From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Riley, Chris
Butcher, Kerri"
Martinez, Mike [Council Member]
FW: Capital Metro Clips 12_29_09
Tuesday, December 29, 2009 12:59:41 PM
Capital Metro Clips 12_29_09.doc

Hey Kerri -- The article in the Oak Hill Gazette mentions, "Usually board members serve for three
years, but with the board's reconstitution, the length of new members' terms will be determined by
drawing lots to establish which terms expire in 2011, 2012 or 2013."
Do we need to include an item on the Jan. 6 agenda for drawing lots to determine term lengths?

From: McKewen, Erica [mailto:Erica.McKewen@capmetro.org]
Sent: Tuesday, December 29, 2009 9:07 AM
To: McKewen, Erica
Subject: Capital Metro Clips 12_29_09
Today’s clips report is attached.
*************
News Clips: Tuesday, December 29, 2009
INDEX:
New Year's Eve festivities scaled back – Austin American-Statesman
Baldridge considered for Cap Metro board – Oak Hill Gazette
Animatronic rats and all -night diners: 5 places not to spend New Year's Eve – A.V. Club
Austin area likely will be spared sleet, snow, weather service reports – Austin AmericanStatesman
Natural-gas fueling station coming to airport area – Austin American-Statesman
A-Train Commuter Rail Project a Year from Initial Run – Denton Record Chronicle
CTA offering penny rides on New Year's Eve in Chicago – Associated Press
MillerCoors again offers free rides on New Year's Eve – OnMilwaukee.com
Downturn in Public Transit Ridership Reflects Economic Times – Mass Transit Magazine
Press Release: MTA New York City Transit Testing Real-Time Train Arrival Information –
Targeted News Service
Metrolink's New Cars Have Extra Safety Tool – Orange County Register (California)
************
Erica McKewen
Capital Metro
512-369-6085

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Riley, Chris
"Butcher, Kerri"
Martinez, Mike [Council Member]; Moore, Andrew; Ballas, Marisa; "John Langmore
FW: New Board Orientation
Monday, December 28, 2009 1:36:54 PM
DOCUMENT_RECORDS_MGT-#337980-v1-New_Board_Orientation.DOC

Hey Kerri:
As we discussed, I'd like to add three items to the agenda for the Jan. 6 Special Board meeting:
--Designation of Acting Chair
--Establishment of Committees
--Scheduling of Meetings
I have discussed this with Mike Martinez, and I believe he's in agreement with covering this ground on
Jan. 6. I'm cc'ing him so he can confirm.
Thanks for your help with this. Let me know if there are any problems -Chris

From: Estrada, Gina [mailto:Gina.Estrada@capmetro.org]
Sent: Wednesday, December 23, 2009 11:32 AM
To: Moore, Andrew;
;
;
; Riley,
Chris;
;
;
; Williamson, Laura;
laura@ci.leander.tx.us; Ballas, Marisa; Parkerson, Matt; mayor@ci.leander.tx.us; Martinez, Mike [Council
Member];
Subject: New Board Orientation

Good Morning Board Members, attached is the DRAFT agenda for January 6, 2010 Special
Board meeting and Board orientation. For all board members please plan on attending the
orientation at least until noon to review updated information/report which will be discussed
by staff. Please call Doug, Kerri or myself if you need additional information.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Cousar, James E."; Morrison, Laura
Shade, Randi
RE: Update on Reagan/ BOTP
Wednesday, December 16, 2009 6:07:25 PM

Jim -- This is Randi writing from Chris' computer. As I told you over the phone, my sense is that if you
got to something over $20K -- or even just $20K, it would go a LONG way. It is a psychological thing I
am sure, but given the actual costs of losing that sign and re-locating it, and given the outcry from the
public about the sign itself not being bad enough for the City to even be involved in seeing it be
moved, and given the price point of the condos, etc. makes me think that getting Billy to a number he
can live with would be important. I am just guessing, but to him $3,000 seems like it can and will be
made up with the sale of one unit sans billboard. I would just hate to see this deal fall apart over what
seems at this point to be a very small difference.
-Randi

From: Cousar, James E. [mailto:
Sent: Wednesday, December 16, 2009 4:53 PM
To: Morrison, Laura; Riley, Chris
Subject: Update on Reagan/ BOTP

]

Laura and Chris    I have sent Nikelle and her associate, Travis Phillips, a revised two party
agreement that would provide for a $17,000 payment by BOTP to Reagan and would
agree to Reagan's term that the approval of a relocation permit is a "condition
precedent" to their obligation to move the current sign.
    Nikelle's e-mail response (she is out of town) was that the $17,000 "would be a
problem" for Reagan. I will wait to see if they come back with a number or some
other response.   If they push for more, I am doubtful that the developers or
homeowners will be willing to pay more. The new assessment on homeowners is
already going to be about $200, and may of them don't face the sign. Homeowner
assessments like this work best if everyone in an association is equally affected by
some nuisance or problem.
    Do you have any other ideas on how to reach an accomodation with Reagan?
    Again, many thanks to both of you for taking on this difficult problem. The affected
homeowners in particular appreciate your involvement.
    Jim Cousar
    
James E. Cousar
Thompson & Knight LLP
98 San Jacinto
Suite 1900
Austin, TX 78701
512-469-6112 ofc
512-469-6180 fax

This message is confidential and may be attorney-client privileged. If received in
error, please do not read. Instead, please reply to me that you have received it in
error and then delete the message and any attachments. Thank you.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Morrison, Laura
RE: Reagan/Bridges Agreement
Friday, December 11, 2009 5:44:15 PM

Got it, thanks, Laura -Chris

From: Morrison, Laura
Sent: Friday, December 11, 2009 5:03 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Subject: FW: Reagan/Bridges Agreement
Chris,
Below are some aspects of the Bridges values you may be interested in.
Laura

Laura Morrison
Austin City Council, Place 4
512-974-2258
512-974-1886 (Fax)
Laura.Morrison@ci.austin.tx.us
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/morrison.htm

From: Cousar, James E. [mailto
Sent: Friday, December 11, 2009 4:41 PM
To: Cousar, James E.; Morrison, Laura
Subject: RE: Reagan/Bridges Agreement

]

LauraI have asked my client to provide data confirming the adverse effect of the Reagan billboard
on taxable property values at BOTP.
One salient fact is this. Of the 9 units remaining unsold, 6 are on the side of the project that
faces the billboard. However, only about 30% of the BOTP units face the sign. It clearly is
having an effect on the saleability and value of those units.
There is also anecdotal evidence of unit owners facing the billboard who have recently

experienced difficulty in refinancing.
I am not going to do any back of the envelope calculations at this point, but the combined ad
valorem taxes on every $1 million dollars of real property in Austin is close to $25,000.   Much
of that goes to other taxing jurisdictions, but even if we only look at the City's share it should
not take many years to see substantial value added from removing a billboard that directly
devalues at least 30 new condominium units at a premium location.
I will be back with you on this.
Thanks for working with Reagan and homeowners to resolve this difficult situation.

Jim

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Cousar, James E."
Ballas, Marisa; Shade, Randi
RE: Agreement Between Reagan National Advertising and Bridges on the Park Condo Owners Assn.
Thursday, December 10, 2009 12:08:03 PM

ok, thanks for the note, Jim. We'll stay in touch as we wok toward getting this wrapped up next week.
Chris
From: Cousar, James E. [mailto:
]
Sent: Thursday, December 10, 2009 11:42 AM
To: Riley, Chris
Subject: RE: Agreement Between Reagan National Advertising and Bridges on the Park Condo Owners
Assn.
Chris    Thanks for your call this a.m.
    I fully understand the need to come to terms with Reagan on fee waivers, and have no problem with
ppmt. today if that issue is still open.
    I am available to participate in discussions if that will help.
    Just want to make sure we keep this moving forward while the settlement funds from my client are
still available.
    Many thanks, and best regards    Jim

From: Riley, Chris [mailto:Chris.Riley@ci.austin.tx.us]
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 7:09 PM
To: Nikelle Meade;
Cc: Shade, Randi; Coleman, Glen; Ballas, Marisa; Cousar, James E.; Edwards, Sue; Lloyd, Brent
Subject: RE: Agreement Between Reagan National Advertising and Bridges on the Park Condo
Owners Assn.
Nikelle, Billy et al. -I'm going to get the billboard item pulled from next week's agenda so we have a little more time
to iron this stuff out. I'm still hoping we can get everything wrapped up by 12/17.
We'll need to stay on this next week. Meantime, hope y'all stay warm & have a great weekend -Chris
From: Nikelle Meade [mailto:
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 4:08 PM
To: Riley, Chris; Shade, Randi
Cc: Coleman, Glen; Ballas, Marisa;
Subject: Re: Agreement Between Reagan National Advertising and Bridges on the Park Condo
Owners Assn.
Council Members:
I have a correction to what was in my earlier email. I looked at the code again, and we don't
need any waivers to relocate this sign off the Lamar site. This area is part of the area from which

signs may be relocated. So, all Reagan requests in regard to #1 below is that the relocation
permit be issued in conjunction with the execution and implementation of the agreement.
>>> Nikelle Meade 12/4/2009 01:43 PM >>>
Council Members Shade and Riley:
The purpose of this message is to touch base with you both about the City's participation in the
agreement between the Bridges on the Park Condo Owners Association and Reagan National
Advertising.  A list of the agreement terms is below. The parties are in agreement with these
terms, and Reagan has asked me to work with Jim to draft the agreement document. To do
so, we need to know whether the City will participate. To recap, Reagan's desire for the City's
participation is as follows:
1. The City will allow this sign to be relocated to a different tract and will issue a relocation
permit.
The relocation provisions do not allow a sign to be relocated from this location since this is not
within the area from which signs may be taken. So, Reagan will need permission from the City to
relocate this sign to a different tract.
2. The City will waive or credit future relocation fees in some amount as a way to offset some of
Reagan's loss resulting from removal of the sign.
Reagan's cost related to the sign is approximately $75K. Reagan has requested that the City waive
future registration and other application fees up to a certain dollar amount to help offset some of
these costs.
We know some Council Members did not believe it would be appropriate to make any payment
toward this relocation, so this item may be off the table. But, since this is an important part of
the agreement and we never had a final answer with regard to it, I have included it in the list.
3. The City will reduce registration fees to match the cost of service provided.
The City has been charging registration fees in the amount of $110 per year per sign prior to 2009
and $200 per year per sign since 2009, and Reagan has challenged these amounts because they
are much greater than the actual cost of the service the City provides. We requested a response
from the City Manager and City Legal several months ago but did not receive any information or
response. Then, on Monday, we received a letter from the City's Code Enforcement Officer, Willie
Rhodes, advising us that we would be required to pay $200 per structure again in 2010.
This issue is not directly related to the agreement but becomes important in this context since
there is a possibility that future fees will be abated. To determine whether such an abatement is
of value, we will need to know how much the fees will be and whether Reagan is already owed
reimbursement for a portion of fees already paid.
I know that all the parties, including Reagan, would like to get this agreement nailed down and
finalized at the same time as the pending ordinance amendment is finalized. So, let me know
where you are on the above items. Thanks.
Nikelle S. Meade, Partner, Business and Real Estate Group
Brown McCarroll, L.L.P.
111 Congress Avenue, Suite 1400
Austin, TX 78701-4043
512.479.1147/Direct
512.479.1101/Fax
512.699.6166/Mobile
www.brownmccarroll.com

BROWN McCARROLL, L.L.P. EMAIL CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message and any
attachments are for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and/or
privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited and
shall not constitute a waiver of any privilege or confidentiality associated herewith. If you are not
the intended recipient, you may not disclose, print, copy or disseminate this information. If you
received this message in error, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of
the original message and any attachments.
IRS CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE: Unless otherwise indicated, the IRS requires us to inform you
that this communication or any attachment thereto may not be relied upon to either (i) avoid any
tax-related penalties under the Internal Revenue Code, or (ii) promote, market or recommend to
another party any transaction or matter addressed herein or in any such attachment.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Nikelle Meade";
Shade, Randi; Coleman, Glen; Ballas, Marisa;
; Edwards, Sue; Lloyd, Brent
RE: Agreement Between Reagan National Advertising and Bridges on the Park Condo Owners Assn.
Friday, December 04, 2009 7:09:22 PM

Nikelle, Billy et al. -I'm going to get the billboard item pulled from next week's agenda so we have a little more time to iron
this stuff out. I'm still hoping we can get everything wrapped up by 12/17.
We'll need to stay on this next week. Meantime, hope y'all stay warm & have a great weekend -Chris
From: Nikelle Meade [mailto:
]
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 4:08 PM
To: Riley, Chris; Shade, Randi
Cc: Coleman, Glen; Ballas, Marisa;
Subject: Re: Agreement Between Reagan National Advertising and Bridges on the Park Condo Owners
Assn.
Council Members:
I have a correction to what was in my earlier email. I looked at the code again, and we don't need any
waivers to relocate this sign off the Lamar site. This area is part of the area from which signs may be
relocated. So, all Reagan requests in regard to #1 below is that the relocation permit be issued in
conjunction with the execution and implementation of the agreement.
>>> Nikelle Meade 12/4/2009 01:43 PM >>>
Council Members Shade and Riley:
The purpose of this message is to touch base with you both about the City's participation in the
agreement between the Bridges on the Park Condo Owners Association and Reagan National
Advertising.  A list of the agreement terms is below. The parties are in agreement with these terms, and
Reagan has asked me to work with Jim to draft the agreement document. To do so, we need to know
whether the City will participate. To recap, Reagan's desire for the City's participation is as follows:
1. The City will allow this sign to be relocated to a different tract and will issue a relocation permit.
The relocation provisions do not allow a sign to be relocated from this location since this is not within the
area from which signs may be taken. So, Reagan will need permission from the City to relocate this sign
to a different tract.
2. The City will waive or credit future relocation fees in some amount as a way to offset some of
Reagan's loss resulting from removal of the sign.
Reagan's cost related to the sign is approximately $75K. Reagan has requested that the City waive future
registration and other application fees up to a certain dollar amount to help offset some of these costs.
We know some Council Members did not believe it would be appropriate to make any payment toward
this relocation, so this item may be off the table. But, since this is an important part of the agreement
and we never had a final answer with regard to it, I have included it in the list.
3. The City will reduce registration fees to match the cost of service provided.
The City has been charging registration fees in the amount of $110 per year per sign prior to 2009 and
$200 per year per sign since 2009, and Reagan has challenged these amounts because they are much

greater than the actual cost of the service the City provides. We requested a response from the City
Manager and City Legal several months ago but did not receive any information or response. Then, on
Monday, we received a letter from the City's Code Enforcement Officer, Willie Rhodes, advising us that we
would be required to pay $200 per structure again in 2010.
This issue is not directly related to the agreement but becomes important in this context since there is a
possibility that future fees will be abated. To determine whether such an abatement is of value, we will
need to know how much the fees will be and whether Reagan is already owed reimbursement for a
portion of fees already paid.
I know that all the parties, including Reagan, would like to get this agreement nailed down and finalized
at the same time as the pending ordinance amendment is finalized. So, let me know where you are on
the above items. Thanks.
Nikelle S. Meade, Partner, Business and Real Estate Group
Brown McCarroll, L.L.P.
111 Congress Avenue, Suite 1400
Austin, TX 78701-4043
512.479.1147/Direct
512.479.1101/Fax
512.699.6166/Mobile
www.brownmccarroll.com
BROWN McCARROLL, L.L.P. EMAIL CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message and any
attachments are for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and/or
privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited and shall not
constitute a waiver of any privilege or confidentiality associated herewith. If you are not the intended
recipient, you may not disclose, print, copy or disseminate this information. If you received this message
in error, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message and any
attachments.
IRS CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE: Unless otherwise indicated, the IRS requires us to inform you that this
communication or any attachment thereto may not be relied upon to either (i) avoid any tax-related
penalties under the Internal Revenue Code, or (ii) promote, market or recommend to another party any
transaction or matter addressed herein or in any such attachment.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Lloyd, Brent; Shade, Randi
Coleman, Glen; Edwards, Sue; Ballas, Marisa
RE: Billboard follow-up
Friday, December 04, 2009 6:43:34 PM

