd Most Important [33rd Most Important [

Source: Lefiure VisfonBTC Inalilute §Apnil 20155

Q6. Areas Respondents Most Support
Growth and Development Occuring

by percentage Cf_respohdems (multiple choices could be made)

Near public transportation stations, stops.
Centers guiside of I'T‘Jowrato.w.'n :

. Along_ roadwai.' qum’do.rs ;

In supurﬁan ar:ea.;s;.:

. Downto% :

9th_er

None

0% . 10% 20% 30%  40% 50%  G0%

Suuree: Leisure VisionETC Tastitsie {April 20103
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Community Survey for the City of Austin

Q7. Level of Satisfaction with Various Components
of the City's Transportation System

by percentage of respondents (excluding "don’t know" responses)

Ease of travel by car on neighborhood streets -50%

Existing watking & hiking system throughout Austin 39%

Ease of travel from home 1o downlown Austin “32%

Ease of walking throughout Austin § 33%

Ease of travel by car on major sireets 3%

Existing bicycle systern: throughout Austin 2T%

25%

Ease of travei by car on freeway:

Ease of bicycling threughout Austin 22%

Ease of north/south travei in Austin [5; 23%

Quaiity of public transportation (bus service) ¢ 21% 20%

Ease of east/west travel in Austin [57  -22% 8% : 25%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
[mVery Satisfied CISatisfied CINeulral ClDissalisfed BVery Dissatisfied |

Sowree: Ledsure VisionETC Institure jApl 2018)

Q8. Transportation Issues That Should Receive the Most
Emphasis from City Leaders Over the Next Two Years

by percenlage of respondenis who selected the item as one oftheir top three choices

Ease of travel by car on freeways

Ease of norihysouth Travel in Austin

Quality of public transportation (bus service}
Ease o.f.tra;vel by.ca_r. on major sir.eeis_'
Ease of eastiwesttrave? in Austin
Existing bicycle syslem _thro.ughout Austin
Ease of travel from homé 1_o.downtown Austin
Ease of walkiﬁg .'Ihroughout Austin
Existing walking & hiking syst_em‘ihrouéhout Austin
Ease of bicyciing .1hrough0u1 Austiﬁ :
Ease of travei by cér 613 neighborhood streets
Other [ ‘ ‘
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Community Survey for the City of Austin

Q9. Allocation of $100 Among Various
Transportation Improvements

by percentage of respondents

Improvements 1o méjor : improvements
streets throughout Austin =~ . : to freeways
g e $27

improvements io
neighborhood streets Other

$13-4 alfiile 52

: $12
-improvements to walking

§14°

g . -and biking systems
Improvements fo public - - %14
transportation, bus service .- - Improvements to public

transportation, rail service

Source: Leisure Vislo ETC Inutifte (Apnl 2080}

Q10. Level of Agreement That the City of Austin’s
Future of Should Include the Fol!owmg

by percentage of respnndents
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Reduced traffic congestion
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Community Survey for the City of Austin

Q11. Assets That Best Represent Respondents’
Vision for the Future of the City of Austin

by percentage of respondents who selected the lem as one of their top four choices

Quality public schools
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Q12. Allocation of $100 Among Various
Capital Improvement Initiatives

by percentage of respondenis
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Community Survey for the City of Austin =

Q13. Demographics: How Long Have You Lived in Austin?

by percentage of respondents

6-10 years
11-20 years 14%
22% o ’

3-5 years
8%

0-2 years
3%

21+ Qears
53%

Source. Lenure VisionETC nstitme {Apeil 2010

Q14. Demographics: Ages of People in Household

by percentage of househoki occupants

Agee 2024 Ages 10-19
Ages 25-34 R : ; _11_%

13%

__Under age 10

' 15%
Ages 35-44
13%
_Ages 75+
5%
4
: Ages 65-74
‘Ages 45-54 MRS T%
16% " ‘Ages 55-64
14%
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Community Survey for the City of Austin

Q15. Demographics: Age of Respondents

by percentage of respondents

30-44 years
27%
/

25-29 years
: 5%
_18-24 years

45-54 years A
B 4%

25%

75+ years
6%

- B5-74 years
: 11%

55-64 years

22%

Sauree; Lewtire VidonETC Institate (Apmi 200y

Q16. Demographics: Do You Own or Rent Your Home?

by percentage of res#ondénts
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Community Survey for the City of Austin

Q17. Demographics: What Is Your Highest
Level of Education?

by percentage of respondents

High school graduate
" or equivalent
-16%

Some college/
Associates degree
26%

Less than high school
8%

" Graduate work
' 24%

Bachelor's degree
26%

Sonres; Leisure VistonwETC histionte { Aprif 2616}

Q18. Demographics: Total Annual Household Income

by percen%age of respondents

$25 000- $49 999

24%

 Under §25,000

129
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9%

Not prowded

' 6%

_$150 000 or more .
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- : 10%

14% :
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Community Survey for the City of Austin

Q19. Demographics: Are You or Members of Your
Household of Hispanic or Latin Ancestry?

by percentage of respondents

Yes
36%
/

No
64%

Soorce: Lemure Vision ETC Institte {Apeil 2040y

Q20. Demographics: Race

by percentage of respondents (multiple choices could be made)

White

African American/Black
Native American
Asian/Pacific Islander
Other

Not provided 4% |

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
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Community Survey for the City of Austin

Q22. Demographics: Gender

by percentage of respondents

Male
45%

Femaie
55%

Source: Leisure Vision®®TC tnstinne (Apnt 2616)

Demographics: Location of Residence

by percentage of respondents

District B . -
20%

District C_
21%

" Central District
T fe%

- District D
SU20%

Source; Leisnte VistonETC Insmul.e (Aprl 2B 1)
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Vision Statement Themes
3/9/10 CATF Meeting
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CATF Theme

Corresponding Common Ground
Working Paper Theme

1. Transportation / Mobility / Access

Mobility (Group 1}

Multimodal Austin

Robust Transportation System {Group 2)

Multimodal Austin

Transportation Options {Group 3)

Multimodal Austin

Transportation {subtheme under Basic Services) (Group 4)

Multimodal Austin

Transportation {Group 5)

Multimodal Austin

Access / Mobility (Group 6)

Multimodal Austin

2. Economic Opportunity

Employment Opportunities (subtheme under Opportunity)
(Group 1)

Prosperous Austin

Economic Opportunities (Group 2)

Prosperous Austin

Diverse Job Market (Group 3)

Prosperous Austin

Shared Opportunities for Prosperity / Diverse, Healthy Economy
{Group 4}

Prosperous Austin

Local Businesses (subtheme under Neighborhoods) {Group 5)