Fyi -- I spoke with Girard today, and told him I would get the billboard item pulled from next week's
agenda so we would have some more time to iron out any problems with the language. That'll also
allow a little more time to work on the fee issue.
Chris
-----Original Message----From: Lloyd, Brent
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 6:03 AM
To: Shade, Randi; Riley, Chris
Cc: Coleman, Glen; Edwards, Sue; Ballas, Marisa
Subject: RE: Billboard follow-up
I'm working on the fee issue, so we'll have that resolved ASAP. I'll follow-up with you later today, but
am not sure at this point that we'll have it 100% resolved by that time.
Thanks for your patience. Please stay tuned.
Brent
-----Original Message----From: Shade, Randi
Sent: Thu 12/3/2009 8:53 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Cc: Coleman, Glen; Lloyd, Brent; Edwards, Sue; Ballas, Marisa
Subject: Re: Billboard follow-up
Sounds good. My suggestion is to postpone ordinance vote till the waiver issue is resolved so it can all
get done at once and Cousar can close his deal simultaneously -- hopefully in time for the 10th but we
can use the 17th as a drop dead back-up date if we need to do so. Thanks!
________________________________
From: Riley, Chris
To: Shade, Randi
Cc: Coleman, Glen; Lloyd, Brent; Edwards, Sue; Ballas, Marisa
Sent: Thu Dec 03 20:46:46 2009
Subject: RE: Billboard follow-up
Ok, thanks, Randi. Marisa's checking on the fee waiver possibilities, and we're still hoping the ordinance
will go through on either the 10th or the 17th. We'll keep you posted.
Chris
________________________________
From: Shade, Randi
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2009 4:23 PM

To: Riley, Chris
Cc: Coleman, Glen; Lloyd, Brent; Edwards, Sue; Ballas, Marisa
Subject: Billboard follow-up
Hi Chris,
So as you can see by now the Billboard Ordinance will be coming to next week's council Dec 10th
Council Agenda. It is still in same form as it was pre-Planning Commission, but I understand Billy
Reagan may still be exploring other options. That's in your court. As I've said before, I will support you
with the current version or support a more permissive version -- it is your call.
The Bridges has come up with some money ($9K for Bridges to pay Reagan to remove the existing
billboard), but it seems that while the City isn't a party in whatever agreement exists between Reagan
and the Bridges, we do have a role to play to differentiate this re-location from others. I'm told that
Reagan has a term sheet from Jim Cousar that expires at year-end. The list below is the way Cousar
explained the deal to me earlier....I am also told that Cousar expects the developer's $9K to no longer
be available after year-end. Sue and Cousar have discussed this deal and the City's role in the past,
and I believe Nikelle and Sue have also discussed. I know nothing about the status of the fee waiver
discussion, but am assuming that if that's going to happen then it needs to happen soon. We have two
meetings before year-end -- Dec. 10th and December 17th. If the fee waivers are to be factored in to
this deal then it seems we'd need to act in time for one of these upcoming Council meetings especially
given the fact that the amendment to the ordinance seems to be the far more important issue/pressure
point for Reagan. If you want to postpone the ordinance item until the 17th to have more time to get
the fee waiver issue and Cousar deal details nailed, I am fine with that, too.
Let me know if you need anything from me.
-Randi

Jim Cousar Deal Summary:
*       Parties: Reagan and BOTP. City of Austin would not be a party, but effectiveness of the
agreement would be tied to the City approving certain fee waivers for Reagan.

*       Purpose of Agreement: Set out terms under which Reagan would permanently remove the
billboard on the property immediately south of Bridges on the Park Condominiums.

*       Consideration from Reagan: Contractually enforceable promise to remove the billboard by a date
certain, and agreement not to place billboard there in the future.

*       Consideration from BOTP: Cash payment to Reagan upon removal of the billboard, amount to be
determined. Generally tied to the cost of physical removal of the billboard.  

*       Conditions Precedent for Reagan performance: City of Austin approval of future fee waivers to
Reagan in an amount to be determined, but probably based on the physical cost of purchasing and
installing the billboard. This waiver will require City Council approval, and will likely be tied to Council
action modifying the billboard setback requirement for some residential uses.

*       Timing: Sequentially, Reagan and BOTP sign agreement; City Council to act; Reagan to have
time certain to remove billboard; BOTP payment to Reagan becomes due upon removal.
---------Randi Shade
Austin City Council
Council Member Place 3
(512) 974-2255 (phone)
(512) 974-1888 (fax)
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/shade.htm

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Ballas, Marisa; Shade, Randi
Lloyd, Brent; Coleman, Glen; Hilling, Clara
RE: BILLBOARD ALERT
Friday, December 04, 2009 4:45:07 PM

That's the Council resolution initiating the code amendment. Does anyone have the draft ordinance ?

From: Ballas, Marisa
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 4:44 PM
To: Riley, Chris; Shade, Randi
Cc: Lloyd, Brent; Coleman, Glen; Hilling, Clara
Subject: RE: BILLBOARD ALERT

Please see the attached ordinance
Marisa Ballas
Policy Aide
Council Member Chris Riley's Office
(512) 974-6040

From: Riley, Chris
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 4:43 PM
To: Shade, Randi; Ballas, Marisa
Cc: Lloyd, Brent; Coleman, Glen; Hilling, Clara
Subject: RE: BILLBOARD ALERT
Does anyone have the language of the proposed amendment? It's listed on the code amendments page http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/development/codeamend.htm -- but there's no link to the draft ordinance.
Chris

From: Shade, Randi
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 4:22 PM
To: Ballas, Marisa
Cc: Riley, Chris; Lloyd, Brent; Coleman, Glen
Subject: RE: BILLBOARD ALERT
Thanks for the heads up, but is Girard even correct in his assessment? What does he mean by "features
that didn't survive"?

---------Randi Shade
Austin City Council
Council Member Place 3
(512) 974-2255 (phone)
(512) 974-1888 (fax)
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/shade.htm

From: Ballas, Marisa
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 4:11 PM
To: Shade, Randi; Coleman, Glen
Subject: FW: BILLBOARD ALERT
FYI
Marisa Ballas
Policy Aide
Council Member Chris Riley's Office
(512) 974-6040

From: Girard Kinney [mailto:
]
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 3:48 PM
To: Byron Marshall; Catherine Robb; rcnasso; Stan Casey; Carol Torgrimson; Rafael Quintanilla; Roy Mann;
Sinclair Black; Kate Meehan; Laraine Lasdon; Courtney Beauchamp; Jackie Goodman; John Scanlan; Karen
Huber
Cc: Riley, Chris; Ballas, Marisa; Jay Reddy; Dave Sullivan
Subject: BILLBOARD ALERT

Scenicompadres;
You may remember that I send out a notice in October that I had agreed not to use the
proposed amendment to the Signage Ordinance as an opening to discuss the larger
issues that we all know need to be addressed, i.e. the need to repeal any relocation
provisions for billboards since those provisions have stopped the attrition of billboards in
its tracks. I agreed rather to support this one small improvement but it was based on
my understanding (and I think that of the Sponsors of the amendment at the time) that
it would prevent billboards from being relocated to within any residence or property
zoned to allow residences (whether rental or owned). But in the final language, these
features did not survive and unfortunately although I had been led to believe that I
would be "kept in the loop", perhaps meeting with the sponsors and the sign company
reps prior to it going to Planning Commission, I have now learned that it has already
gone to the crucial Codes and Ordinances Committee, where it breezed through without
anybody pointing out these flaws.
So now, next Tuesday it goes to Planning Commission, then to Council two days later.
I call on everyone to show up and recommend that this amendment not be passed
unless it is strengthened as I have suggested. This is particularly important to
communities in the Hill Country and other areas around the edge of the city.
Girard Kinney, AIA
President, Scenic Austin
-------- Original Message -------Subject:[Fwd: RE: Item 41 on today's agenda, re: billboards]
Date:Fri, 04 Dec 2009 15:32:50 -0600
From:Girard Kinney <
>
Reply-To:
Organization:Kinney & Associates
To:Jay Reddy <
>, Dave Sullivan
<
>
CC:Chris Riley <chris.riley@ci.austin.tx.us>, Marisa Ballas

<marisa.ballas@ci.austin.tx.us>, Brent Lloyd
<brent.lloyd@ci.austin.tx.us>, Margaret Lloyd
<
>, Kate Meehan
<
>
Here was the last email correspondence on this subject. Subsequently, I had been
assured that I would be kept "in the loop", but I know know that there has already
been a Planning Commission Codes and Standards meeting where this item was passed
through with a recommendation that the language not be altered.
I don't know whether anybody mentioned the really awful implications of this; i.e. that
billboards will continue to be located along all of our gateways, immediately adjacent
residentially zoned property where future residences will occur. I never got any
feedback about this; so at this point I am going to try to get as many folks out to the
Planning Commission meeting as possible; I don't know how successful I will be at this
late date; I had asked everyone to back off and let this item go through at
Councilmember Riley's request, but that was before it became known that it is seriously
flawed.
Girard
-------- Original Message -------Subject:RE: Item 41 on today's agenda, re: billboards
Date:Thu, 22 Oct 2009 16:57:59 -0500
From:Riley, Chris <Chris.Riley@ci.austin.tx.us>
To:<
>
CC:Ballas, Marisa <Marisa.Ballas@ci.austin.tx.us>, Margaret Lloyd
<l
>, Kate Meehan
>, Lloyd,
Brent <Brent.Lloyd@ci.austin.tx.us>, Carol Torgrimson
References:<4AE07399.5060102@kinneyarchitects.com>
<4AE074D3.6010506@kinneyarchitects.com>
<4AE09292.8000903@kinneyarchitects.com>
<75E45B88D54A414A9AD072F01C5FA9D103DD1E15@COAEVS1.coacd.org>
<4AE0CCC6.4060603@kinneyarchitects.com>
<4AE0D00A.4020104@kinneyarchitects.com>
<75E45B88D54A414A9AD072F01C5FA9D103F4350B@COAEVS1.coacd.org>
<4AE0D3E5.2060607@kinneyarchitects.com>
I'm not sure how that wording would apply to sites with legal non-conforming residential uses. But that's
the kind of thing we ought to be able to figure out during the amendment process.

]
From: Girard Kinney [mailto
Sent: Thursday, October 22, 2009 4:52 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Cc: Ballas, Marisa; Margaret Lloyd; Kate Meehan; Lloyd, Brent; Carol Torgrimson
Subject: Re: Item 41 on today's agenda, re: billboards

Chris and Brent; I would think that a very simple change in wording would do it.
As currently written: "....prohibit the relocation of billboards within 500 feet of a legal
residential use..."
I propose:   "....prohibit the relocation of billboards within 500 feet of a a property where

residential uses are permitted..."
Girard Kinney, AIA
Owner/Principal
Kinney & Associates
1008 East Sixth [78702]
P.O. Box 6456
Austin, Texas 78762-6456
O.
F.
C.
H.

512.472.5572
512.476.9956
512.657.1593
512.478.5042
arge file attachments to:

http://www.kinneyarchitects.com

Riley, Chris wrote:
I think what you have in mind is within the scope of the amendment process we've initiated -so we could get the wording right at PC/Council. Brent, if I'm mistaken about that, let me
know.

]
From: Girard Kinney [mailto:
Sent: Thursday, October 22, 2009 4:35 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Cc: Ballas, Marisa; Margaret Lloyd; Kate Meehan; Lloyd, Brent; Carol Torgrimson
Subject: Re: Item 41 on today's agenda, re: billboards

Chris; I am only cc'ing a few here; I need to think about what exactly to do.
This is very disappointing. Perhaps I had misunderstood from you, but I
thought that you had indicated that, like is the case with the Compatibility
Ordinance, both residentially ZONED properties, AND residentially USED
properties would be included. While Brent may be able to confirm that,
indeed, legal non-conforming residential uses may be included, the fact that
residentially zoned properties without residential uses are excluded is, in my
view, the biggest problem of all.
I believe that what this will enable is a big help to the sign companies in
relocating their signs to the very areas that CAMPO, Envision Central Texas,
AART, and Capital Metro have identified as the future mixed-use corridors
and population centers, because in many cases there are not yet residences
in place in those locations. All of those places, plus the many dormant
subdivisions that have come into the city zoned residential, and where
developers will eventually build houses and mixed use communities, will all
be places that billboards can now be placed in anticipation of the coming
residences.
Perhaps we can meet and discuss this.
Girard Kinney, AIA
Owner/Principal
Kinney & Associates
1008 East Sixth [78702]
P.O. Box 6456
Austin, Texas 78762-6456

O.
F.
C.
H.

512.472.5572
512.476.9956
512.657.1593
512.478.5042
arge file attachments to:

http://www.kinneyarchitects.com

Girard Kinney wrote:
Chris;
After Ms. Shade sent this note I got a call from Brent Lloyd who
has explained that Ms. Ballas was mistaken in her response to
me. Here is what Brent said:
1. Only properties where there is a current legal residential
USE (NOT including properties zoned to allow legal
residential uses) are included here.
2. With respect to "grandfathered" (legal non-conforming)
residential uses, he is going to have to do some research to
be sure, but he thinks that I am correct in my assumption
that they are included in the 500' ban.
Please let me know when this will go to Planning Commission
and Council. Thanks.
Girard Kinney, AIA
Owner/Principal
Kinney & Associates
1008 East Sixth [78702]
P.O. Box 6456
Austin, Texas 78762-6456
O.
F.
C.
H.

512.472.5572
512.476.9956
512.657.1593
512.478.5042
large file attachments to:

http://www.kinneyarchitects.com

Shade, Randi wrote:
Thanks, Girard. I had heard that Marisa and you had spoken, so I
didn’t respond earlier. The item remained on the consent agenda.
Thanks!

----------

Randi Shade
Austin City Council
Council Member Place 3
(512) 974-2255 (phone)

(512) 974-1888 (fax)
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/shade.htm
From: Girard Kinney [mailto:
]
Sent: Thursday, October 22, 2009 12:13 PM
To:
Cc: Morrison, Laura; Shade, Randi; Riley, Chris; Ballas, Marisa;
Lloyd, Brent; Kate Meehan; Carol Torgrimson; Margaret Lloyd;
Byron Marshall; Catherine Robb; rcnasso; Stan Casey; Carol
Torgrimson; Rafael Quintanilla; Roy Mann; Sinclair Black; Kate
Meehan
Subject: Re: Item 41 on today's agenda, re: billboards

Councilmembers and Scenicompadres;

Marisa Ballas from Councilmember Riley's office called me
in response to my questions and assured me that I am
correct in my assumptions. I had planned to go down and
sign up in favor, but not asking that the item to be pulled
from the consent agenda, but was unable to to get down to
council chambers; so I imagine by now this item has passed
by consent. Thanks to Councilmembers Riley, Morrison
and Shade for getting this piece done; as you know we had
tried hard to have this be a part of the amendments passed
over the last few years, so it is encouraging that this council
has taken this step.
Of course you all know that Scenic Austin will not rest until
the Council reaffirms its commitment to the Vision of
Austin without billboards so that someday our children, or
their children, will be able to enjoy an unencumbered view
of the natural and man-made environment from our streets,
highways and railways.
Girard
Girard Kinney, AIA
Owner/Principal
Kinney & Associates
1008 East Sixth [78702]
P.O. Box 6456
Austin, Texas 78762-6456
O.
F.
C.
H.

512.472.5572
512.476.9956
512.657.1593
512.478.5042

Please submit emails with large file attachments
http://www.kinneyarchitects.com

Girard Kinney wrote:
I only now have seen the agenda language for Item 41 on

todays agenda. I am assuming it will go by consent unless
pulled, and I don't intend to ask that it be pulled if my
interpretation of the amendment is correct. Pasted from the
agenda:
Approve a resolution directing the city manager to process
a code amendment to prohibit the relocation of billboards
within 500 feet of a legal residential use and to bring the
proposed ordinance to City Council on or before December
10, 2009. (Council Member Chris Riley Council Member
Laura Morrison Council Member Randi Shade)
Am I correct that "legal residential use" would include:
1. Any property zoned to allow residential use, whether
or not a residential use is currently present on the
property?
2. Any existing residential use that may be
"grandfathered", i.e. in which the zoning would not
allow a residential use if it were built today, but
where a a residential use exists by virtue of the fact
that it predates the current zoning?
Thanks.
Girard
Girard Kinney, AIA
Owner/Principal
Kinney & Associates
1008 East Sixth [78702]
P.O. Box 6456
Austin, Texas 78762-6456
O.
F.
C.
H.