Prosperous Austin

Vibrant Job Market with Smalt Business Growth (subtheme under
Opportunity} (Group 6)

Prosperous Austin

3. Environment / Open Space

Green Energy / Clean Water {subtheme under Security) {(Group 1)

Green Austin

Ecosystem Services (Group 2)

Green Austin

Environment (Group 4)

Green Austin

Environment and Open Space (Group 5)

Green Austin

Environment (Group 6)

Green Austin

4, Affordable Housing

Affordable Housing (subtheme under Affordability) (Group 1)

Affordable Austin

Housing (Group 2)

Affordable Austin

Affordable Housing (Group 3)

Affordable Austin

Affordable Housing (subtheme under Neighborhoods) (Group 5)

Affordable Austin

Aifford to Live Here (Group 6)

Affordable Austin

5. Educational Opportunity

Educational Opportunities (subtheme under Opportunity) (Group
1}

Educated Austin

Education (Group 2)

Educated Austin

Education (subtheme under Basic Services) (Group 4}

Educated Austin

Good Schools {(subtheme under Vibrant & Diverse
Neighborhoods) {Group 5)

Educated Austin

Excellent Schools (subtheme under Opportunity} (Group &)

Educated Austin

6. Human Services

Healthcare (subtheme under Affordability) (Group 1)

Healthy Austin

Access to Social Services (subtheme under Security) {Group 1}

Healthy Austin

Health (subtheme under Basic Services) (Group 4)

Healthy Austin




v

Medical Services / Safe, Healthy Population (subtheme under
Opportunity) (Group 6)

Healthy Austin

7. Equity / Inclusiveness

Equitable Opportunity (Group 3)

Engaged Austin

Inclusive (Group 4)

Engaged Austin

Equity (Group 6)

Engaged Austin

8. Unique Character

Unique Diverse Local Character (Group 3)

Creative Austin

Uniqueness / Austin “Vibe” (Group 4)

Creative Austin

Character {includes arts, music, culture) (Group 5)

Creative Austin

9. Other Themes

Security {Group 1)

Safe Austin

Infrastructure (Group 4 ~ subtheme under Basic Services; Group 5

~ “Athens” of Infrastructure)

?

innovation / Creative (Group 4)

Creative Austin

Vibrant & Diverse Neighborhoods {Group 5)

Growth Management Austin




Draft Components of a Vision /

Draft 4/2/10

On its 200th anniversary (2039), Austin is recognized worldwide for its exceptional livability and
vibrant creativity; its leadership in the arts, education and technology; and its commitment to
environmental responsibility, economic opportunity, and social equity. Through the efforts of our
engaged citizenry, working in collaboration with local government, civic organizations, and
businesses, we maintain an outstanding and fertite environment in which to nurture the next
generation of proud Austinites.

The Austin we love is Livable:

s Avariety of urban, suburban, and semi-rural lifestyle choices and settings are available to
residents.

» We are a community of safe, well-maintained, and stable neighborhoods whose
character and history have been preserved.

¢ Neighborhoods across the city are economically mixed and diverse with a range of
affordable housing options.

¢ Downtown Austin offers a vibrant, day and night time urban lifestyle for residents,
workers, and visitors.

= Residents have access to quality schools, parks and recreation, heatth and human
services, and other outstanding public facilities and services.

o Development occurs in connected and walkable patterns supporting transit and urban
lifestyles, while reducing sprawt and negative impacts on neighborhoods.

¢ Austin's population is active and healthy, with access to locaity-grown, nourishing foods,
and affordable healthcare.

» Deveiopment meets standards for quality and aesthetics providing certainty for residents
and the real estate community.

The Austin we love is Prosperous:

¢ The economy is diverse and includes iarge and small businesses, educationai
institutions, state and city government, and other major employers.

s Austin is a leader in "green” jobs, technology, research, and innovation.
Our ecology is integrafed with our economy - the preservation of the environment and
natural resources contributes to the prosperity of our peaple.

s Equitable opportunities are provided to al through access to quality education and good
jobs.
Development strengthens our economy, tax base, and guaiity of iife.

¢ Our community of local entrepreneurs and smal businesses thrives.,

The Austin we love is Natural and Sustainable:

» Waterways, tree cover, habitat areas, and other precious naturai resources are
celebrated and vigorously protected.

¢ Air and water quality in Austin and the larger region is improved. We conserve water and
rely on native plants and landscaping to support our ecosystem.



» The scenic beauty of the Hill Country is preserved for the benefit of future generations.

» Austin is a model of conservation, efficiency, and carbon footprint reduction. Qur water,
utility, and energy systems rely on renewable resources.

* The network of parks, greenways, stream corridors and other protected open space
resources is greatly expanded.

s  Growth and infrastructure systems are well-managed to respect the limitations of our
natural resources.

The Austin we love is Functional and Accessible:

o The entire city is accessible by a functional and efficient road network, public transit, and
safe and convenient bike and pedestrian routes.

* Congestion is reduced and air quality improved through an enhanced roadway network
and more convenient transportation choices.

e Austin is a city that works. Reliable transportation, utilities, education and health, and
human services are accessible to persons of all backgrounds and abilities.

e Austin is a user-friendly city with excellent schools, support for families, and opportunities
for recreation, lifelong learning, and volunteer activities.

The Austin we love is Caring and Commiitted:

e QOur diverse communities thrive and enrich each other.

e All citizens are valued, respected, and welcomed to become engaged and have a stake
in the future of their community.

»  We acknowledge and seek to rectify past injustices to African-Americans, Hispanics, and
others who had been left out of full participation in our community.

e We are a diverse city of passionate, committed, creative, and independent thinkers.
Welcoming the expression of opposing ideas in a respectful and civil manner, we move
forward by finding common solutions.

The Austin we love is Stimulating and Creative:

¢ Our unique "vibe" continues - Austin remains fertile territory for our creative class of
musicians, artists, and innovators in technology, education, and the environment.

e The city is a world-class leader in innovation and creative thought.

¢ Partnerships with schools, colleges, and other educational institutions engage our youth
and provide opportunity for lifelong learning.

e Our population of artists and musicians of modest means is supported. Austin remains a
great place for the arts, live music, and original culture.



Background

Over the course of five months, Austinites were asked to i |mqg|ne the future of Austin as one of the
world's most exceptional cities on its bicentennial, 2039. Over 63 stakeholder interviews, represent-
ing key civic and business organizations, were interviewed early in the process. In November 2009,
more than 300 Austinites participated in community forums like this one.