512.472.5572
512.476.9956
512.657.1593
512.478.5042

Please submit emails with large file attachments
http://www.kinneyarchitects.com

-Girard Kinney, AIA
Owner/Principal
Kinney & Associates
1008 East Sixth [78702]
P.O. Box 6456
Austin, Texas 78762-6456
O.
F.
C.
H.

512.472.5572
512.476.9956
512.657.1593
512.478.5042
arge file attachments to:

http://www.kinneyarchitects.com
-Girard Kinney, AIA
Owner/Principal
Kinney & Associates
1008 East Sixth [78702]
P.O. Box 6456
Austin, Texas 78762-6456
O.
F.
C.
H.

512.472.5572
512.476.9956
512.657.1593
512.478.5042
arge file attachments to:

http://www.kinneyarchitects.com

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Shade, Randi; Ballas, Marisa
Lloyd, Brent; Coleman, Glen; Hilling, Clara
RE: BILLBOARD ALERT
Friday, December 04, 2009 4:42:54 PM

Does anyone have the language of the proposed amendment? It's listed on the code amendments page http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/development/codeamend.htm -- but there's no link to the draft ordinance.
Chris

From: Shade, Randi
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 4:22 PM
To: Ballas, Marisa
Cc: Riley, Chris; Lloyd, Brent; Coleman, Glen
Subject: RE: BILLBOARD ALERT
Thanks for the heads up, but is Girard even correct in his assessment? What does he mean by "features
that didn't survive"?

---------Randi Shade
Austin City Council
Council Member Place 3
(512) 974-2255 (phone)
(512) 974-1888 (fax)
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/shade.htm

From: Ballas, Marisa
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 4:11 PM
To: Shade, Randi; Coleman, Glen
Subject: FW: BILLBOARD ALERT
FYI
Marisa Ballas
Policy Aide
Council Member Chris Riley's Office
(512) 974-6040

From: Girard Kinney [mailto:
]
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 3:48 PM
To: Byron Marshall; Catherine Robb; rcnasso; Stan Casey; Carol Torgrimson; Rafael Quintanilla; Roy Mann;
Sinclair Black; Kate Meehan; Laraine Lasdon; Courtney Beauchamp; Jackie Goodman; John Scanlan; Karen
Huber
Cc: Riley, Chris; Ballas, Marisa; Jay Reddy; Dave Sullivan
Subject: BILLBOARD ALERT

Scenicompadres;

You may remember that I send out a notice in October that I had agreed not to use the
proposed amendment to the Signage Ordinance as an opening to discuss the larger
issues that we all know need to be addressed, i.e. the need to repeal any relocation
provisions for billboards since those provisions have stopped the attrition of billboards in
its tracks. I agreed rather to support this one small improvement but it was based on
my understanding (and I think that of the Sponsors of the amendment at the time) that
it would prevent billboards from being relocated to within any residence or property
zoned to allow residences (whether rental or owned). But in the final language, these
features did not survive and unfortunately although I had been led to believe that I
would be "kept in the loop", perhaps meeting with the sponsors and the sign company
reps prior to it going to Planning Commission, I have now learned that it has already
gone to the crucial Codes and Ordinances Committee, where it breezed through without
anybody pointing out these flaws.
So now, next Tuesday it goes to Planning Commission, then to Council two days later.
I call on everyone to show up and recommend that this amendment not be passed
unless it is strengthened as I have suggested. This is particularly important to
communities in the Hill Country and other areas around the edge of the city.
Girard Kinney, AIA
President, Scenic Austin
-------- Original Message -------Subject:[Fwd: RE: Item 41 on today's agenda, re: billboards]
Date:Fri, 04 Dec 2009 15:32:50 -0600
From:Girard Kinney <
>
Reply-To:
Organization:Kinney & Associates
To:Jay Reddy
>, Dave Sullivan
<
>
CC:Chris Riley <chris.riley@ci.austin.tx.us>, Marisa Ballas
<marisa.ballas@ci.austin.tx.us>, Brent Lloyd
<brent.lloyd@ci.austin.tx.us>, Margaret Lloyd
<
>, Kate Meehan
<
>
Here was the last email correspondence on this subject. Subsequently, I had been
assured that I would be kept "in the loop", but I know know that there has already
been a Planning Commission Codes and Standards meeting where this item was passed
through with a recommendation that the language not be altered.
I don't know whether anybody mentioned the really awful implications of this; i.e. that
billboards will continue to be located along all of our gateways, immediately adjacent
residentially zoned property where future residences will occur. I never got any
feedback about this; so at this point I am going to try to get as many folks out to the
Planning Commission meeting as possible; I don't know how successful I will be at this
late date; I had asked everyone to back off and let this item go through at
Councilmember Riley's request, but that was before it became known that it is seriously
flawed.
Girard
-------- Original Message --------

Subject:RE: Item 41 on today's agenda, re: billboards
Date:Thu, 22 Oct 2009 16:57:59 -0500
From:Riley, Chris <Chris.Riley@ci.austin.tx.us>
To:<
>
CC:Ballas, Marisa <Marisa.Ballas@ci.austin.tx.us>, Margaret Lloyd
<
>, Kate Meehan <
>, Lloyd,
Brent <Brent.Lloyd@ci.austin.tx.us>, Carol Torgrimson
<
>
References:<4AE07399.5060102@kinneyarchitects.com>
<4AE074D3.6010506@kinneyarchitects.com>
<4AE09292.8000903@kinneyarchitects.com>
<75E45B88D54A414A9AD072F01C5FA9D103DD1E15@COAEVS1.coacd.org>
<4AE0CCC6.4060603@kinneyarchitects.com>
<4AE0D00A.4020104@kinneyarchitects.com>
<75E45B88D54A414A9AD072F01C5FA9D103F4350B@COAEVS1.coacd.org>
<4AE0D3E5.2060607@kinneyarchitects.com>
I'm not sure how that wording would apply to sites with legal non-conforming residential uses. But that's
the kind of thing we ought to be able to figure out during the amendment process.

]
From: Girard Kinney [mailto:
Sent: Thursday, October 22, 2009 4:52 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Cc: Ballas, Marisa; Margaret Lloyd; Kate Meehan; Lloyd, Brent; Carol Torgrimson
Subject: Re: Item 41 on today's agenda, re: billboards

Chris and Brent; I would think that a very simple change in wording would do it.
As currently written: "....prohibit the relocation of billboards within 500 feet of a legal
residential use..."
I propose:   "....prohibit the relocation of billboards within 500 feet of a a property where
residential uses are permitted..."
Girard Kinney, AIA
Owner/Principal
Kinney & Associates
1008 East Sixth [78702]
P.O. Box 6456
Austin, Texas 78762-6456
O.
F.
C.
H.

512.472.5572
512.476.9956
512.657.1593
512.478.5042
arge file attachments to:

http://www.kinneyarchitects.com

Riley, Chris wrote:
I think what you have in mind is within the scope of the amendment process we've initiated -so we could get the wording right at PC/Council. Brent, if I'm mistaken about that, let me
know.

From: Girard Kinney [mailto:
Sent: Thursday, October 22, 2009 4:35 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Cc: Ballas, Marisa; Margaret Lloyd; Kate Meehan; Lloyd, Brent; Carol Torgrimson
Subject: Re: Item 41 on today's agenda, re: billboards

Chris; I am only cc'ing a few here; I need to think about what exactly to do.
This is very disappointing. Perhaps I had misunderstood from you, but I
thought that you had indicated that, like is the case with the Compatibility
Ordinance, both residentially ZONED properties, AND residentially USED
properties would be included. While Brent may be able to confirm that,
indeed, legal non-conforming residential uses may be included, the fact that
residentially zoned properties without residential uses are excluded is, in my
view, the biggest problem of all.
I believe that what this will enable is a big help to the sign companies in
relocating their signs to the very areas that CAMPO, Envision Central Texas,
AART, and Capital Metro have identified as the future mixed-use corridors
and population centers, because in many cases there are not yet residences
in place in those locations. All of those places, plus the many dormant
subdivisions that have come into the city zoned residential, and where
developers will eventually build houses and mixed use communities, will all
be places that billboards can now be placed in anticipation of the coming
residences.
Perhaps we can meet and discuss this.
Girard Kinney, AIA
Owner/Principal
Kinney & Associates
1008 East Sixth [78702]
P.O. Box 6456
Austin, Texas 78762-6456
O.
F.
C.
H.

512.472.5572
512.476.9956
512.657.1593
512.478.5042
arge file attachments to:

http://www.kinneyarchitects.com

Girard Kinney wrote:
Chris;
After Ms. Shade sent this note I got a call from Brent Lloyd who
has explained that Ms. Ballas was mistaken in her response to
me. Here is what Brent said:
1. Only properties where there is a current legal residential
USE (NOT including properties zoned to allow legal
residential uses) are included here.
2. With respect to "grandfathered" (legal non-conforming)

residential uses, he is going to have to do some research to
be sure, but he thinks that I am correct in my assumption
that they are included in the 500' ban.
Please let me know when this will go to Planning Commission
and Council. Thanks.
Girard Kinney, AIA
Owner/Principal
Kinney & Associates
1008 East Sixth [78702]
P.O. Box 6456
Austin, Texas 78762-6456
O.
F.
C.
H.

512.472.5572
512.476.9956
512.657.1593
512.478.5042
arge file attachments to:

http://www.kinneyarchitects.com

Shade, Randi wrote:
Thanks, Girard. I had heard that Marisa and you had spoken, so I
didn’t respond earlier. The item remained on the consent agenda.
Thanks!

----------

Randi Shade
Austin City Council
Council Member Place 3
(512) 974-2255 (phone)
(512) 974-1888 (fax)
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/shade.htm
From: Girard Kinney [mailto:
Sent: Thursday, October 22, 2009 12:13 PM
To:
Cc: Morrison, Laura; Shade, Randi; Riley, Chris; Ballas, Marisa;
Lloyd, Brent; Kate Meehan; Carol Torgrimson; Margaret Lloyd;
Byron Marshall; Catherine Robb; rcnasso; Stan Casey; Carol
Torgrimson; Rafael Quintanilla; Roy Mann; Sinclair Black; Kate
Meehan
Subject: Re: Item 41 on today's agenda, re: billboards

Councilmembers and Scenicompadres;

Marisa Ballas from Councilmember Riley's office called me
in response to my questions and assured me that I am
correct in my assumptions. I had planned to go down and
sign up in favor, but not asking that the item to be pulled
from the consent agenda, but was unable to to get down to
council chambers; so I imagine by now this item has passed
by consent. Thanks to Councilmembers Riley, Morrison
and Shade for getting this piece done; as you know we had

tried hard to have this be a part of the amendments passed
over the last few years, so it is encouraging that this council
has taken this step.
Of course you all know that Scenic Austin will not rest until
the Council reaffirms its commitment to the Vision of
Austin without billboards so that someday our children, or
their children, will be able to enjoy an unencumbered view
of the natural and man-made environment from our streets,
highways and railways.
Girard
Girard Kinney, AIA
Owner/Principal
Kinney & Associates
1008 East Sixth [78702]
P.O. Box 6456
Austin, Texas 78762-6456
O.
F.
C.
H.

512.472.5572
512.476.9956
512.657.1593
512.478.5042

Please submit emails with large file attachments
http://www.kinneyarchitects.com

Girard Kinney wrote:
I only now have seen the agenda language for Item 41 on
todays agenda. I am assuming it will go by consent unless
pulled, and I don't intend to ask that it be pulled if my
interpretation of the amendment is correct. Pasted from the
agenda:
Approve a resolution directing the city manager to process
a code amendment to prohibit the relocation of billboards
within 500 feet of a legal residential use and to bring the
proposed ordinance to City Council on or before December
10, 2009. (Council Member Chris Riley Council Member
Laura Morrison Council Member Randi Shade)
Am I correct that "legal residential use" would include:
1. Any property zoned to allow residential use, whether
or not a residential use is currently present on the
property?
2. Any existing residential use that may be
"grandfathered", i.e. in which the zoning would not
allow a residential use if it were built today, but
where a a residential use exists by virtue of the fact

that it predates the current zoning?
Thanks.
Girard
Girard Kinney, AIA
Owner/Principal
Kinney & Associates
1008 East Sixth [78702]
P.O. Box 6456
Austin, Texas 78762-6456
O.
F.
C.
H.

512.472.5572
512.476.9956
512.657.1593
512.478.5042

Please submit emails with large file attachments
http://www.kinneyarchitects.com

-Girard Kinney, AIA
Owner/Principal
Kinney & Associates
1008 East Sixth [78702]
P.O. Box 6456
Austin, Texas 78762-6456
O.
F.
C.
H.

512.472.5572
512.476.9956
512.657.1593
512.478.5042
arge file attachments to:

http://www.kinneyarchitects.com
-Girard Kinney, AIA
Owner/Principal
Kinney & Associates
1008 East Sixth [78702]
P.O. Box 6456
Austin, Texas 78762-6456
O.
F.
C.
H.

512.472.5572
512.476.9956
512.657.1593
512.478.5042
large file attachments to:

http://www.kinneyarchitects.com

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Shade, Randi
Coleman, Glen; Lloyd, Brent; Edwards, Sue; Ballas, Marisa
RE: Billboard follow-up
Thursday, December 03, 2009 8:46:47 PM

Ok, thanks, Randi. Marisa's checking on the fee waiver possibilities, and we're still hoping the
ordinance will go through on either the 10th or the 17th. We'll keep you posted.
Chris

From: Shade, Randi
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2009 4:23 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Cc: Coleman, Glen; Lloyd, Brent; Edwards, Sue; Ballas, Marisa
Subject: Billboard follow-up
Hi Chris,
So as you can see by now the Billboard Ordinance will be coming to next week's council Dec 10th
Council Agenda. It is still in same form as it was pre-Planning Commission, but I understand Billy
Reagan may still be exploring other options. That's in your court. As I've said before, I will support you
with the current version or support a more permissive version -- it is your call.
The Bridges has come up with some money ($9K for Bridges to pay Reagan to remove the existing
billboard), but it seems that while the City isn't a party in whatever agreement exists between Reagan
and the Bridges, we do have a role to play to differentiate this re-location from others. I'm told that
Reagan has a term sheet from Jim Cousar that expires at year-end. The list below is the way Cousar
explained the deal to me earlier....I am also told that Cousar expects the developer's $9K to no longer
be available after year-end. Sue and Cousar have discussed this deal and the City's role in the past,
and I believe Nikelle and Sue have also discussed. I know nothing about the status of the fee waiver
discussion, but am assuming that if that's going to happen then it needs to happen soon. We have two
meetings before year-end -- Dec. 10th and December 17th. If the fee waivers are to be factored in to
this deal then it seems we'd need to act in time for one of these upcoming Council meetings especially
given the fact that the amendment to the ordinance seems to be the far more important issue/pressure
point for Reagan. If you want to postpone the ordinance item until the 17th to have more time to get
the fee waiver issue and Cousar deal details nailed, I am fine with that, too.
Let me know if you need anything from me.
-Randi

Jim Cousar Deal Summary:
Parties: Reagan and BOTP. City of Austin would not be a party, but
effectiveness of the agreement would be tied to the City approving certain fee
waivers for Reagan.
Purpose of Agreement: Set out terms under which Reagan would permanently
remove the billboard on the property immediately south of Bridges on the Park
Condominiums.