Following the forums, more than 3,800 Austinites completed online and paper surveys, indicating
strengths, challenges, and ideas for the future of Austin, Over 140 separate Meetings-in-a-Box
[representing 987 participants) were held at the homes, community organizations, and schools in Aus-
tin. In addition, a statistically valid Community Survey (separate from the online survey) was com-

pleted by 1,200 residents of Austin and the ETJ.

The Citizens Advisory Task Force began working with public input at their March 2010 meeting to cre-
ate a first cut at the big ideas for the Vision Statement. Those big ideas structured these draft Com-

ponents of a Vision for Austin's future.

Farticipants at ACC

Components of a Vision Statement exercise

Participants at the April 27 and 28 and May 1 Community Forums were invited to mark their level of
agreement for each Component, from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. Posters were placed
around each venue, clustering the components into six themes. Approximately half of participants
at each forum voted on the Components. Not ail participants rated each Component.

Summary of resulis

The resuits from this exercise are presented in this document in three forms:
» a chart showing the distribution of each rating for each Componem‘

« an average score for each Component
+ comments on each Component.

Overall, the scores show general agreement across all
Components,

s Lowest summary score: 3.1

» Median score: 3.4

» Highest summary score: 3.8

B0%

4% e e e
B0 e
oi SEEE

Example score for a Component

The comments for each item are shown with the venue each comment came from:
ACC Eastview, Fulmore Middle School, St. David's Episcopal Church, or Anderson High School.




t Resulté]

Vision

For each of the foffowmg statement, participants rated whether they
Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Somewhat Agree (3], or Songly Agree {4}

The Austin We Love is Livabile:

JOOBG v oo e e o

80%

A variety of urban, suburban, and semi-rural o
L E fifestyle choices and settings are available to

residents. 20

0%
ACC _ All should have components of affordability. -
ACC Affordability and diversity, especially within core. Neighlborhoods must

be meaningfully involved for growth and density.

ACC None or very few of these components exist in Central East Austin, es-
pecially in the Aftrican American Heritage District. Why not now?

ACC | feel there should be more of an effort to ensure racial and cultural
diversity. Increase the African American population rather than the
cumrent steady decrease. _

ACC Austin should make more efforts to become more envirenmentally and
econonmicdlly sustainable. Equally important Austin should make dili-
gent efforts to offer more events every day and month te alfract more
African Americans at all income levels

Fulmore This developmenfﬂ bczﬁ'erh will be unsustainable covers too much area
Fulmore Need to make sure the "suburban” choice is livable as well!

We are o community of safe, well- 1::? e
maintained, and stable neighborhoods s0%

whose characier and history have been s -

preserved. 2:2

Anderson Affordable housing is not poséible. While the capitalist mode of prb;
duction exists, justice and class war NOT lifestyle

ACC Developmehi around main transit routes needs to increase to a mini-
mal threshold of ,000 people/acre 1o support guality bus service.
13,000 sguare mile is ideadl,

ACC Better facilities for our Compamon animals make Austin "No Kill*

ACC More pet friendly parks and trails. Let's have ' ‘community cats” Parks!

ACC Profechng and expanding green space is |mporfon’r to quality as
core becomes denser this must be a mandatory element of any de-
velopment

ACC Could we hove free heaJTh cc}re instead?

Anderson Maintain oner nelghborhood chc:rc:c:fer

Anderson While preserving most precious elements of ’rodc:y we needto ac-
commodate forimproved transit, sustainable growth, and afforda-
bility

Anderson The city needs 1o preserve the character and history of neightor-

hoods now. Make them well maintained now.

Anderson Existing neighborhoods should be dllowed to grow and evolve while
still protecting their character.



For each o the following statement, parficipants rated whether they
Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Somewhal Lgree (2}, of Strongly Agres (4);

The Austin We Love is Livable:

We are a community of safe, well-maintained, and stable
neighborhoods whose character and history have been preserved.

{[comments continued)

Anderson Beaufiful

Fulmore The character and history of our "stable neighborhoods" is not being
preserved

Anderson "Safe" is relative this term should not be used because it suggests/
leads people to believe a diverse mixed community is not safe

AcCC Why does the East 12th street corridor look the same for 20 years from
I-35 to Comal?

5t Davids Character & History is code for NIMBY {+1)

Neighborhoods across the city are economi-
cally mixed and diverse with a range of
affordable housing options.

sD
S5t Davids Define "affordable housing” - Refine Plan for affordable housing in
Austin - If development regulations are so restrictive that housing gets
more expensive defeating the purpose and goadl.

5t Davids Diversi"fy will decrease (arrow down) and pox?éﬁy will be concen-
trated in pockets if we don't increase (arow up) affordability in ALL
parts of fown

Fulmore  No mention of the Cost of Growth & affect on "affordability”
StDavids  Plan must discourage economic segregation _ _ -
Fulmore Neighborhoods will need to incorporate a meore diverse mix of hous-

ing types to achieve diversity

st Davids Suggesf "affordable Living" {in'ciu“des utilities & Tronsporfoﬁon) Instead
of "affordable housing” lagreeg)

Downtown Austin offers a vibrant, day and
night time urban lifestyle for residents, work-
ers, and visitors.

o s} A SA

Fulmore Insert affordable for it's time to provide basic public access amenities
- like restrooms - for visitors downtfown. When Palm {square symbol),
an emergency social services buildings, lock out restrooms - you
know there is a problem,

Fulmore | agree w/l4 if you add the word "safe" - like Ft Worth is

Fulmore Let's be a model! livable city, vibrant and self sufficient, and beautiful
net zero - transportation - food - energy



For each of the following statement, participants rated whether They
Sirongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Somewhat Agres (3}, or Skrongly Agres

The Austin We Love is Livable:

LS

Residents have access to guality schools, 5o
parks and recreation, health and human ser-
vices, and other outstanding public facilities
and services.

100%

@
S
=

20%

0%

ACC Austin should have equal quality access to all.
Families are leaving the city and will continue to leave withcut hous-
5t Davids ing afferdability and better schools.
"Residents" need fo include youth and services geared foward (e g.
Anderson sports facilities) _
Make transit plazc:s with shade, play c:recss pocket porks trails, drink-
ing water fountains so people can wait for the bus or train in a pleas-
ant area. Bus stops should have full snade and full protection from
the elements, not what we have now. most families shouldn't need
Anderson to have a car. _
Concern over schools in urban Austin, Currently it is difficult to attract
Fulmore families which skews demographics to non-families
Anderson Residents know the city is making decisions for them in 2010
100% -
Development occurs in connected and 0% e
walkable patterns supporting transit and 60

urban lifestyles, while reducing sprawl and
negative impacts on neighborhoods.