Consideration from Reagan: Contractually enforceable promise to remove the
billboard by a date certain, and agreement not to place billboard there in the
future.
Consideration from BOTP: Cash payment to Reagan upon removal of the
billboard, amount to be determined. Generally tied to the cost of physical
removal of the billboard.  
Conditions Precedent for Reagan performance: City of Austin approval of
future fee waivers to Reagan in an amount to be determined, but probably
based on the physical cost of purchasing and installing the billboard. This
waiver will require City Council approval, and will likely be tied to Council
action modifying the billboard setback requirement for some residential uses.
Timing: Sequentially, Reagan and BOTP sign agreement; City Council to act;
Reagan to have time certain to remove billboard; BOTP payment to Reagan
becomes due upon removal.
---------Randi Shade
Austin City Council
Council Member Place 3
(512) 974-2255 (phone)
(512) 974-1888 (fax)
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/shade.htm

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Riley, Chris
Martinez, Mike [Council Member]; ohn Langmore"; "Frank Fernandez
FW: Congresssman Doggett"s Letter of Support for Cap Metro"s TIGER grant application
Tuesday, December 01, 2009 6:15:28 PM
Letter for support of Capital Metro"s TIGER grant application.pdf

fyi.

From: Tyler, Amanda [mailto:Amanda.Tyler@mail.house.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 6:09 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Subject: Congresssman Doggett's Letter of Support for Cap Metro's TIGER grant application
Councilmember Riley,
I left a message with Lewis this afternoon to let you know that we sent the attached letter in support of
Capital Metro’s TIGER grant application last month, directly to the Department of Transportation. I
neglected to provide Tina Bui at Cap Metro a copy of the letter when we sent it, which I think is what
caused the confusion, but I called her this morning to explain and emailed her the letter as well.
Please let me know if you have any questions or if we can assist in any other way.
Best,
Amanda
Amanda Tyler
Counsel and District Director
Office of Congressman Lloyd Doggett
Sign up for Lloyd’s List Here

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Martinez, Mike [Council Member]; Moore, Andrew
Leffingwell, Lee; Shade, Randi; Morrison, Laura; Cole, Sheryl; Spelman, William
Re: Car2Go
Thursday, November 19, 2009 1:31:01 PM

Me too.
Sent via BlackBerry by AT&T
From: "Martinez, Mike [Council Member]" <Mike.Martinez@ci.austin.tx.us>
Date: Thu, 19 Nov 2009 13:11:16 -0600
To: Moore, Andrew<Andrew.Moore@ci.austin.tx.us>
Cc: Leffingwell, Lee<Lee.Leffingwell@ci.austin.tx.us>; Shade,
Randi<Randi.Shade@ci.austin.tx.us>; Morrison,
Laura<Laura.Morrison@ci.austin.tx.us>; Cole, Sheryl<Sheryl.Cole@ci.austin.tx.us>;
Spelman, William<William.Spelman@ci.austin.tx.us>; Riley,
Chris<Chris.Riley@ci.austin.tx.us>
Subject: Re: Car2Go
Yes
Departe de iPhone
On Nov 19, 2009, at 1:04 PM, "Moore, Andrew" <Andrew.Moore@ci.austin.tx.us>
wrote:
Let me know if you are interested in using the Car2Go system and I'll forward the
request on to Transportation.
Thanks!
Andy Moore
Policy Aide to Mayor Pro-Tem Mike Martinez
512-974-3036

From:
To:
Cc:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Morrison, Laura; Ballas, Marisa
Levinski, Robert
Thursday, November 19, 2009 9:22:38 AM

I'm a little confused about his statement that "The watershed regulations would apply whether he’s in
the City or not." I just left him a voicemail asking him to call about that.
This applicant has 5.62 acres. If he subdivides, or if his neighbors start applying for SER's one-byone, there's still a lot of development potential there if we're going to approving these routinely. I'd like
to get a handle on what development regulations apply.

From: Morrison, Laura
Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2009 9:15 AM
To: Ballas, Marisa; Riley, Chris
Cc: Levinski, Robert
Subject: RE: #7: SER request
Thanks Chris and Marisa.
Jerry has also answered a question that I had concerns about, as to what density this would support in
the future. “Just enough for one house” ensures we aren’t setting us up for increased density in the
DWPZ.

Laura Morrison
Austin City Council, Place 4
512-974-2258
512-974-1886 (Fax)
Laura.Morrison@ci.austin.tx.us
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/morrison.htm
From: Ballas, Marisa
Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2009 9:08 AM
To: Riley, Chris; Morrison, Laura
Cc: Levinski, Robert
Subject: FW: #7: SER request
Chris and Laura,
Please see Jerry's response regarding #7 below.
Best,
Marisa
Marisa Ballas
Policy Aide
Council Member Chris Riley's Office
(512) 974-6040

From: Rusthoven, Jerry
Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2009 8:52 AM
To: Ballas, Marisa

Subject: RE: #7: SER request
Hi Marisa,
The owner requested annexation in August. However we will not be bringing the request forward
since he is not contiguous with the existing City limits. The watershed regulations would apply
whether he’s in the City or not. The request is for just 3 gpm which is just enough for one house so
we don’t have to worry that he’s developing the whole tract. His well is probably not that reliable with
the drought. A copy of the annexation request is attached.
Jerry Rusthoven, AICP
Current Planning Manager
City of Austin Planning and Development Review Dept
One Texas Center  505 Barton Springs Rd 5th Floor
P.O. Box 1088
Austin, TX 78767
(512) 974-3207
(512) 974-6054 fax

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Morrison, Laura
Re: Planning Commission Resolution
Friday, November 13, 2009 12:19:12 PM

Sure, thanks.
C.
Sent via BlackBerry by AT&T
From: "Morrison, Laura" <Laura.Morrison@ci.austin.tx.us>
Date: Fri, 13 Nov 2009 11:07:02 -0600
To: Riley, Chris<Chris.Riley@ci.austin.tx.us>
Subject: RE: Planning Commission Resolution
Chris,
I’d like to go with getting it on our next CP&T subcommittee agenda so we can entertain the staff
perspective on it in a public discussion. Ok with you?
Laura
Enjoy the San Antonio visit!
Laura Morrison
Austin City Council, Place 4
512-974-2258
512-974-1886 (Fax)
Laura.Morrison@ci.austin.tx.us
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/morrison.htm
From: Riley, Chris
Sent: Friday, November 06, 2009 11:48 AM
To: Morrison, Laura
Subject: FW: Planning Commission Resolution
Hey Laura -I'd like to get a handle on what we're going to do with this. (I'm guessing you're in agreement with it;
let me know if you have concerns.) One possibility:
--put it on the agenda for the next CP&T Subcommittee meeting; make recommendation to whole
Council.
--get something on the next Council agenda after that.
Let me know if that seems like the right approach to you -Chris

From: Dave Sullivan [mailto:
]
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2009 8:46 AM
To: Riley, Chris; Leffingwell, Lee; Martinez, Mike [Council Member]; Cole, Sheryl; Morrison, Laura;

Spelman, William; Shade, Randi
Cc: Haywood, Carol; David Anderson; Stoll, Garner; Walters, Mark; Claxton, Gregory; Dugan, Matthew;
Anguiano, Dora
Subject: Planning Commission Resolution

Mayor, Mayor Pro Tem, Council-members
The Planning Commission passed the attached resolution on Sept. 29, and I will try to attend
the City Council Comp Plan & Transportation Subcommitte meeting today to present it
under Citizen's Communication.
Dave Sullivan

----- Forwarded Message ---From: Dave Sullivan <
>
To: "Anguiano, Dora" <Dora.Anguiano@ci.austin.tx.us>
Cc: Carol Haywood <Carol.Haywood@ci.austin.tx.us>
Sent: Thu, October 1, 2009 10:35:00 AM
Subject: Re: for tonight

no prob. I brought hard copies to the meeting and we passed the motion unanimously.
I'm guessing Carol and I will colaborate on the minutes from the meeting. Carol, attached is
my draft of the resolution we passed.
From: "Anguiano, Dora" <Dora.Anguiano@ci.austin.tx.us>
To: Dave Sullivan <
>
Sent: Thursday, October 1, 2009 9:47:49 AM
Subject: RE: for tonight
Sorry, I was out for the past 2 days. I hope this got out to the others.

From: Dave Sullivan [mailto:
Sent: Tuesday, September 29, 2009 10:16 AM
To: Stoll, Garner; Claxton, Gregory; Walters, Mark; Anguiano, Dora
Subject: for tonight

Please send to the other commissioners for tonight's meeting. This is in the spirit of
brainstorming, Thanks.
Dave

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Riley, Chris
Morrison, Laura
FW: Planning Commission Resolution
Friday, November 06, 2009 11:47:42 AM
PC adding elements resolution.doc

Hey Laura -I'd like to get a handle on what we're going to do with this. (I'm guessing you're in agreement with it;
let me know if you have concerns.) One possibility:
--put it on the agenda for the next CP&T Subcommittee meeting; make recommendation to whole
Council.
--get something on the next Council agenda after that.
Let me know if that seems like the right approach to you -Chris

From: Dave Sullivan [mailto:
]
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2009 8:46 AM
To: Riley, Chris; Leffingwell, Lee; Martinez, Mike [Council Member]; Cole, Sheryl; Morrison, Laura;
Spelman, William; Shade, Randi
Cc: Haywood, Carol; David Anderson; Stoll, Garner; Walters, Mark; Claxton, Gregory; Dugan, Matthew;
Anguiano, Dora
Subject: Planning Commission Resolution

Mayor, Mayor Pro Tem, Council-members
The Planning Commission passed the attached resolution on Sept. 29, and I will try to attend
the City Council Comp Plan & Transportation Subcommitte meeting today to present it under
Citizen's Communication.
Dave Sullivan

----- Forwarded Message ---From: Dave Sullivan <
>
To: "Anguiano, Dora" <Dora.Anguiano@ci.austin.tx.us>
Cc: Carol Haywood <Carol.Haywood@ci.austin.tx.us>
Sent: Thu, October 1, 2009 10:35:00 AM
Subject: Re: for tonight

no prob. I brought hard copies to the meeting and we passed the motion unanimously.
I'm guessing Carol and I will colaborate on the minutes from the meeting. Carol, attached is
my draft of the resolution we passed.
From: "Anguiano, Dora" <Dora.Anguiano@ci.austin.tx.us>
To: Dave Sullivan <
>
Sent: Thursday, October 1, 2009 9:47:49 AM
Subject: RE: for tonight
Sorry, I was out for the past 2 days. I hope this got out to the others.

From: Dave Sullivan [mailto:
]
Sent: Tuesday, September 29, 2009 10:16 AM
To: Stoll, Garner; Claxton, Gregory; Walters, Mark; Anguiano, Dora
Subject: for tonight

Please send to the other commissioners for tonight's meeting. This is in the spirit of
brainstorming, Thanks.
Dave

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Morrison, Laura
Levinski, Robert
RE: Late backup
Wednesday, November 04, 2009 11:38:25 AM

Great, thx.

From: Morrison, Laura
Sent: Wednesday, November 04, 2009 11:38 AM
To: Riley, Chris
Cc: Levinski, Robert
Subject: FW: Late backup
Chris –
Looks like the language I mentioned with concern yesterday (“may” vs “shall” for contact teams as
interested parties) has been fixed.
Laura
Laura Morrison
Austin City Council, Place 4
(512) 974-2258
Laura.Morrison@ci.austin.tx.us
From: Levinski, Robert
Sent: Wednesday, November 04, 2009 11:32 AM
To: Shaw, Chad; Heil, Robert
Cc: Morrison, Laura
Subject: FW: Late backup
Thank you!

From: Rios, Myrna
Sent: Tuesday, November 03, 2009 2:37 PM
To: Council Executive Assistants
Subject: Late backup

Attached is revision # 2 to item #69.   

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Morrison, Laura
Rush, Barbara; Ballas, Marisa
RE: Conservation Task Force
Friday, October 30, 2009 4:45:26 PM

I'll be glad to do that. Thanks for the nudge, and for agreeing to co-sponsor. We'll plan on getting
something out for the Nov. 19, and we'll check with Lee's office before then to make sure no one's
caught off guard.
Chris

From: Morrison, Laura
Sent: Friday, October 30, 2009 4:09 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Cc: Rush, Barbara; Ballas, Marisa
Subject: FW: Conservation Task Force

Chris,
Do you plan to sponsor a resolution to extend the timeline for the task force? I think the
rationale makes good sense, and since you were the lead sponsor on the original reconstituting
resolution, I’d be happy to co-sponsor if you will sponsor the follow on.
Laura
Laura Morrison
Austin City Council, Place 4
512-974-2258
512-974-1886 (Fax)
Laura.Morrison@ci.austin.tx.us
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/morrison.htm

From:
[mailto:
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2009 9:13 AM
To: Leffingwell, Lee; Riley, Chris; Morrison, Laura
Cc: Everhart, Amy; Ballas, Marisa; Rush, Barbara;
Subject: Conservation Task Force

]

Mayor and Councilmembers At the Task Force meeting on Monday evening, the group reviewed our process and remaining
work. We've meet 6 times during the last six weeks (between 2 to 4 hours each) and have made
significant progress. We currently have 6 meetings scheduled for Nov and Dec during which we plan
to review remaining "topics" (e.g., education, partnerships, impediments to conservation and
opportunities to overcome them, etc.), prioritize the recommendations and draft the report. During
the discussion it was also suggested that we circulate the draft report to the Envi Board, Resource
Management and Water & Wastewater Commissions to solicit comments & endorsement prior to
submission to Council. The Task Force would then address those comments and submit a final
report to Council. To accomplish all of that and produce a credible document, the Task Force
believes it needs a little more time. The goal would be to have the draft ready by mid-January, get
comments back from the other bodies by mid-February, revise the report as appropriate and submit
the final by the end of February. The current resolution established an aggressive schedule and
requires completion of our report by Jan 1 - we would request an additional 60 days.

We've been requested to present a short update at your November 5 meeting regarding progress on
implementation of the 2007 recommendations as well as progress on this charge. We would like to
request an extension until the end of February at that time and receive direction from the dais. Your
feedback on this idea in advance of the meeting would be most welcome. Please feel free to call
(210-422-8958) or contact me at your convenience
Thank you.
Susan Butler
Water Resources Manager
CH2M Hill
12301 Research Boulevard
Building 4, Suite 250
Austin, TX 78759
Office: (512) 453-2468, x 288
Fax: (972) 385-5132
Cell: (210) 422-8958

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Lazarus, Howard
Curtis, Michael; Beaudet, Annick; Morrison, Laura
RE: CCPTC Questions on Nueces Bicycle Boulevard Questions
Thursday, October 22, 2009 12:33:53 PM

Thanks, Howard. Just to clarify one point about your answer to the first question: I think you're saying
we'll still have sufficient matching funds to support an enhancements application for the Mopac bridge,
even if we use this bond funding on Nueces. Have I got that right?
Chris

From: Lazarus, Howard
Sent: Thursday, October 22, 2009 6:52 AM
To: Riley, Chris
Cc: Curtis, Michael; Beaudet, Annick
Subject: RE: CCPTC Questions on Nueces Bicycle Boulevard Questions

Council Member Riley:
Please see responses below in red.

Howard S. Lazarus, PE
Director, Public Works Department
City of Austin
505 Barton Springs Road - Suite 1300
Austin, TX 78704
T: 512.974.7190
F: 512.974.7084
E: howard.lazarus@ci.austin.tx.us
From: Riley, Chris
Sent: Friday, October 09, 2009 7:47 PM
To: Lazarus, Howard
Cc: Spillar, Rob; Cole, Sheryl; Morrison, Laura; Goode, Robert; Curtis, Michael; Beaudet, Annick
Subject: RE: CCPTC Questions on Nueces Bicycle Boulevard Questions
Thanks for the info, Howard. I do have a couple additional questions on funding. I gather there has
been some corporate support ($30,000) for the Mopac Bike Bridge within the past year or so, as
described in this press release -- http://www.solarwinds.com/company/PressReleases/release.aspx?
id=1067 . So here are my questions:
1. The press release mentions the hope of getting funding for the bike bridge from CAMPO. If
this bond money is diverted to the Nueces project, will we be jeopardizing any realistic shot at getting
additional funding before the next bond election? RESP: The bike bridge is not currently fully funded,
so even if the money was not taken from the bridge project for the Nueces Bicycle Boulevard the
project could still not go forward. There are also some remaining design issues that need to be
resolved. TxDOT has issued a call for projects to be considered under a Transportation Enhancement
Grant program, and we will submit the bridge project. We have sufficient matching funds available. If
grant funds are not obtained, we will most likely have to wait for the 2010 Mobility Bond.