3t Davids
Fulmore

Fuimore

Fulmore

Fulmore

Anderson

Fulmore
Fulmore

$tDavids

ACC

Fuimore
Anderson

Density will allow cnffordcxbil%fy and promote pu'bl'ic'frcmsit '

Make sure your transportation is affordable for all

Sfrongly agree with need to create walkable ne|ghborhoods and alf -
but efforts need to ensure that they're AFFORDABLE to Everyone!
Implementation of real transit will be absolutely needed to accom-
plish this {years, money, & political will) -

If "connected and walkable" is to be achieved, a much more sub-
stantial and longterm investment in mulii-modal will have to be un-
dertaken by city, regional, and state government and planning efforts
Austin continudlly gives lip service to alternative modes, but never
really acts just postponing o the future. Rail, bike, ped. Need more
aggressive push now

Public Trcmsporfcmon is locklng in practicality and overcsff ‘usability

Drop the RAIL - waste of ¥'s

Encourage growth eastward (D.D.Z) Embrace new urbanist develop-
ment patterns B . .
Reducing sprawl while reducing negative impacts to neighbornoods
do net sound compatible, N

No indication of how legally "sprawl” is going to be "reduced”

Austin is not Houston




Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Somewhai Agres (3}, or Srongly Agree (4

H

L

The Austin We Love is Livable:

L6

Development occurs in connected and walkable patterns support-
ing transit and urban lifestyles, while reducing sprawl and negative
impacts on neighborhoods.

{comments confinued)

Anderson We need to have 'mixed use' communities with commercial uses,
stores,shopping, community services, etc. INTEGRATED into our resk-
dential areas. BOTH not one or the other.

Anderson Providing "certainty” for residents is important ie. Don't increase den-
o sity in older neighborhoods _
AcCcC Development should alsc protect the integrity of existing neighbors

and transit should be mindful of space and the neighborhood of
~ which they are moving into. )
Fulmore When will we address urban sprawie
St Davids Walkable neighborhoods come abxout when there are neighborhood
services {small businesses) w/in walking distance

100%
80%

Austin's population is active and healthy,

B0%

with access to locally-grown, nourishing s -
foods, and affordable healthcare. 20%
0% -

3t Davids Yes to L-7 as long as "afferdakele health care™is not at the expense of
healthy livable neighborhoods or excuse for "hospital sprawl”

St Davids How will Austin control the cost of Healthcare?

Anderson need meore incentives for businesses to stock locally grown healthy
food. Need to preserve/add farmiand out east to provide that food.

Fuimore As the age of oil ends, local food will become a necessity

ETi 11 S—

Development meets standards for quality
and aesthetics providing certainty for resi-
dents and the real estate community.

S0 D A sA

Fulmore Development standards include inclusicn on-each-site affordable
housing units for workers in these developments so the people who
provide basic mainfenance & support services don't have to come
from other neighborhoods to work at the site

Fulmore ~  Parks and greenspace e ..
Anderson Mixed uses in older neighborhoods will help strengthen walkability
~_and livabiity
Anderson Who decides aestheticse
3t Davids Last question includes two issues - There is no certainty for deveiop-
.. .mentin Austin. Causes increase in development costs.
$t Davids Enough with design standards for Aesthetics

Fulmore No more ugly, boring, look-alike high-rises!



For each o the following statement, participants rated whether they
Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Somewhat Agres (3}, or Shongly

The Austin We Love is Prosperous:
General commenfs:

Futmore All "Pie in the Sky” get to the Details of how these good things can be
accomplished

100%

The economy is diverse and includes large 8% o
and small businesses, educationalt institufions,
state and city government, and other major  **
employers. o

@
=3
=

0% -

100%
80%

Austinis a leader in “green” jobs, s
technology, research, and innovation. o

20%

0%

pin] [v] A SA
Anderson Qur green initiatives cannot burden our businesses economically
Fulmore There are lots of low-tech green jobs that should be located in every
neighborhood - not dumped on cheap dirf on the eastside. Each
neighborhood should have recycle centers, scrub clubs, compost
centers, gardens, pocket parks, etc. that employ people from that
_ area who did not or could not get higher ed training for high tech jobs.
5t Davids Moving to green energy will be expensive initially.
Fulmere Losing that status - WORK HARDER - on this

Our ecology is integrated with our economy
- the preservation of the environment and
natural resources contributes to the prosper-
ity of our people.

ACC N Encourage urban co—op/s'ubscfipﬁ'oh neighborhood farms and local
neighborhood "farmer's markets” economic development/
sustainable environment

Equitable cpportunities are provided fo all
through access to quality education and
good jobs.

ACC bevelopmeht is o sign of land and acfivities demanded by péoblé'
and goods/services; more development in general represents a
healthy economy refer to Dr. Ed Gleaser for more. Harvard University, MA

Fulmore Quality education is not affordable & is leaving too many young
people - especially minority youth - without access to good jobs.



For each of the following statement, participants rated whether they
Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Somewhai Agree (3), or Skrongly Agree [4);

The Ausiin We Love is Prosperous:

Development strengthens our economy, tax s -

W00%

80% -

base, and quality of life. o
20%
0oy - EEERERIERY. - E
0 B A SA
Fulmore Taxation issue - far too aggressive cumrently. 20 years from now is un-

Anderson

ACC

Fulmore
Fulmore

Fulmore

thinkable!! For the 50 year olds and older - too much to sustain home
ownership. _

It is well documented that small business money stays in circulation
fonger in community. Start giving tax breaks, incentives to small busi-
nesses. Particularly in new developing areas. Lessen or desist tax in-
centives for large and big box business they take and don't give. de-
fine development? Yes for pecple, no for reckless in-fill and horrorific
sprawl.

Austin has many problems attracting outside dollars (basic vs. non-
basic). To remain a competitive region, we need more basic level
jobs {import revenue from other regions}

Be sure Austin retains all economic classes

Development efforts need to start taking into consideration the costs
of infrastructure {water, transit, green space) seriously & substantially.
Currently. this is not frue so something will need to change to get
there in 2039, .

Ditto - - - Gotta keep an eye on "development”

ACC

Fulmore

Fulmore

80%

Our community of local enfrepreneurs and 80% <o
small businesses thrives. o -

20%

[ 1 —

COA "Live music Copifdl...‘; should support the local scene not
encumber it. Lower fees for entertainment venues, electricity/utilities,
etc.

Not _en_cSugh efhbﬁdéis on__su_pbp_rﬂng & growing ourl_gcql b_us_ifwess )

Losing that status - WORK HARDER - on this




For each o the following statement, participants rated whether they
Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Somewhat Agree {3}, or Sirongly Agree {4

it

The Austin We Love is Natural and Sustainable:

General comments:

ACC Keep development human scale/tree canopy scale. No Manhattan
of Brooklyn.

BOOGE v s s e+ s

Waterways, free cover, habitat areas, and o

0% - oo

other precious natural resources are %

celebrated and vigorously protected. 20% e

_ _ 0% w D

Fulmore Protection is a responsibility of developers not just taxpayers

5f Davids Define vigorously to what extent will resources, trees, etc. be pro-

_ tected? o o

Anderson We must protect our natural environment, without it Austin is just any
other city and not the Austin we know.

Anderson We are not protecting our trees, naturdl resources well today. We
need opeh space planning now

Anderson Can't do this very well when excessive variances and excessive RSMP

... . useisused

Fulmore Except Montopolis

Air and water quality in Austin and the larger ’m o
region is improved. We conserve waterand s
rely on native plants and landscaping to o

5D

Fuimore Except Montopolis

St Davids N2's first sentence is good. 2nd sentence gets into the "how” & does
not belong in a vision statement.

Anderson Include conservation requirement in all new construction. Would that
be the part not devastated by developers? Humans! Every business
owner, property owner and individual can be educated, encour-
aged and rewarded for gains in conservation.

The scenic beauty of the Hill Country is pre- o B
served for the benefit of future generations. o+ -

5D o A SA
Anderson Include conservation requirement in alf new construction. Would that
e the part not devastated by developersg Humans! Every business
owner, property owner and individual can be educated, encour
aged and rewarded for gains in conservation. o
Fulmore Scenic beauty of the rich farmlands on the eastside should also be
preserved for future generations & for urban farming so critical fo lo-
cal fresh foods

% -




For each of the foilowmg statement, porTfopoms rated whether they P
Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Somewhat Agres (33, or Srongly Agres {43

The Austin We Love is Natural and Susiainable:

Austin is a model of conservation, efficiency, .
and carbon footprint reduction. Qur water, e
utility, and energy systems rely on renewable  **
resources.

Anderson

Fulmore

Fulmore

$t Davids

Anderson

100%

20%

00, - RREMGR, . senz
s D A SA

Include conservation requirement in all new construction. Would that
be the part not devastated by developersg Humans! Every business
owner, property owner and individual can be educated, encour-
aged and rewarded for gains in conservation.

Scenic beauty of the rich farmlands on the eastside should also be
preserved for future generations & for urban farming so critical to lo-
cal fresh foods _

At what price? Energy conservation & utility infrastructure is very ex-
pensive for low-income communities. Utility bills drive housing ex-
penses,

N4 should concentfrate more on quantifying efficiency and environ-

~ mental gquality

Embrace the architecture 2030 éhollenge, carbon free buildings or
net zero energy building

The network of parks, greenways, stream
corridors and other protected open space

W0e%
86%
0%

40%

resources is greatly expanded. 20%
0% e
Fulmore Except Montopolis
3t Davids NZ2's first sentence is good. 2nd sentence gets into the "how" & does
. notbelong in a vision statement.

Anderson Include conservation reqwremen’f in all new consiruction. Would that
be the part not devastated by developersz Humans! Every business
owner, properny owner and individual can be educated, encour-

... .oagedandrewarded for gains in conservation. R

Fulmore Scenic beauty of the rich farmlands on the eastside should also be
preserved for future generations & for urban farming so critical to lo-

e cal fresh foods e e e

Fulmore At what price? Energy conservation & utility infrastructure is very
expensive for low-income communities. Utility bills drive housing
expenses.

St Davids N4 should concentrate mere on quantifying efficiency and enviren-

_ menial quality

Anderson Embrace the architecture 2030 cholfenge carbon free buﬂdlngs or
net zero energy building

ACC Keep Austin most pet-friendly city in the US. More dog parks

Fulmore For Austin to be "natural and sustainable" significant financial invest-

ment in air, water and parkland preservaiion will need to be made
starting in 2010 for this vision to become reality




For each of the foiiowmg statement, participants rated whether ’rhey

Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Somewhat Agres (3), or Sirongly Agree (4);

The Austin We Love is Natural and Sustainable:

The network of parks, greenways, stream corridors and other
protected open space resources is greatly expanded.

(comments confinued)

Fuimore Strongly, STRONGLY agreel Town Lake trail is too crowded! Need
more options across the city!!

Fulmore Protect our water, trees, aquifer and other natural resources

ACC We are on the verge of EPA non-attainment and need to enact

more GHG-reducing measures; same can be said for reducing water
usage. Get rid of green lawns not native to Central Texas climate.
Fulmore It's not possible to expand people and expand nature

Fulmore With correct planning increased population can be accomodated
withoutf compromising Nature,

Fulmore We were saying similar things in 1975 in the Goals Assembly. We have
been working on these BUT the obstacles to achieving these should
be examined first -

100%
Growth and infrastructure systems are well- et

2yelet 0% e
managed to respect the limitations of our -
natural resources. 20

0% -

StDavids  N¢ hints at attempting to limit density, which would be foolhardy.

St Davids Né We need to be careful how you commit growth and infrastruc-
ture. Toe much limitation will stall the city.

Farticipants at St. David's Episcopal Church



Stat nt Resul

For each o the following statement, participants rated whether they
Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Somewhot Agres (3}, or Strongly Agree {4);

The Austin We Love is Funclional and Accessible:

F1

100%

The entire city is accessible by a functional s0%

and efficient road network, public transit, s -

and safe and convenient bike and o

pedestrian routes. o

kia) B A SA

Anderson Personal rapid fransit to carry more people in the city center

ACC Better public transpertation and higher standards for bike safety

ACC Alternative fransportation opticns (e.g. biking) needs to be planned.

Anderson Buses, grid-like routes running every 15 minutes. See NYC subways
move more often _ _

ACC Efficient mass transit options are imperative to growth and density.
Infrastructure (e.g. utilities} improvements must be planned te sustain
growth and density.

Anderson Mass pubslic fransportation, affordable and accessible must be a pri-
ority. Rebuilding of roadways needs to express continuity and acces-
sibility for pedestrians and bicyclists. Same for new roads.

Anderson Ped spending in our city is pathetic. Sidewdlks are sad or non-
existent. Peds should have priority over cars in central city.

Fulmore Need maore emphasis on ped/bike as viable transportation options!

Fulmore Emphasis should be on rail not more roadways - this will pull develop-
ment to transit corridors and not sprawl growthill

Fulmore My mother went to City Hall from the day she arived here in 1981,
petitioning for sidewalks in neighborhoods so people could safely
walk in the streets. Very little has been done . .. 30 years later. Let's
not wait another 30 years.