2. Has there been any contact with those corporate donors since that press conference they held?
Looks like the funds are being by the Austin Parks Foundation. I just left a voicemail for Charlie
McCabe to make sure he's on the same page. RESP: I’ve asked Annick to follow-up with the
corporate donors.
I'm hoping that this funding source will work out, and I'm grateful for your identifying it & moving
forward with it; just want to make sure we don't run into problems with it.
Chris

From: Lazarus, Howard
Sent: Friday, October 09, 2009 1:14 PM
To: Cole, Sheryl; Morrison, Laura; Riley, Chris; Goode, Robert; Curtis, Michael; Beaudet, Annick
Cc: Spillar, Rob
Subject: CCPTC Questions on Nueces Bicycle Boulevard Questions

I am forwarding the attached memo in response to issues raised by the members of the
Council Comprehensive Planning and Transportation Committee this past Monday.
Please do not hesitate to contact us if you need additional information or if you have
further questions.

Howard S. Lazarus, PE
Director, Public Works Department
City of Austin
505 Barton Springs Road - Suite 1300
Austin, TX 78704
T: 512.974.7190
F: 512.974.7084

E: howard.lazarus@ci.austin.tx.us

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
"
"
Morrison, Laura; Rush, Barbara; Ballas, Marisa
RE: press event Tuesday at 11:30AM
Monday, October 19, 2009 11:38:25 PM

Thanks for letting us know about this, Colin. Marisa & I are supposed to be at a CNU event up on
Anderson Lane, so we'll probably miss out, but I'll get there if I can.
Chris
-----Original Message----]
From:
[mailto:
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2009 4:48 PM
To: Morrison, Laura; Rush, Barbara; Riley, Chris; Ballas, Marisa
Subject: press event Tuesday at 11:30AM
Dear Laura and Chris,
Wanted to let y'all know that there will be a short press conference tomorrow (Tuesday) in the City Hall
media room at 11:30AM.
Reps from Austin Neighborhoods Council, Liveable City, and Gray Panthers will speak out against
building WTP 4 now.
Please feel free to join us.
Thanks,
Colin

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Morrison, Laura
RE: CCPTC Questions on Nueces Bicycle Boulevard Questions
Friday, October 09, 2009 7:59:54 PM

I'm on a roll! Down to 92!
I really ought to get outta here. Hope you have a good weekend too -Chris

From: Morrison, Laura
Sent: Friday, October 09, 2009 7:57 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Subject: RE: CCPTC Questions on Nueces Bicycle Boulevard Questions
Chris - thanks for getting on this.
I see it is Friday night and you are still responding to emails :). Me, I'm down to 252!
Have a good weekend.
Laura

From: Riley, Chris
Sent: Fri 10/9/2009 7:47 PM
To: Morrison, Laura
Cc: Beaudet, Annick
Subject: RE: CCPTC Questions on Nueces Bicycle Boulevard Questions
Hey Laura -I know there has been support for the Mopac Bike Bridge from the bike community, but I don't
remember the discussions on this around 2000. I'm cc'ing Annick in case she does.
In googling this, I came across a press release that raises a couple questions in my mind about it. I'm
doing a separate email to Howard et al. about that; I'll include both of y'all on it.
Chris
From: Morrison, Laura
Sent: Friday, October 09, 2009 2:26 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Subject: FW: CCPTC Questions on Nueces Bicycle Boulevard Questions

Chris –
I wanted to check in with you on the funding point Howard makes in this memo. The only
potential concern I see is that the Mopac bicycle bridge was assured from the 2000 bond
money but there’s no guarantee it would make it into a future one. Do you see a problem
with that? Was there a big push to get it in the 2000 bond package?
Thanks –
Laura

Laura Morrison
Austin City Council, Place 4
512-974-2258
512-974-1886 (Fax)
Laura.Morrison@ci.austin.tx.us
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/morrison.htm

From: Lazarus, Howard
Sent: Friday, October 09, 2009 1:14 PM
To: Cole, Sheryl; Morrison, Laura; Riley, Chris; Goode, Robert; Curtis, Michael; Beaudet, Annick
Cc: Spillar, Rob
Subject: CCPTC Questions on Nueces Bicycle Boulevard Questions

I am forwarding the attached memo in response to issues raised by the members of the
Council Comprehensive Planning and Transportation Committee this past Monday.
Please do not hesitate to contact us if you need additional information or if you have
further questions.

Howard S. Lazarus, PE
Director, Public Works Department
City of Austin
505 Barton Springs Road - Suite 1300
Austin, TX 78704
T: 512.974.7190
F: 512.974.7084

E: howard.lazarus@ci.austin.tx.us

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Lazarus, Howard
Spillar, Rob; Cole, Sheryl; Morrison, Laura; Goode, Robert; Curtis, Michael; Beaudet, Annick
RE: CCPTC Questions on Nueces Bicycle Boulevard Questions
Friday, October 09, 2009 7:47:09 PM

Thanks for the info, Howard. I do have a couple additional questions on funding. I gather there has
been some corporate support ($30,000) for the Mopac Bike Bridge within the past year or so, as
described in this press release -- http://www.solarwinds.com/company/PressReleases/release.aspx?
id=1067 . So here are my questions:
1. The press release mentions the hope of getting funding for the bike bridge from CAMPO. If
this bond money is diverted to the Nueces project, will we be jeopardizing any realistic shot at getting
additional funding before the next bond election?
2. Has there been any contact with those corporate donors since that press conference they held?
Looks like the funds are being by the Austin Parks Foundation. I just left a voicemail for Charlie
McCabe to make sure he's on the same page.
I'm hoping that this funding source will work out, and I'm grateful for your identifying it & moving
forward with it; just want to make sure we don't run into problems with it.
Chris

From: Lazarus, Howard
Sent: Friday, October 09, 2009 1:14 PM
To: Cole, Sheryl; Morrison, Laura; Riley, Chris; Goode, Robert; Curtis, Michael; Beaudet, Annick
Cc: Spillar, Rob
Subject: CCPTC Questions on Nueces Bicycle Boulevard Questions

I am forwarding the attached memo in response to issues raised by the members of the
Council Comprehensive Planning and Transportation Committee this past Monday.
Please do not hesitate to contact us if you need additional information or if you have
further questions.

Howard S. Lazarus, PE
Director, Public Works Department
City of Austin
505 Barton Springs Road - Suite 1300
Austin, TX 78704
T: 512.974.7190
F: 512.974.7084

E: howard.lazarus@ci.austin.tx.us

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Morrison, Laura
Beaudet, Annick
RE: CCPTC Questions on Nueces Bicycle Boulevard Questions
Friday, October 09, 2009 7:47:03 PM

Hey Laura -I know there has been support for the Mopac Bike Bridge from the bike community, but I don't
remember the discussions on this around 2000. I'm cc'ing Annick in case she does.
In googling this, I came across a press release that raises a couple questions in my mind about it. I'm
doing a separate email to Howard et al. about that; I'll include both of y'all on it.
Chris
From: Morrison, Laura
Sent: Friday, October 09, 2009 2:26 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Subject: FW: CCPTC Questions on Nueces Bicycle Boulevard Questions

Chris –
I wanted to check in with you on the funding point Howard makes in this memo. The only
potential concern I see is that the Mopac bicycle bridge was assured from the 2000 bond
money but there’s no guarantee it would make it into a future one. Do you see a problem
with that? Was there a big push to get it in the 2000 bond package?
Thanks –
Laura
Laura Morrison
Austin City Council, Place 4
512-974-2258
512-974-1886 (Fax)
Laura.Morrison@ci.austin.tx.us
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/morrison.htm

From: Lazarus, Howard
Sent: Friday, October 09, 2009 1:14 PM
To: Cole, Sheryl; Morrison, Laura; Riley, Chris; Goode, Robert; Curtis, Michael; Beaudet, Annick
Cc: Spillar, Rob
Subject: CCPTC Questions on Nueces Bicycle Boulevard Questions

I am forwarding the attached memo in response to issues raised by the members of the
Council Comprehensive Planning and Transportation Committee this past Monday.
Please do not hesitate to contact us if you need additional information or if you have
further questions.

Howard S. Lazarus, PE
Director, Public Works Department
City of Austin
505 Barton Springs Road - Suite 1300
Austin, TX 78704
T: 512.974.7190
F: 512.974.7084

E: howard.lazarus@ci.austin.tx.us

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Shade, Randi; Coleman, Glen
Ballas, Marisa
FW: Bridges on the Park/ South Lamar Billboard/ Update on Meeting with Reagan Outdor
Friday, October 09, 2009 6:12:18 PM

fyi.

From: Cousar, James E. [mailto:
]
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2009 3:10 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Subject: Re: Bridges on the Park/ South Lamar Billboard/ Update on Meeting with Reagan Outdor
No. I think it could work. Either is fine for botp association. Thanks for working to resolve this. Jim
From: Riley, Chris <Chris.Riley@ci.austin.tx.us>
To: Cousar, James E.
Cc: Morrison, Laura <Laura.Morrison@ci.austin.tx.us>
Sent: Thu Oct 08 14:39:32 2009
Subject: RE: Bridges on the Park/ South Lamar Billboard/ Update on Meeting with Reagan Outdor
Thanks for the note, Jim. I'd still prefer language that simply prohibits relocation to within 500' of
property that has residential zoning "or use." There are a number of apartment/condo complexes
across the city that actually have commercial zoning. The language in your email wouldn't protect
those places from billboard relocations.
If we were to move forward with the "or use" language, do you think we would be jeopardizing the
agreement between the Bridges & Reagan?
Chris

From: Cousar, James E. [mailto:
]
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2009 1:49 PM
To: Riley, Chris; Morrison, Laura
Subject: Re: Bridges on the Park/ South Lamar Billboard/ Update on Meeting with Reagan Outdor

Chris and Laura    I had a productive meeting today with B. Reagan of Reagan Outdoor and his
attorney N. Meade.
    I provided them a summary of a proposed two party settlement agreement
between Bridges On the Park Owners Ass'n and Reagan, which generally would call
for removal of the billboard within a fixed time after the City passes a resolution
providing for a specified fee waiver or other consideration to Reagan. BOTP would
then pay Reagan $XX as partial coverage of the physical cost of taking down the
billboard.
    On the question of the billboard ordinance amendment, I think Mr. Reagan and
Ms. Meade would agree to a provision in the billboard ordinance that extended the

minimum setback for relocated billboards as follows:
    "For the purposes of this ordinance, a property in a mixed use zoning district shall
be considered to be within a residential zoning district if there is residential use of the
property."
    This language could certainly be made prettier, and I suspect that the legal dept.
does not like the word "shall," but the idea should be clear: 1) it is a narrow change
to the billboard ordinance, and not a change to the zoning ordinance; 2) It does not
effect a zoning change for any structure- properties zoned MU will continue to be
MU. 3) It really does nothing except extend a billboard setback, on a prospective
basis, to certain MU properties that include a residential use.
    Hope this is helpful and good enough to get a proposal on the agenda for next
week.
    I will be out of town after my plane leaves (4 pm today) and back Monday.   I will
have blackberry and my cell phone, which is 512 917-6970.   Many thanks.
Jim
James E. Cousar
Thompson & Knight LLP
98 San Jacinto
Suite 1900
Austin, TX 78701
512-469-6112 ofc
512-469-6180 fax
This message is confidential and may be attorney-client privileged. If received in
error, please do not read. Instead, please reply to me that you have received it in
error and then delete the message and any attachments. Thank you.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Shade, Randi
Coleman, Glen; Ballas, Marisa
RE: Other morning updates
Friday, October 09, 2009 6:10:47 PM

I was thinking we would go ahead and get the ordinance on the agenda. Cousar was fine with that, so
I'm not sure what the problem is.
Marisa, let's plan on getting it out next week for the 10/22 agenda. I'll try to talk with Laura about it
before Friday.

From: Shade, Randi
Sent: Friday, October 09, 2009 12:57 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Cc: Coleman, Glen; Ballas, Marisa
Subject: Fw: Other morning updates
Hi Chris - are you in the loop on billboard info below?
From: Coleman, Glen
To: Bier, Marti; Shade, Randi
Sent: Fri Oct 09 12:41:08 2009
Subject: RE: Other morning updates

No Billboards on the agenda today.  Bobby said that Laura told Nickel and Billy,
ahem, that she would not put her ordinace on the agenda until Reagan and condo
owners got an agreement signed to take down the Lamar billboard.
I confirmed with Myrna that nothing is on the agenda at present.
*************************************************
- glen coleman
Policy Aide, Council Member Randi Shade
Austin City Council Place Three
512 974-1374

From: Bier, Marti
Sent: Friday, October 09, 2009 11:29 AM
To: Shade, Randi
Cc: Coleman, Glen
Subject: Other morning updates
Boarding homes is being postponed to the 22nd at request of staff...good thing I told Bobby to bring
staff in the loop yesterday :-)

Not sure about billboards, assuming Glen has responded?
Will forward info to the other aides on FNL so they know what's up, thanks for typing out the update.
I am planning to go visit with Stephanie today about comp plan names. I was hoping to have them all
in hand, but I haven't gotten KT's yet. I just called him again. Regardless, I'll go talk to her this
afternoon.
Bev just told me that the Auditor resolution won't be until the 22nd now...one of the criminal
background checks is taking an extra week.
Also, Deven Desai from Legal wants to talk to you personally about the the Sanders case. His number
is 974-2557. Cell is 848-3105. Please give him a call sometime today.

--------------Marti Bier
Policy Aide
Office of City Council Member Randi Shade
512-974-2255 (phone)
512-974-1888 (fax)
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/shade.htm

From: Shade, Randi
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2009 5:55 PM
To: Bier, Marti
Cc: Coleman, Glen
Subject: RE: Boarding Homes Resolution
Yes -- it's fine. Give staff the heads up about it and no need/desire on my part to co-sponsor. A
m curious, too, what if anything happened with billboards -- am cc'ng Glen so he can pipe in.
Music position will be posted tomorrow or Monday at the latest. Will let you know.
FNL is proceeding exactly as we discussed: will give FNL the chance to rectify the student home
address issue, will include force majeure language to handle labor strike issues for future years as well
as amend the definition of a season to be consistent with industry standard (12 episodes per season
instead of 21). FNL won't get season 2 money because of the failure to include "filmed in Austin"
credit line, but will include the credit going forward. I am happy to discuss this issue with anyone
interested in discussing it. Bottom line is that we care about this industry and are thrilled to have FNL
in Austin. The production team has been spending more than $1.5 million every time they film an
episode. Many of the production team members and actors have become Austin residents, and for
many Austinites and college students the jobs they are doing to support the producation are VERY
much appreciated. We are happy to be able to address technical issues that have been problematic in
the contract, so that we and they can be more successful going forward.
was also curious if the additional comp plan names we discussed will be going forward -- sounded like
Laura was worried now about too many people from Oak Hill:-)
looks like Sheryl is still grappling with whether to do a resolution re: Ronald McD house issue.....I'm on

it, but wanted to give you the heads up that it might be coming...