ACC It shouldn't take someone three hours 1o get to a destination that
could only take 20 minutes by car

Anderson Transportation nodes within 12 miles of each other. Unique 1o each
host community across the city. Bury utility for new road.

Anderson We need to think of transit/transportation and zoning/landuse as cne

- in the same without doing BOTH together not much will really change

Fulmore Public export must be affordable if you want poor people to give up
their gas guzzlers. For folks who live paycheck to paycheck at low
wages coughing up $40 for a monthly transit pass is not doable. $6
per day to ride the rail versus $15 for the whole week isn't much of a

... .Choicel o S

Fulmore Public transit needs to be made more accessible. The rail is a good
idea. but having it only run on weekday commuter hours is
Impractical.

Fulmore Except Monfopolis _ _

Fulmore Substantial monetary investment and political will over time (at least

10 years) will be needed to make this a reality, even if we plan it.



ision State

For each o the following statement, participants rated whether they
Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Somewhat Agree (3], or Shrengly Agree (4);

The Austin We Love is Functional and Accessible:

0% -

Congestion is reduced and air guality 8% e oo
improved through an enhanced roadway sor
network and more convenient fransportation  #*
choices. g ,
e s] A SA
Fulmore Public fransit needs to be made more accessible. The railis a good
idea, but having it only run on weekday commuter hours is
impractical.
Fuimore Except Montopalis
Fulmore Substantial monetary investment and political will over time {at least
_ 10 years) will be needed to make this a redlity, even if we plan it,
Anderson Roadway network is already maxed out. Build more roads and you
~get more cars. Bike transit needs to improve dramatically.
Fulmore Forget rail it's way too expensive Fix our bus system
Fulmore There will be a need to reduce vehicles in central city
AcCC Rebuild MOPAC and I-35 to reduce congestion and air qudlity. Prime
BRT corridors,
ACC The highways must be re-evaluated to reduce congestion, improve

air guality and accessibility

Fulmore Should be "é'mp'h'osis on transit, bike and ped. Trdnsportaﬁon over
roadway expansion.

Fulmore Road 'n'e’r'\'ev'ork"improvemen’rs is important p"ié'c'e of tfransportation nat-
work - but NOT at cost of other coices for tranist & ped/lake.

3t Davids "Enhanced roadway network” implies more roadway capacity -
vision should not specify the "how” F1 has similar problems.

0% -

Austin is a city that works. Reliable transpor-
tation, utilities, education and health, and

F human services are accessible to persons of
all backgrounds and abilities.

Fulmore Except Montopolis o
Fulmore Substantial monetary investment and political will over time {at least
ver e 10 years) will be needed to make this a reality, even if we plan it.
Fulmore Add Nodes to provide these services to extent possible at neighbor-
hood level
ACC When reviewing public transit systems in existing smaller urban

neighborhoods, please take into consideration the proximity to sin-
gle-family homes and space available on existing roadways.

ACC Austin is not dense enough to support minimal bus transit coverage
to very many neighborhoods. 3000 people/sg mile for 30 minute
headways _

ACC Repair and maintenance of existing road, utility, and sewer infrastruc-

ture. Priority given to "existing” over-planned of future infrastructure.



The Austin We Love is Functlional and Accessible:

Austinis a city that works. Reliable transportation, utilities, education

fcomments confinued)

St Davids

Fulmore
Fulmore

and health, and human services are accessible 1o persons of all
backgrounds and abilities.

72% of all daily household vehicular trips in the US are for errands &

entertfainment

Add incomes to the backgrounds & abilities

please comment on network of comprehensive services

Austin is a user-friendly city with excellent
schools, support for families, and opportuni-
ties for recreation, lifelong learning, and

volunteer activities.

Fulmore
$t Davids

5t Davids
$t Davids
Fuimore

please comment on network of comprehensive services

100%

60%

40% -

0% e

0%

R
o

o

The city has spread out, How will we get people from the suburbs to
the new transportation choices? Just deadends?

User—#riehdly? o
Again gets into the "how" o
Let's have a fransparent government

Partficipants of Fulmore



onents of a Visi:

For each o the following statement, participants rated whether they
Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Somewhat Agree (3), or Sirongly Ag

o
ey
i
G

oy

fee

i

The Austin We Love is Caring and Committed:
General comments:

Anderson These are net very distinct from one another.
Fulmore Read the Austin Tomorrow plan - These things have ALREADY been
said

100%

B80%
Our diverse communities thrive and 60%
enrich each other. e

%

0% -
Fulmore Except Montopolis

160%

All citizens are valued, respected, and wel-
comed to become engaged and have @

A%

stake in the future of their community. 20%
_ B S s
Fulmore Add strive for diversity on city boards and commissions _
ACC This should be true no matter what! This should be the institutionalized
practice that begins nowt
Fulmore Citizens should also include young people
Anderson Access to decision makers and glut of bureaucracy is problematic
now. How will this change before -by 2039,
Fulmore We need a fransparent government that really listens to us
1008
We acknowledge and seek to rectify past a[,,:
injustices fo African-Americans, Hispanics, s
and others who had been left out of fuil 9

20%

participation in our community.

y . EEETEEER
e% %50

Fulmore Except Montopolis. . L

ACC more accessibility for minorities and lower income families to have
input, especially on East side.

ACC Injustice would be better served if we stopped thinking in terms of

ACC Don't make policy decisions based on race _

ACC By understanding the past and learning from mistakes, we can pre-

vent these many injustices from happening again and make Austin
"THE number one city to live in" for alll We are all part of Austin and
should all be represented equally. Too much to say and sc little

space... .
ACC - Focus on moving forward not trying to rectify past . .
5t Davids Big difference between acknowledging and rectifying past injustices.

wWhat does rectify actually mean in this case?



The Austin We Love is Caring and Committed:

00%

We are a diverse city of passionate, commit-
ted, creative, and independent thinkers. o
Welcoming the expression of opposing ideas .

80%

in a respectful and civil manner, we move 20

forward by finding common solutions. 0% . ==

ACC Sometimes "finding common sclutions” gets too difficult. At fimes, a
few very vocal "no-sayers” can stop progress.

ACC This is definitely a best practice in order 10 see ALL common geals are

Fulmore Regarding IN 2037 we need to be careful not to et this go to our

heads. Can't become self-righfeous regarding this.

Participant at ACC



Vision Stat

For each of the following statement, parficipants rated whether they
Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Somewhat Agree (3}, or Sirengly Agree {4);

The Austin We Love is Stimulating and Creative:
General comments:
3t Davids Schools will not be successful it poverty is concentrated.