---------Randi Shade
Austin City Council
Council Member Place 3
(512) 974-2255 (phone)
(512) 974-1888 (fax)
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/shade.htm

From: Bier, Marti
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2009 5:17 PM
To: Shade, Randi
Subject: FW: Boarding Homes Resolution
Here is Laura's Boarding Homes resolution. I think it's harmless. Let me know if you want to be a cosponsor. I told Bobby it was unlikely.
Marti

--------------Marti Bier
Policy Aide
Office of City Council Member Randi Shade
512-974-2255 (phone)
512-974-1888 (fax)
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/shade.htm

From: Levinski, Robert
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2009 5:07 PM
To: Garza, Jason
Cc: Bier, Marti; Moore, Andrew
Subject: Boarding Homes Resolution
Jason,
FYI. Here is a resolution we're considering. Would love to hear staff's thoughts.
Thanks,
Bobby
___________________

Whereas, HB 216 relating to the regulation of certain boarding home facilities and
assisted living facilities was signed into law by the Governor of the State of Texas on

June 19, 2009; and
Whereas, Sec.254.003 of HB 216 requires the Executive Commissioner of the State
Health and Human Services Commission to develop and publish in the Texas
Register model standards for the operation of a boarding home facility no later than
September 10, 2010, and
Whereas, it is in the immediate interest of the City of Austin to regulate and monitor
certain boarding home facilities to ensure the overall health and safety of the
residents; and
Whereas, coordination with the state and proactive planning will ensure the City of
Austin can help address the needs of residents of certain boarding home facilities as
soon as state regulations are adopted, NOW THEREFORE
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF AUSTIN
The city manager is directed to develop and make recommendations on a program
to process and administer permitting for certain boarding home facilities available for
consideration and adoption in the FY 2011-2012 city budget. The recommendations
shall include a formal fiscal impact analysis and identify the necessary resources to
maintain the program.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED,
The City Manager shall present a timeline for development and implementation of
the program and provide ongoing status updates to the Public Health and Human
Services Committee as the Health and Human Services Commission develops
standards for the operation of a boarding home facility.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Cousar, James E."
Morrison, Laura; Parkerson, Matt; Levinski, Robert
RE: Bridges on the Park/ South Lamar Billboard/ Update on Meeting with Reagan Outdor
Thursday, October 08, 2009 6:27:30 PM

Great. Thanks, Jim -Chris

From: Cousar, James E. [mailto:
]
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2009 3:10 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Subject: Re: Bridges on the Park/ South Lamar Billboard/ Update on Meeting with Reagan Outdor
No. I think it could work. Either is fine for botp association. Thanks for working to resolve this. Jim
From: Riley, Chris <Chris.Riley@ci.austin.tx.us>
To: Cousar, James E.
Cc: Morrison, Laura <Laura.Morrison@ci.austin.tx.us>
Sent: Thu Oct 08 14:39:32 2009
Subject: RE: Bridges on the Park/ South Lamar Billboard/ Update on Meeting with Reagan Outdor
Thanks for the note, Jim. I'd still prefer language that simply prohibits relocation to within 500' of
property that has residential zoning "or use." There are a number of apartment/condo complexes
across the city that actually have commercial zoning. The language in your email wouldn't protect
those places from billboard relocations.
If we were to move forward with the "or use" language, do you think we would be jeopardizing the
agreement between the Bridges & Reagan?
Chris

From: Cousar, James E. [mailto:
]
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2009 1:49 PM
To: Riley, Chris; Morrison, Laura
Subject: Re: Bridges on the Park/ South Lamar Billboard/ Update on Meeting with Reagan Outdor

Chris and Laura    I had a productive meeting today with B. Reagan of Reagan Outdoor and his
attorney N. Meade.
    I provided them a summary of a proposed two party settlement agreement
between Bridges On the Park Owners Ass'n and Reagan, which generally would call
for removal of the billboard within a fixed time after the City passes a resolution
providing for a specified fee waiver or other consideration to Reagan. BOTP would
then pay Reagan $XX as partial coverage of the physical cost of taking down the
billboard.

    On the question of the billboard ordinance amendment, I think Mr. Reagan and
Ms. Meade would agree to a provision in the billboard ordinance that extended the
minimum setback for relocated billboards as follows:
    "For the purposes of this ordinance, a property in a mixed use zoning district shall
be considered to be within a residential zoning district if there is residential use of the
property."
    This language could certainly be made prettier, and I suspect that the legal dept.
does not like the word "shall," but the idea should be clear: 1) it is a narrow change
to the billboard ordinance, and not a change to the zoning ordinance; 2) It does not
effect a zoning change for any structure- properties zoned MU will continue to be
MU. 3) It really does nothing except extend a billboard setback, on a prospective
basis, to certain MU properties that include a residential use.
    Hope this is helpful and good enough to get a proposal on the agenda for next
week.
    I will be out of town after my plane leaves (4 pm today) and back Monday. I will
have blackberry and my cell phone, which is 512 917-6970. Many thanks.
Jim
James E. Cousar
Thompson & Knight LLP
98 San Jacinto
Suite 1900
Austin, TX 78701
512-469-6112 ofc
512-469-6180 fax
This message is confidential and may be attorney-client privileged. If received in
error, please do not read. Instead, please reply to me that you have received it in
error and then delete the message and any attachments. Thank you.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Cousar, James E."
Morrison, Laura
RE: Bridges on the Park/ South Lamar Billboard/ Update on Meeting with Reagan Outdor
Thursday, October 08, 2009 2:39:33 PM

Thanks for the note, Jim. I'd still prefer language that simply prohibits relocation to within 500' of
property that has residential zoning "or use." There are a number of apartment/condo complexes
across the city that actually have commercial zoning. The language in your email wouldn't protect
those places from billboard relocations.
If we were to move forward with the "or use" language, do you think we would be jeopardizing the
agreement between the Bridges & Reagan?
Chris

From: Cousar, James E. [mailto:
]
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2009 1:49 PM
To: Riley, Chris; Morrison, Laura
Subject: Re: Bridges on the Park/ South Lamar Billboard/ Update on Meeting with Reagan Outdor

Chris and Laura    I had a productive meeting today with B. Reagan of Reagan Outdoor and his
attorney N. Meade.
    I provided them a summary of a proposed two party settlement agreement
between Bridges On the Park Owners Ass'n and Reagan, which generally would call
for removal of the billboard within a fixed time after the City passes a resolution
providing for a specified fee waiver or other consideration to Reagan. BOTP would
then pay Reagan $XX as partial coverage of the physical cost of taking down the
billboard.
    On the question of the billboard ordinance amendment, I think Mr. Reagan and
Ms. Meade would agree to a provision in the billboard ordinance that extended the
minimum setback for relocated billboards as follows:
    "For the purposes of this ordinance, a property in a mixed use zoning district shall
be considered to be within a residential zoning district if there is residential use of the
property."
    This language could certainly be made prettier, and I suspect that the legal dept.
does not like the word "shall," but the idea should be clear: 1) it is a narrow change
to the billboard ordinance, and not a change to the zoning ordinance; 2) It does not
effect a zoning change for any structure- properties zoned MU will continue to be
MU. 3) It really does nothing except extend a billboard setback, on a prospective
basis, to certain MU properties that include a residential use.
    Hope this is helpful and good enough to get a proposal on the agenda for next
week.

    I will be out of town after my plane leaves (4 pm today) and back Monday.   I will
have blackberry and my cell phone, which is
   Many thanks.
Jim
James E. Cousar
Thompson & Knight LLP
98 San Jacinto
Suite 1900
Austin, TX 78701
512-469-6112 ofc
512-469-6180 fax
This message is confidential and may be attorney-client privileged. If received in
error, please do not read. Instead, please reply to me that you have received it in
error and then delete the message and any attachments. Thank you.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Jennifer Walker"
Morrison, Laura; Rush, Barbara; Ballas, Marisa; Everhart, Amy
RE: Items from yesterday
Thursday, October 01, 2009 4:47:12 PM

I take that back, Jennifer; I had my Mondays mixed up. I should be able to be there this coming
Monday, 10/5. I'll look forward to it -Chris

From: Riley, Chris
Sent: Thursday, October 01, 2009 3:54 PM
To: 'Jennifer Walker'; Morrison, Laura; Rush, Barbara; Ballas, Marisa; Everhart, Amy
Subject: RE: Items from yesterday
Thanks, Jennifer. I don't think I'll be able to make it Monday, but I'll get there if I can. Keep me posted
about the next meeting.
In speaking with Daryl, I think I'd try to emphasize that this opening presents a great opportunity to
generate more excitement about the city's conservation program. If current staff have been doing a
great job, that's all the more reason to seize this opportunity; it could result in a whole new level of
public pride & confidence about our program. The solid waste program is a pretty good parallel; one
staff change is all it took for that program to generate positive buzz rather than negative.
Chris

From: Jennifer Walker [mailto
Sent: Thursday, October 01, 2009 3:31 PM
To: Riley, Chris; Morrison, Laura; Rush, Barbara; Ballas, Marisa; Everhart, Amy
Subject: Items from yesterday
Hello,
Here are a couple of the items that we discussed that I do not want to get lost in the mix. I think that
we had a good discussion yesterday.
1. Our next Citizens Water Conservation Task Force meeting will be on Monday, October 5 th at 5:30
at the Waller Creek Center. It would be great if any of you could attend and especially great if Laura
and/or Chris could address the group briefly about what you hope to see out of this process. People
are still a little unclear on that. The reason for that is that the resolution was a open-ended (for a
reason, of course) and because it is just kind of confusing how it will all come together.
2. Voting – whether or not the members from Boards and Commissions can vote at the Task Force
meetings. I would be happy to get that settled once and for all (as if I have control over that). If Laura
or Barbara can put their proposed alternative solution to paper and see if it works with legal that would
be great. I have attached the bylaws for the Task Force and I have left a message for Susan to see
what she has in mind. Susan is speaking to Deborah Thomas in the legal department. Deborah (or
someone from legal) is planning on attending the meeting on Monday night and talking to the task
force apparently. I haven’t spoken with Susan directly about this yet, but an e-mail from her says that
the committee idea is a no-go. I am not sure why.   
3. Facilitator - I think that Laura or Barbara might have mentioned something about getting an
independent facilitator. That might be a good idea. If that is a possibility I think that it would be a good
idea to let Susan know that.

4. Conservation Division Director – I have a meeting with Daryl on Monday to talk about the process
for getting a replacement for Sonja (who is working on the LEAN efficiency program now). I asked him
if it was going to be internal or an external process and he said that he had not really thought about it
yet, but he suspected that I wanted it to be external. I told him that I thought that there would lots of
candidates that would be interested in coming to Austin (or people that are already here) and we could
get someone that is really well suited for the job etc etc. He said that he wanted to make sure that I
knew that the current staff was doing a good job and that Drema had really stepped up to the plate
with Sonja leaving and he did not want them to feel alienated or that they wouldn’t be considered for
the job if they wanted it. So….any hints on speaking with Daryl about this and the ins and outs of the
cities hiring process would be greatly appreciated. I am trying to be really positive about this so that I
do not alienate anyone. J
5. gpcd – Continue the conversation on this one…
Thanks,
Jennifer
******************
Jennifer Walker
Water Resources Specialist
Sierra Club, Lone Star Chapter
Office: 512.477.1729
Cell: 512.627.9931
http\\texas.sierraclub.org

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
ennifer Walker"; Morrison, Laura; Rush, Barbara; Ballas, Marisa; Everhart, Amy
RE: Items from yesterday
Thursday, October 01, 2009 3:54:10 PM

Thanks, Jennifer. I don't think I'll be able to make it Monday, but I'll get there if I can. Keep me posted
about the next meeting.
In speaking with Daryl, I think I'd try to emphasize that this opening presents a great opportunity to
generate more excitement about the city's conservation program. If current staff have been doing a
great job, that's all the more reason to seize this opportunity; it could result in a whole new level of
public pride & confidence about our program. The solid waste program is a pretty good parallel; one
staff change is all it took for that program to generate positive buzz rather than negative.
Chris

From: Jennifer Walker [mailto:
Sent: Thursday, October 01, 2009 3:31 PM
To: Riley, Chris; Morrison, Laura; Rush, Barbara; Ballas, Marisa; Everhart, Amy
Subject: Items from yesterday
Hello,
Here are a couple of the items that we discussed that I do not want to get lost in the mix. I think that
we had a good discussion yesterday.
1. Our next Citizens Water Conservation Task Force meeting will be on Monday, October 5 th at 5:30
at the Waller Creek Center. It would be great if any of you could attend and especially great if Laura
and/or Chris could address the group briefly about what you hope to see out of this process. People
are still a little unclear on that. The reason for that is that the resolution was a open-ended (for a
reason, of course) and because it is just kind of confusing how it will all come together.
2. Voting – whether or not the members from Boards and Commissions can vote at the Task Force
meetings. I would be happy to get that settled once and for all (as if I have control over that). If Laura
or Barbara can put their proposed alternative solution to paper and see if it works with legal that would
be great. I have attached the bylaws for the Task Force and I have left a message for Susan to see
what she has in mind. Susan is speaking to Deborah Thomas in the legal department. Deborah (or
someone from legal) is planning on attending the meeting on Monday night and talking to the task
force apparently. I haven’t spoken with Susan directly about this yet, but an e-mail from her says that
the committee idea is a no-go. I am not sure why.   
3. Facilitator - I think that Laura or Barbara might have mentioned something about getting an
independent facilitator. That might be a good idea. If that is a possibility I think that it would be a good
idea to let Susan know that.
4. Conservation Division Director – I have a meeting with Daryl on Monday to talk about the process
for getting a replacement for Sonja (who is working on the LEAN efficiency program now). I asked him
if it was going to be internal or an external process and he said that he had not really thought about it
yet, but he suspected that I wanted it to be external. I told him that I thought that there would lots of
candidates that would be interested in coming to Austin (or people that are already here) and we could
get someone that is really well suited for the job etc etc. He said that he wanted to make sure that I
knew that the current staff was doing a good job and that Drema had really stepped up to the plate
with Sonja leaving and he did not want them to feel alienated or that they wouldn’t be considered for
the job if they wanted it. So….any hints on speaking with Daryl about this and the ins and outs of the
cities hiring process would be greatly appreciated. I am trying to be really positive about this so that I
do not alienate anyone. J

5. gpcd – Continue the conversation on this one…
Thanks,
Jennifer
******************
Jennifer Walker
Water Resources Specialist
Sierra Club, Lone Star Chapter
Office: 512.477.1729
Cell: 512.627.9931
http\\texas.sierraclub.org

From:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Linda Land"
Morrison, Laura; Leffingwell, Lee; Martinez, Mike [Council Member]; Spelman, William; rl Braun; Dawn
Cizmar Wayne Gronquis Toni House Toni House
; Fred Krebs an Long; Jean Mather;
Mike May; Linda Watkin Malcolm Yeatt
RE: Grayco South Shore PUD
Wednesday, September 30, 2009 11:18:15 PM

Thanks for the info & photos, Linda. The "Priority Issues" list in the online neighborhood plan
mentions "downtown views," but I hadn't realized the capitol was visible from there.
I'm not sure whether these views would be impacted by the Grayco project -- or by the commercial
development contemplated for E. Riverside in the neighborhood plan, or by the "Lakeshore Center"
transit hub proposed for the area around Lakeshore & Riverside in the draft E. Riverside Corridor
Plan. I'll try to get back out there before 2nd reading to get another look.
Regards,
Chris

From: Linda Land [mailto:
]
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2009 2:05 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Cc: Morrison, Laura; Leffingwell, Lee; Martinez, Mike [Council Member]; Spelman, William; Carl Braun;
Dawn Cizmar; Wayne Gronquist; Toni House; Toni House;
; Fred Krebs; Jan Long;
Jean Mather; Mike May; Linda Watkins; Malcolm Yeatts
Subject: Grayco South Shore PUD

Council Member Riley:
At last Thursday's hearing you stated that you were unaware of any capitol views
along East Riverside Drive. Attached are a few photos of the views that the 33,000+
persons who live in the area enjoy every day. Preserving such views was among the
top ten priority issues identified by both the initial and the final surveys taken by city
staff during the EROC neighborhood planning process.
Linda Land
1106 Upland Drive
Austin, TX 78741

----- Forwarded Message ---From: Linda Land <
>
To: laura.morrison@ci.austin.tx.us; lee.leffingwell@ci.austin.tx.us; mike.martinez@ci.austin.tx.us;
Randi.shade@ci.austin.tx.us; Chris Riley <Chris.Riley@ci.austin.tx.us>; sheryl.cole@ci.austin.tx.us; Bill
Spelman <bill.spelman@ci.austin.tx.us>
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2009 7:47:40 PM
Subject: Agenda # 97 -- Grayco South Shore PUD