00% -

Our unigue “vibe" continues — Austin remains
E fertile terrifory for our creative class of musi- 8%
cians, arfists, and innovators in technology, o
education, and the environment.

i)

Fulmore Instead of "fertile territory” "'focuses on continued development of
opporutnities” for . . .

0%
0%

The city is a world-class leader in innovation  sw - -

and creative thought. oo
20%
0 .
100%
Partnerships with schools, colleges, and other ™
educational institutions engage our youth .
and provide opportunity for lifelong leaming. 2w
| | P4 o - -
Fuimore Engage our youth "in developing continued opportunities for crea-
tive class .. "
Futmore life long” learning and “partnership” with UT
Fulmore Lions Municipal Golf Course is an excellent example - Golf is a good
"lifeleng” recreation - Tell President Powers to partner with City to
keep MUNI
Fulmore Change youth to "whele community” add at end "from the cradle to
the grave”

Our population of artists and musicians of

modest means is supported. Austin remains
a great place for the arts, live music, and

original culture.

Anderson What does suppoﬁed mean2 Do the rest of the c':i'}iz“ehs"pdy for the
musicians?
Anderson The city does not support, nor protect, nor prowde economic incen-

tive the creative class now. Soitis hard to respond to options of
more of the same.

ACC Compromise must be made so we don't lose the existing art when
things are developed. o .
Fulmore This can be achieved only if housing in Austin stays (+ inc. reas)

affordable. "creative” pecple are not necessarily rich, white and
middle class,



For each of the followmg statement, porﬂc;;ocm’fs rated whether They
Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Somewhat Agres (3), of Shrongly Agres {4:

The Austin We Love is Stimulating and Creative:

Our population of artists and musicians of modest means is supported.
Austin remains a great place for the arts, live music, and original
culture.

{comments continued)

Fulmore insert "is diverse" and of medest means. Add at end and original cul-
tures of all ethnicities that are appreciated & protected. IE . . Victory

o Crill, Tejano Music Legends Trail . . .

St Davids Flease define the word "supported”

Farticipants at Anderson



Imagine Austin Vision Statement
Draft 7/15/2010

As it approaches its 200" anniversary, Austin is poised to
become a beacon of sustainability, social equity and
economic opportunity; where diversity and creativity are
celebrated; where community needs and values are
recognized; where leadership comes from its citizens and
where the necessities of life are affordable and accessible to
all.

Austin's greatest asset is its people: passionate about our city, committed to its
improvement, and determined to see this vision become a reality.

Austin is Livable:

One of Austin's foundations is its safe, well-maintained, stable, and attractive
neighborhoods and places whose character and history are preserved.
Economically mixed and diverse neighborhoods across all parts of the city have
a range of affordable housing options. Residents have a variety of urban,
suburban, and semi-rural lifestyle choices with access to quality schools,
libraries, parks and recreation, health and human services, and other outstanding
public facilities and services.
» Development occurs in connected and walkable patterns supporting transit
and urban lifestyles, while reducing sprawl and negative impacts on
neighborhoods.

s Downtown and other urban neighborhoods offer a vibrant, day and night time
urban lifestyle for residents, workers, and visitors.

e Austin’s unigue character and local businesses are recognized as a vital part
of our community.

o Clear guidelines that support quality development that sustains and improves
Austin's character provide certainty for residents and the business
community.

« Austin’s diverse population is active and healthy, with access to locally-grown,
nourishing foods, and affordable healthcare.

Austin is Natural and Sustainable:

Austin is a green city. We are environmentally aware and ensure the long-term
health and quality of our community through responsible resource use as citizens
at the local, regional, and global level. Growth and infrastructure systems are
well-managed to respect the limitations of our natural resources.

* We enjoy an accessible, well-maintained network of parks throughout our city.

o We protect the beauty of the Hill Country and blackland prairie, and value our
farmland that nurtures local food production.
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e Qur open spaces and preserves shape city planning, reduce infrastructure /
costs, and provide us with recreation, clean air and water, local food, cooler b
temperatures, and biodiversity.

o We conserve water, energy, and other valuable resources.
» Austin is a leader in reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

e We use and inspire new technologies that create more sustainable
communities while reducing our dependence on environmentally costly
practices.

Austin is Mobile and Interconnected:

Austin is accessible. Our transportation network provides a wide variety of

options that are efficient, reliable, and cost-effective to serve the diverse needs

and capabilities of our citizens. Public and private sectors work together to

improve our air quality and reduce congestion in a collaborative and creative

manner.

* Interconnected development patterns support public transit and a variety of
transportation choices, while reducing sprawl, congestion, travel times, and
negative impacts on existing neighborhoods.

= Ourintegrated transportation system is well-maintained, minimizes negative
impacts on natural resources, and remains affordable for all users.

e Austin promotes safe bicycle and pedestrian access with well-designed
routes that provide connectivity throughout the greater Austin area. These
routes are part of our comprehensive regional transportation network.

Austin is Prosperous:

Austin's prosperity exists because of the overall health, vitality, and sustainability
of the city as a whole—including the skills and gualities of our citizens, the
stewardship of our natural resources, and developing conditions that foster both
local businesses and large institutions. Development carefully balances the
needs of differing land uses with improved transportation to ensure that growth is
both fiscally sound and environmentally sustainable.
o QOur economy is resilient and responsive to global trends thanks to its diverse
and thriving mix of local entrepreneurs, large and small businesses,
educational institutions, government, and industry.

¢ Innovation and creativity are the engines of Austin’s economy in the arts,
research and development, and technology.

¢ Our ecology is integrated with our economy—the preservation of the
environment and natural resources contribute to our prosperity.

» Equitable opportunities are accessible to all through quality education and
good jobs.



Austin Values and Respects its People:

Austin is its people. Our city is home to engaged, creative, and independent

thinking people, where diversity is a source of strength and where we have the

opportunity to fully participate and fulfill our potential.

» People across all parts of the city live in safe, stable neighborhoods with a
variety of affordable and accessible homes, healthy food, economic
opportunity, healthcare, education, and transportation.

s We stand together for equal rights for all persons, especially acknowledging
those who have been denied full participation in the opportunities offered by
our community in the past.

» The history of the people of the Austin area is preserved and protected for
future generations.

Austin is Creative:

Creativity is the engine of Austin’s prosperity. Arts, culture, and creativity are

essential keys to the city’s unique and distinctive identity and are valued as vital

contributors to our community’s character, quality of life and economy.