Dear Mayor, Mayor Pro Tem and City Council Members:
The Grayco PUD proposal conflicts with the EROC Neighborhood Plan, the Waterfront

Overlay Ordinance, the WO Task Force Report, and the draft East Riverside Corridor Study.
Why would the staff report state that this project conforms to these policy statements without
qualifying that statement with the multiple ways that it conflicts?
The applicants are requesting six (6) variances from the LDC – why would the staff report
treat these as inconsequential details when they dramatically impact things like the location of
the open space and impervious cover requirements for the project? -- And they allow the
destruction of a critical environmental feature in an area with very few CEFs that have not
already been destroyed….. (I know this creek is in bad shape and the trees are not “good”
trees – but it is all we have and it is a creek.) And the protection and remediation of urban
creeks just like this one is a stated goal in multiple city policy documents as well as in the
EROC Neighborhood Plan.
How is this project even being discussed as mixed-use? – it’s a million plus sq foot
apartment complex with maybe some 30,000 sq ft of commercial (20,000 sq. ft. of which
could all be cocktail lounges).   Even if they develop 97,000 sq. ft. as commercial, this
project is still 90% apartments. [please note that the EROC Neighborhood Plan specifically
states “No net increase in apartments” for these tracts --where is that in the staff report?]
Personally, I support Save Town Lake and their stand on limiting height along the lake. I
really don’t think tall buildings belong outside of the downtown – which I would define fairly
narrowly. I also support protecting Capitol views. I understand not everybody does.
I understand that compromises are necessary to mesh these varying visions for Austin. But –
this PUD is not asking for a middle ground – this applicant wants the right to build 1.5 times
the height permitted under the WO on over 9 acres of the front row seat on Riverside’s little
stretch of Lady Bird Lake.   And this is not the classic argument of give more height so we
get more open ground. (Although the blogs that favor the height seem to think that is what is
happening.)
The PUD’s frontage along S Lakeshore Blvd alone is 5 city blocks long-- the same distance
as Sixth Street at Congress Ave to Eleventh Street in front of the Capitol!! What is now
small, fenced apartment complexes in a sea of surface parking will grow upwards to become
90’ tall apartment buildings along the waterfront (also potentially fenced except for the
“roadways”).
There will be no decrease in impervious cover, it will just get taller. And while the length of
Congress Ave. mentioned above is divided by SIX 3-4 lane city streets with parking and
sidewalks on both sides, this stretch of Lakeshore will be have only one street (the existing
Town Creek Drive) and maybe two 25’ private driveways which only go through to Arena
Drive where they dead end into a 120’ tall apartment building.
We are not talking “pencil tower” – applicant wants the right to build 3.81 acres of 120’ tall
apartment building. Again, please notice the impact of those variance requests, the catch is in
the details. This will be a massive building – and, again, the bloggers in favor of this sort of
thing seem to have the mistaken view that there will still be “expansive views of downtown
Austin” after this new development.
This is 877,605 square feet (20.1 acres) of waterfront property. It is a LARGE piece of land.
Applicants want a LARGE increase in entitlements. It will make a huge difference how you

vote on this case. Please do the responsible thing. Please vote NO on this re-zoning request.
Sincerely,
Linda Land
1106 Upland Drive
Austin, TX 78741
__________________________________________________
Do You Yahoo!?
Tired of spam? Yahoo! Mail has the best spam protection around
http://mail.yahoo.com

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Lorri Michel"
Martinez, Mike [Council Member]; Morrison, Laura
RE: TLAC Agenda Item Needs to be to "increase live outcomes" not just spay/neuter
Thursday, September 24, 2009 3:33:22 PM

Hey Lorri -- We made a couple revisions to highlight the need to increase live outcomes, and it passed
unanimously.
Regards,
Chris

From: Lorri Michel [mailto:
]
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2009 11:51 AM
To: Martinez, Mike [Council Member]; Riley, Chris; Morrison, Laura
Subject: TLAC Agenda Item Needs to be to "increase live outcomes" not just spay/neuter
Importance: High

Its my understanding CM Spellman and Morrison have introduced an item to increase
spay/neuter which is great, but the goal is to increase live outcomes. So please expand the
item for staff to draft a plan to increase live outcomes with deadlines plan and
implementation – which means more adoption counselors and should include partnerships
with non-profits.
Thank you,
Lorri
Michel Law Firm, P.C.
812 San Antonio, Suite 500
Austin, Texas 78701
Phone: (512) 477-0200
Fax:      (512) 477-6636
Cell:      (512) 431-9465
Do justice, love mercy & walk humbly with your God. Micah 6:8
The information contained in this email may be privileged, confidential or protected from disclosure. If the reader is not the intended recipient,
or an employee or agent responsible for delivering this email to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution
or copying of this email is strictly prohibited. If this email is received in error, please contact the sender immediately by replying to this email
and permanently deleting it from your computer.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
"
"
Morrison, Laura; Leff, Lewis
RE: Fall Week Prevention
Thursday, September 24, 2009 10:25:54 AM

We'll miss you, Cecelia! But I appreciate your refraining from clearing the chamber. Hope you get
better soon!
Best wishes,
Chris
From:
[mailto:
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2009 10:21 AM
To: Morrison, Laura; Riley, Chris
Subject: Fall Week Prevention

]

Hi Laura and Chris:
I am sorry that I will not be able to attend the presentation this evening in honor of fall prevention
week. I have completely lost my voice, and am coughing up yuck. I figured I could clear the city
chambers with my symptoms. My dear friend Walter Timberlake will accept the award and thank the
council for recognizing the needs of senior citizens. Please accept my apology for not being able to
attend the meeting this afternoon.
Thanks for making this city a great place for seniors to live.
Cecilia Crossley
444-0956

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Bill Spelman; Morrison, Laura
FW: Council Agenda Item #70
Thursday, September 24, 2009 9:53:34 AM

From: Epjdog [mailto
]
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2009 8:39 AM
To: Riley, Chris; Leff, Lewis; Williamson, Laura
Subject: Council Agenda Item #70
Hi Chris,
I just found out about this item and wanted to bring to your attention a concern I have over the Council
Item #70 regarding increasing frequency and number of spay/neuters at TLAC.
I think this is great and really appreciate the forward thinking of Council.
It is clear the intent is to save lives and so I think that it is critical to include a performance measure
that states the 2,000 extra spays/neuters will translate into 2,000 additional lives saved.
I am asking you to amend the resolution to have a third plan directive to read:
3. thereby increase the number of live outcomes (adoptions) by a corresponding 2,000 animals.
This is critical as an increase in surgeries does not automatically imply an increase in live outcomes
and I think it should be spelled out to avoid confusion.
I plan to be there today to testify and we are sending a media statement out that we are available to
give an expert opinion on this resolution should it pass or fail.
Thank you for pushing towards a goal of No Kill.
Sincerely,
Ellen Jefferson, DVM
President
Austin Pets Alive!

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
"Shade, Randi"
Bier, Marti; Leff, Lewis; Gonzales, Rodney
RE: Friday Nite Lites
Tuesday, September 22, 2009 2:25:15 PM

Hey Randi -- Yes, I'd love to get this straightened out. We need to be on a better footing going
forward, and if we can iron out the issues with the first couple seasons, that'd be great too.
Thanks for working on this, and for reaching out. Let's talk about it during our meeting tomorrow, if
not today.
Chris
-----Original Message----From: Shade, Randi
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2009 7:41 AM
To: Riley, Chris
Cc: Bier, Marti; Leff, Lewis; Gonzales, Rodney
Subject: Friday Nite Lites
Hi Chris
I understand from a discussion I had with Rodney Gonzales late yesterday that you share my interest in
addressing what seem to be technical problems with the existing contract between the City and FNL
Production that need to be cleaned up in order to reflect the spirit and intent of the deal as it was
originally contemplated. Rodney and I brainstormed some ideas, and we plan to discuss further today. I
look forward to discussing with you, too.
-Randi

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Morrison, Laura; Rush, Barbara
RE: Solid Waste Services Director recruitment community interview panel
Tuesday, September 15, 2009 6:13:13 PM

I talked with Rick Cofer about this. He doesn't think it's that important for SWAC to be represented on
the committee; he figures they'll have other opportunities to participate.
It makes sense to me that SWAC would be represented on this committee, but I don't feel strongly
enough about it to try & override Robert's desire to limit it to 6-7 people. So if it's ok with you, I'll leave
it to you to press that if you'd like.
Chris

From: Morrison, Laura
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2009 5:31 PM
To: Riley, Chris; Rush, Barbara
Subject: RE: Solid Waste Services Director recruitment community interview panel
I’d like to see SWAC send 2 reps in addition to the community member we recommend to ensure some
of their expertise but also to gain the fresh perspective.
If you agree would you like to follow up with Robert to suggest this or would you like me to?
If you don’t agree please let me know.
Laura Morrison
Austin City Council, Place 4
512-974-2258
512-974-1886 (Fax)
Laura.Morrison@ci.austin.tx.us
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/morrison.htm
From: Riley, Chris
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2009 5:29 PM
To: Morrison, Laura; Rush, Barbara
Subject: FW: Solid Waste Services Director recruitment community interview panel
Fyi . . .

From: Goode, Robert
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2009 5:12 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Subject: RE: Solid Waste Services Director recruitment community interview panel
I think that SWAC should be represented. I also hope that we have some "fresh" citizen perspectives
on the panel as well. So, the perfect panel would be a good mix and wouldn't be dominated by
SWAC members.

From: Riley, Chris
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2009 5:07 PM
To: Goode, Robert
Subject: RE: Solid Waste Services Director recruitment community interview panel

Thanks, Robert. One more question: Would it be appropriate to include a SWAC member or two on
this committee?

From: Goode, Robert
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2009 5:04 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Subject: Solid Waste Services Director recruitment community interview panel
Chris,
I've gotten names from Randi (Rham McDaniel) and Bill (Deborah Walden Hersh).  
Hope this helps. Thanks.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Morrison, Laura; Rush, Barbara
FW: Solid Waste Services Director recruitment community interview panel
Tuesday, September 15, 2009 5:29:17 PM

Fyi . . .

From: Goode, Robert
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2009 5:12 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Subject: RE: Solid Waste Services Director recruitment community interview panel
I think that SWAC should be represented. I also hope that we have some "fresh" citizen perspectives
on the panel as well. So, the perfect panel would be a good mix and wouldn't be dominated by SWAC
members.

From: Riley, Chris
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2009 5:07 PM
To: Goode, Robert
Subject: RE: Solid Waste Services Director recruitment community interview panel
Thanks, Robert. One more question: Would it be appropriate to include a SWAC member or two on
this committee?

From: Goode, Robert
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2009 5:04 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Subject: Solid Waste Services Director recruitment community interview panel
Chris,
I've gotten names from Randi (Rham McDaniel) and Bill (Deborah Walden Hersh).  
Hope this helps. Thanks.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
"
"
Morrison, Laura
RE: Submitted from City Council web site - new garbage rates
Tuesday, September 15, 2009 10:27:07 AM

Ms. Meyer:
You won't see an increase in the rate you're paying for a 30-gallon can. Staff had originally proposed
in the base charge that all solid waste customers pay, but we were able to avoid that; so your rate will
stay the same.
Customers with the 90-gallon cans will see an increase in their charges, as recommended by the Solid
Waste Advisory Commission as a way of encouraging less waste. Council Member Morrison, who I'm
cc'ing, has been very helpful in ensuring that we stay focused in our commitment to moving toward
zero waste.
Thanks for using the smallest can, for voting, and for speaking up!
Regards,
Chris Riley
Austin City Council, Place 1
-----Original Message----From:
[mailto:
Sent: Monday, September 14, 2009 5:33 PM
To: Leffingwell, Lee; Martinez, Mike [Council Member]; Riley, Chris; Shade, Randi; Morrison, Laura;
Spelman, William; Cole, Sheryl
Subject: Submitted from City Council web site - new garbage rates
Date/Time Submitted: 1732 hours
From: Kim Meyer
E-mail address:
Subject: new garbage rates
Comments:
I just read about the budget being passed on News8
http://news8austin.com/content/top_stories/default.asp?ArID=252356
I don't mind paying taxes, but what I do mind is unfair hikes...ex, I have the smallest garbage can, the
30 gal, for $13.50 a month, (which I rarely fill) and apparently I'm going to be seeing about a $3.75
monthly increase, yet the 90 gal customers (who already only pay .28 per gallon compared to my .45
per gallon) will see an increase of less than $2 a month? Where is the justice? I realize this pays for
recycling, too, but I'm doing my part and I produce little trash, yet I get the higher percentage of tax
increase...
And I vote!

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Bill Bunch"
Morrison, Laura; Bill Spelman; Rush, Barbara; Ballas, Marisa; Gerbracht, Heidi
RE: Additional questions for staff on WTP4 related issues
Monday, September 14, 2009 4:26:24 PM

Hey Bill -The answers to questions 1-7 (dealing with rates & costs) are now posted on the budget answers page
-http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/budget/cbq/index.cfm (scroll down to questions 130-36). I'm hoping we'll
get answers to the rest in the next few days.
Chris
-----Original Message----]
From: Bill Bunch [mailto:
Sent: Wednesday, September 09, 2009 11:51 AM
To: Morrison, Laura; Bill Spelman; Riley, Chris; Rush, Barbara; Ballas, Marisa; Gerbracht, Heidi
Subject: Additional questions for staff on WTP4 related issues
Councilmembers,
I have drafted and attached some additional questions that I believe are important for the staff to
answer. Please review them and consider forwarding them to staff. You may have answers to some of
them already. It would be great to get answers before next Thursday if at all possible.
Generally they are self-explanatory, but if you have any questions, please let me know.
The second attachment is an excerpt from the 1994 Long Range Plan for the Water Utility and is
integral to one of the lines of questions.
Thank you for your assitance and consideration on this.
Very best regards,
Bill Bunch

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Riley, Chris
Morrison, Laura
Ballas, Marisa
FW: Proposed Comp Plan Org Structure
Friday, September 11, 2009 9:32:44 PM
DOC007.PDF

fyi -- Here's Dave Anderson's org chart, which was prompted by the PC's uncertainty about their Comp
Plan subcommittee's relationship to the CAC . . .

From: Anderson, David [mailto:
Sent: Friday, September 11, 2009 12:32 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Subject: RE: Proposed Comp Plan Org Structure

]

let's try this again...

<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><>
Dave Anderson, PE, CFM
Client Services Manager/Central US Practice Leader
Black & Veatch Corp.
1701 Directors Blvd, Suite 940
Austin, TX 78744
W: 512.448.2503
F: 512.448.2389
C: 512.924.2393
Email:

P

Please consider the environment before printing my email

Please note that the information and attachments in this email are intended for the exclusive use of the addressee and may contain
confidential or privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, please do not forward, copy or print the message or its
attachments. Notify me at the above address, and delete this message and any attachments. Thank you.

From: Riley, Chris [mailto:Chris.Riley@ci.austin.tx.us]
Sent: Wednesday, September 09, 2009 3:53 PM
To: Anderson, David
Subject: RE: Proposed Comp Plan Org Structure
Hey Dave -- I can't open that document, for some reason. Could you try resending it?
Chris

From: Anderson, David [mailto
Sent: Wednesday, September 09, 2009 8:55 AM

]

To: Riley, Chris
Subject: Proposed Comp Plan Org Structure
Chris,
Thanks for taking time to discuss the Comp Plan last night.
As we discussed, attached is a DRAFT organizational structure for the Comp Plan overall. I'm not
proposing this is the "right" answer to the organization, but want to urge you and other Council
members to consider (and finalize?) and organization before you finish your appointments to the
Citizens Advisory Committee.
Thanks!
Dave

<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><>
Dave Anderson, PE, CFM
Client Services Manager/Central US Practice Leader
Black & Veatch Corp.
1701 Directors Blvd, Suite 940
Austin, TX 78744
W: 512.448.2503
F: 512.448.2389
C: 512.924.2393
Email:

P Please consider the environment before printing my email
Please note that the information and attachments in this email are intended for the exclusive use of the addressee and may contain
confidential or privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, please do not forward, copy or print the message or its
attachments. Notify me at the above address, and delete this message and any attachments. Thank you.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Nathan, Mark; Rush, Barbara; Morrison, Laura
Levinski, Robert; Leff, Lewis; Ballas, Marisa; Parkerson, Matt
RE: Follow up on e-catalog?
Friday, September 11, 2009 10:01:41 AM

ok with me. Thanks.