» As a community that continues to stimulate innovation, Austin is a magnet
that draws and retains talented and creative individuais.

e Our creative efforts reflect, engage with and appeal to the ethnic, gender and
age diversity of Austin and to all sociceconomic levels.

¢ Residents and visitors participate fully in arts and cultural activities because
the opportunities are valued, visible, and accessible.

e Our buildings and places reflect the inspirational and creative spirit of who we
are as Austinites, through good design, public art and accessible public
spaces.

Austin is Educated:

Education is the hope for Austin’s future. Austin provides everyone with an equal

opportunity for the highest quality of education that allows them to fully develop

their potential. Networks of community partnerships support our schools and

ensure that our children receive the resources and services they need to thrive

and learn.

¢ Our school campuses provide safe and stable environments enabling future
success.

* Neighborhood schools and libraries serve as centers for community
collaboration, recreational, and social events, as well as leaming
opportunities.

e [n partnership with private entities and the broader community, institutions of
higher education continue to be incubators for innovation in the cuitural arts,
medicine, industry, business, and technology.

o Every child in Austin has the chance to engage with other cultures,
communities, and languages, providing pathways for healthy development,



and the critical thinking skills students need as future citizens of Austin and
the world.




DRAFT C’ >(

An Education, Children, and Families Element for the Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan

Austin Planning Commission
Comprehensive Planning Subcommittee
July 19, 2010

Sustainable, vibrant cities plan for residents across the life cycle and maintain a mix of family types in
the urban core. In April 2009 the Austin City Council committed to becoming “the most family-friendly
city in the country” and to incorporating “the perspectives of families with children in all current and
future planning initiatives, including the ongoing Comprehensive Plan” [Resolution No. 20090423-053].
From 1970 to 2007, the total share of families with children living in Central Austin declined from 38.2
percent to 25.5 percent. Austin needs to adopt a proactive approach to reverse this decline and to create a
family-friendly city: one that offers safe, affordable housing designed for families; affordable, quality
child care; parks and playspaces within walking distance; pedestrian and bicycle pathways; safe
neighborhoods; and excellent public schools.

The Austin Planning Commission voted to recommend that the Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan
expand its elements to ensure thorough consideration of the educational and other needs of families with
children. To help guide Austin in reaching its family-friendly goals, every element of the
Comprehensive Plan should address the needs of families with children in a substantial manner. In
addition, the Planning Commuission recommends including an “Education” element in recognition of the
important relationship between the City of Austin and area school districts.

Education

Austin’s future depends on the quality of its public schools —from its ability to attract new employers to
the burden high dropout rates place on its justice and social welfare systems. Participants in Phase I of
the Comprehensive Plan identified education as a key concemn. Although the City of Austin does not
play a direct role with regard to curriculum or school personnel, the city’s land use planning can and
does impact student success. Redevelopment, for example, can displace families with children, which
may contribute to the high student mobility rates within some Austin-area schools. Research conducted
by UT Assistant Professor Jennifer Holme and others has demonstrated the negative effect that student
mobility has on academic success and district-wide graduation rates.

The city, county, and AISD have undertaken several initiatives to address the issue of student mobility
and to craft better collaborative strategies for evaluating land use changes. The Comprehensive Plan
should suggest other means of facilitating collaborative planning among these entities and the seven
other school districts that fall within the city limits. Austin’s City Charter recognizes the importance of
collaborative planning between the Austin Independent School District and the City of Austin when it
identifies the president of the board of trustees of the Austin Independent School District as an ex officio
member [Article X: § 2]. However, as suggested by the 2009 joint resolutions of Travis County, the City
of Austin, and the Austin Independent School District, much opportunity still exists to strengthen the
collaborative planning between these entities.

School district officials should collaborate with city planners on the physical location and layout for
school facilities. Goals could include locating new campuses outside of environmentally sensitive areas
of the city; reducing driving and increasing opportunities for safe biking or walking to school; mitigating



C

inconveniences to residents near schools; and maximizing opportunities for sharing parks, pfaygrounds& .
and other resources.

Likewise, Austin has the opportunity to use its public facilities, including schools, for a broader range of
community purposes. Many cities in the United States realize public benefits in sharing facilities with
school districts; examples range from parks, libraries, and gymnasiums to school buildings that house
health clinics or other community services. Austin’s schools host many community activities and events,
and the J. J. Pickle Elementary School/St. John Community Center was undertaken as a joint-use
venture. Still, better planning could lead to more consistent joint-use opportunities for both new schools
and existing school campuses. Collaborative planning would allow better leveraging of resources and
would benefit both the schools and the city. Similarly, the City of Austin should work together with
AISD, Travis County and other school districts as appropriate to coordinate capital improvement
projects

The Families and Children Task Force Final Report offers a blueprint for some of the important
considerations that should be included within the education element of the Imagine Austin Plan. Some
specific questions related to education might include the following:

How can the city continue to support the model of neighborhood schools? What mechanisms exist that
promote collaborative planning? What best practices from other cities could be used in Austin? How can
the city work with area school districts to use schools and other public facilities more efficiently? When
redevelopment will impact a school in negative ways, how can the city mitigate those impacts? If school
enrollment drops in desired development areas, should the city collaborate with the school district to
reverse that trend — and 1f so, how? How can the city collaborate on planning solutions that might
mitigate over-enrollment at district campuses? How can the city and school districts develop policies
and practices to support joint-use facilities and to share public amenities?

Families with Children

Cities designed to meet the needs of children tend to work well for users of all ages. But family-friendly
design does not happen without conscious and careful planning. The final report of the City Council’s
Families and Children Task Force highlights best practices and outlines some important
recommendations in the areas of child care; housing; planning; education; parks, recreational spaces,
and cultural amenities; and transportation. This report, along with subsequent materials prepared by
Family Friendly Austin [an informal successor group to the Council-created task force], could provide a
helpful basis for ways to integrate family-friendly concerns into the Imagine Austin Plan.

Additional questions that the Imagine Austin Plan might consider could include: How can neighborhood
design better support families with children? What design choices make developments appealing to
families? How can the city encourage private developers to design projects that will attract families with
children? How might public-private partnerships help expand resources such as parks, public spaces,
and cultural amenities? How can the city expand its inventory of parks and playspaces to include more
innovative and diverse offerings? How can children and youth be incorporated into city design
processes? Should the city explore the use of public improvement districts and impact fees to support
parks, schools, and other community resources? Would code changes encourage development of more
high quality affordable child care facilities within the urban core? How else could the city encourage
developers to designate space for child care? How else might the city support the retention and
expansion of high quality affordable child care programs? How can our streets be made safer for
pedestrians and bicyclists, including those with children?