From: Nathan, Mark
Sent: Friday, September 11, 2009 10:00 AM
To: Riley, Chris; Rush, Barbara; Morrison, Laura
Cc: Levinski, Robert; Leff, Lewis; Ballas, Marisa
Subject: RE: Follow up on e-catalog?
My suggestion would be that our three offices request a meeting with Leslie and Byron for further
discussion. Perhaps the result could be that COA issues a RFP for a tool like the one Mr. Hamilton
presented? I'm not exactly sure what the "identify funding" piece looks like; unless we want to try to
set aside some amount of funding in next year's budget at the Monday meeting, I guess we would be
looking at a possible mid-year adjustment at a later date - depending on the amount, I suppose. I don't
know if we can issue an RFP for a product that we don't currently have money set aside to purchase,
but I also don't know that we can't. Perhaps one of you knows, or perhaps Leslie can enlighten us.
May I proceed with requesting a meeting with Leslie and Byron? To impart an appropriate level of
interest in proceeding, I would suggest that Laura, Chris and Lee be in the meeting, rather than just us
lowly staffers. OK to proceed? MN.

From: Riley, Chris
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2009 7:43 PM
To: Rush, Barbara; Nathan, Mark; Morrison, Laura
Cc: Levinski, Robert; Leff, Lewis; Ballas, Marisa
Subject: RE: Follow up on e-catalog?
I'm interested too. If we can identify funding, seems like we ought to meet with Leslie Browder and our
purchasing guy who was there at the meeting on 8/12 -- Byron Johnson?

From: Rush, Barbara
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2009 5:35 PM
To: Nathan, Mark; Morrison, Laura; Riley, Chris
Cc: Levinski, Robert; Leff, Lewis; Ballas, Marisa
Subject: RE: Follow up on e-catalog?
Laura is definitely interested in moving forward. What are next steps - do we need to identify funding?
Barb

From: Nathan, Mark
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2009 1:15 PM
To: Morrison, Laura; Riley, Chris
Cc: Rush, Barbara; Levinski, Robert; Leff, Lewis; Ballas, Marisa
Subject: RE: Follow up on e-catalog?
As Neil Diamond once said: Hello again.

Is there any interest in moving forward on this?
Please advise.
Thanks, MN.

From: Nathan, Mark
Sent: Friday, September 04, 2009 4:06 PM
To: Morrison, Laura; Riley, Chris
Cc: Rush, Barbara; Levinski, Robert; Leff, Lewis; Ballas, Marisa
Subject: Follow up on e-catalog?
Hi all. I'm writing to see what interest there may be in taking some follow-up action on the e-catalog
presentation that Tim Hamilton from Astonish Designs made at your Emerging Tech subcommittee
meeting on 8/12.   Personally I came away very intrigued by the e-catalog product as a transparency
tool in an area where I think COA desperately needs one. If the product in fact helped COA achieve
even a fraction of the efficiency savings that Tim says Houston has realized, it seems like it would
almost immediately pay for itself, and thus fall squarely into the "no brainer" category. I've walked Lee
through the presentation and the materials Tim left with me, and based on what he's seen, he's very
interested in moving forward. Does anyone else have a like interest in moving forward, and / or
thoughts about what next steps could be? Please advise.
Thanks, MN.
Mark Nathan
Chief of Staff, Office of Mayor Lee Leffingwell
Office: (512) 974-3368
Cell: (

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Rush, Barbara; Nathan, Mark; Morrison, Laura
Levinski, Robert; Leff, Lewis; Ballas, Marisa
RE: Follow up on e-catalog?
Thursday, September 10, 2009 7:43:06 PM

I'm interested too. If we can identify funding, seems like we ought to meet with Leslie Browder and our
purchasing guy who was there at the meeting on 8/12 -- Byron Johnson?

From: Rush, Barbara
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2009 5:35 PM
To: Nathan, Mark; Morrison, Laura; Riley, Chris
Cc: Levinski, Robert; Leff, Lewis; Ballas, Marisa
Subject: RE: Follow up on e-catalog?
Laura is definitely interested in moving forward. What are next steps - do we need to identify funding?
Barb

From: Nathan, Mark
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2009 1:15 PM
To: Morrison, Laura; Riley, Chris
Cc: Rush, Barbara; Levinski, Robert; Leff, Lewis; Ballas, Marisa
Subject: RE: Follow up on e-catalog?
As Neil Diamond once said: Hello again.
Is there any interest in moving forward on this?
Please advise.
Thanks, MN.

From: Nathan, Mark
Sent: Friday, September 04, 2009 4:06 PM
To: Morrison, Laura; Riley, Chris
Cc: Rush, Barbara; Levinski, Robert; Leff, Lewis; Ballas, Marisa
Subject: Follow up on e-catalog?
Hi all. I'm writing to see what interest there may be in taking some follow-up action on the e-catalog
presentation that Tim Hamilton from Astonish Designs made at your Emerging Tech subcommittee
meeting on 8/12.   Personally I came away very intrigued by the e-catalog product as a transparency
tool in an area where I think COA desperately needs one. If the product in fact helped COA achieve
even a fraction of the efficiency savings that Tim says Houston has realized, it seems like it would
almost immediately pay for itself, and thus fall squarely into the "no brainer" category. I've walked Lee
through the presentation and the materials Tim left with me, and based on what he's seen, he's very
interested in moving forward. Does anyone else have a like interest in moving forward, and / or
thoughts about what next steps could be? Please advise.
Thanks, MN.
Mark Nathan
Chief of Staff, Office of Mayor Lee Leffingwell

Office: (512) 974-3368
Cell: (

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Riley, Chris
Meszaros, Greg
Morrison, Laura; Bill Spelman; Riley, Chris; Rush, Barbara; Ballas, Marisa; Gerbracht, Heidi
FW: Additional questions for staff on WTP4 related issues
Wednesday, September 09, 2009 6:11:22 PM
WtP4 questions Sept.doc
WTP4 associated facilities.pdf

Greg:
See the email below, and the Word attachment setting out 23 questions. I expect you've got your
hands full, but it would be great if we could get these answered before next Thursday.
I'd especially appreciate it if you could prioritize questions 1-7 (addressing water rates & costs) and
provide answers to those in time for us to consider that info before the budget meeting on Monday, so
we can take that information into account when making decisions on water rates.
Thanks in advance for your help with this -Regards,
Chris
-----Original Message----]
From: Bill Bunch [mailto:
Sent: Wednesday, September 09, 2009 11:51 AM
To: Morrison, Laura; Bill Spelman; Riley, Chris; Rush, Barbara; Ballas, Marisa; Gerbracht, Heidi
Subject: Additional questions for staff on WTP4 related issues
Councilmembers,
I have drafted and attached some additional questions that I believe are important for the staff to
answer. Please review them and consider forwarding them to staff. You may have answers to some of
them already. It would be great to get answers before next Thursday if at all possible.
Generally they are self-explanatory, but if you have any questions, please let me know.
The second attachment is an excerpt from the 1994 Long Range Plan for the Water Utility and is
integral to one of the lines of questions.
Thank you for your assitance and consideration on this.
Very best regards,
Bill Bunch

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Riley, Chris
Shade, Randi
FW: Questions
Wednesday, September 02, 2009 2:20:03 PM
EDF_Demand Projection Technical Paper.doc
e Food for thought on WTP4.msg

From: Ballas, Marisa
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2009 7:03 AM
To: Beekley, Taja; Garza, Rudy
Cc: Meszaros, Greg; Lutes, Teresa; Morrison, Laura; Rush, Barbara; Riley, Chris; Spelman, William;
Gerbracht, Heidi; Ballas, Marisa
Subject: Questions
Taja,
Here are the questions for today's meeting. I've also attached a report by the Environmental Defense
Fund and an email from Bill Bunch for your review. Please note that in regards to the EDF report, they
were not able to find information earlier than 2005. Is that information available?
All of the best,
Marisa

1. Why did the AWU estimate the relationship between peak-day demand and population using a 21year timeframe (1984-2002) when the industry standard, according to EDF, is to use data from the last
5-10 years in order to reflect current water use/water conservation trends?
2. The AWU has projected the need for additional capacity by 2014. In determining this timeline, the
AWU's demand projections assumed a savings of 16MGD due to conservation efforts (WTP4 Timing
Scenarios). Why has the AWU used this 2014 date rather than the one associated with the newest
estimate of 35 MGD based on recent conservation successes (projecting the need for additional
capacity by 2018)?
3. AWU recently switched from using demand projections with a 95 percent confidence limit, to
requiring a 10 percent buffer. Please (a) explain why this switch occurred, and (b) explain how using
the 95 percent confidence standard would affect the projections.
4. The goal of the Water Conservation Task Force was to reduce peak day water use by 1% per year
for the next ten years. This seems to imply an absolute reduction, as San Antonio and Los Angeles
have reportedly achieved even during periods of population growth. If we are still on track to meet this
goal – i.e., if peak day usage will decline for the next ten years -- why would we need additional
capacity five years from now?
5. How many gallons a day are we selling to wholesale customers?
6. What is AWU’s projected wholesale growth in the next 30 years?
7. How many residential users have a 2nd meter for their irrigation?

Marisa Ballas
Policy Aide
Council Member Chris Riley's Office

(512) 974-6040

Ledel, Christopher
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Bill Bunch [
]
Wednesday, August 26, 2009 3:19 PM
Spelman, William
Morrison, Laura; Shade, Randi; Cole, Sheryl; Riley, Chris; Leffingwell, Lee; Martinez, Mike
[Council Member];
; Janice
Cartwright; Michael Wilt; Jeremy Martin;
;
;
;
; SEKELLY@TCEQ.STATE.TX.US;
;
;
;
; Council Executive Assistants; Garza, Rudy; Florance,
Christopher; colin clark
Re: Food for thought on WTP4

Councilmember Spelman,
Thanks for your effort on this. I appreciate that this is your "first cut" and that you
invited feedback, so I'm providing some initial feedback.
First, thank you for recognizing the key, mistaken assumption of AWU's
projection: that being that the relationship between peak day water demands and population
is fixed (and that it is "fixed" based primarily on data from the 80s and 90s).
Second, a point of correction. What you show as the "SOS estimate" is not an "SOS
estimate." It is simply taking the AWU staff's own projections, but using the starting
point of our actual peak day of usage from last summer -- 219 MGD, and then tracing the
same slope of the AWU projection incorporating the previous council goal of "1 percent
reduction" from the "peak trend" that would otherwise simply track population growth.
Last summer was a particularly hot and dry summer, so it represented true peak demand
conditions. Thus, using this starting point for the "staff projection with city council
conservation goal" makes sense.
If you actually chart the last 9 years of peak, the slope is flat to declining, not
increasing. And since we know we are still wasting large amounts of water on the "peak"
days, and we have huge potential for substituting reclaimed and untreated water for peak
day irrigation demands, we know that we can continue for a very long time to keep our peak
days flat or declining while we accommodate more population.
Third, we very much disagree with your statement that using "pumpage"
rather than "demand" or "usage" is somehow "better." I would be interested to hear your
thinking on this. There are a couple of reasons to rely on usage rather than pumpage.
First, AWU never until this year used "pumpage" as a predictor of peak demands. It only
switched to "pumpage" because the numbers are a bit higher and thus can come somewhat
closer to justifying the purported "need" for more treatment capacity. (As a point of
clarification, AWU did for a number of years conflate its pumpage totals for usage
numbers, but then made the
correction.) For many years AWU always used "demand" -- which means the water people
actually use -- not water actually used PLUS extra water that was pumped by AWU to fill
reservoirs when doing so was not actually a necessity to meet the demands of that day. If
we were approaching a "peak" squeeze, AWU would not be pumping extra, discretionary water
for the sole purpose of topping off reservoirs. Presumably they would have been smart and
filled the tanks before we entered the hot and dry days of summer, and then once there,
used the "no watering" day of Monday to replenish any reservoirs that were drawn down.
Extra, discretionary pumpage that is not actually required by customers on a "peak day"
should not drive the calculation. Imagine AE insisting that predicting future peak energy
demands should include switching thermostats down to
68 degrees instead of easing them up to 78 degrees (or urging AWU to turn on all their
pumps from 3 to 6 p.m. instead of waiting until after
8 p.m.).
1

Fourth, while normally we might agree that using more years is better, the data clearly
show a break between 1990s trends and 2000s trends.
What AWU has done is use 1990s data while refusing to use the last three years of peak day
demands. Since our all time record peak of "usage" aka "demand" occurred in August 2001,
and every year since has been lower, then it seems only logical that you would focus on
the more recent decade of data as providing a more accurate picture of where we are
actually going.
Fifth, without explanation, AWU also recently switched from using demand projections with
a 95 percent confidence limit, to requiring a 10 percent "buffer." Perhaps you could ask
them to (a) explain why the switch, and (b) to run their "projections" using both the more
recent data and the 95 percent confidence standard
Finally, we agree wholeheartedly with your conclusion: we need a more reliable way to
forecast peak day demand. We would respectfully submit that this should be done by looking
at the actual trend of the last decade and then supplementing this trend with knowledge
about what we can do to change or affect that trend into the future. Trend lines, standing
apart from knowledge about how technology, customer behaviour, the world, etc are changing
and could be changed further is tantamount to embracing willful ignorance.
AE's projections are based both on past trends--updated to include the most recent data-and then factoring in knowledge about how technology and operations are changing and will
be changed so that the future will not be the same as the past. With this approach,
factoring in what we know about how water conservation, substitution of reuse and
nontreated water, more aggressive peak rates, code changes, and fixing leaky pipes can
affect future peak demands, it becomes clear that we can keep our peak flat to declining
for decades while accommodating population growth.
Again, thank you for your work on this. If I have said anything here that is not accurate,
I hope that someone will speak up immediately. Our goal is to have as much agreement on
what the facts actually are, and then we can focus the discussion on what makes good
policy.
Very best regards, Bill
Spelman, William wrote:
>
> Friends:
>
> If you’re like me, you think that the decision about Water Treatment
> Plant 4 is one of the biggest decisions we’ll make. It’s been
> difficult for me to understand how AWU and SOS look at the same data
> and come up with such different estimates of future water demands.
> Take a look at the attached PowerPoint presentation I put together,
> then share your thoughts about it with me. And please feel free to
> share this presentation far and wide. I believe that we’ll get the
> best quality of debate on this the more eyes that get to see it and
> the more brains that get to work through the details.
>
> Thanks for your consideration, and have a great week.
>
> Bill
>

2

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
"
"
Leffingwell, Lee; Morrison, Laura
RE: question on water rates
Friday, August 28, 2009 6:58:37 PM

Me too. Thanks for pressing this, Margot -Chris
-----Original Message----From: Leffingwell, Lee
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2009 10:31 AM
To:
; Riley, Chris; Morrison, Laura;
Cc: Slusher, Daryl; Shade, Randi; Cole, Sheryl; Spelman, William; Martinez, Mike [Council Member]
Subject: RE: question on water rates
I am very open to the idea of increasing the charge for the 5th tier.
LL
-----Original Message----]
From: Margot Clarke [mailto:
Sent: Thu 8/27/2009 11:30 PM
To: Riley, Chris; Morrison, Laura; Leffingwell, Lee
Cc: Slusher, Daryl; Shade, Randi; Cole, Sheryl; Spelman, William; Martinez, Mike [Council Member]
Subject: question on water rates
Dear Mr. Mayor and Council Members,
        Recently the Citizens Water Conservation Implementation Task Force (CWCITF) had a work session
with some members of the Resource Management Commission and staff from the water utility, mainly
from the Conservation Dept. Staff from your offices also were able to be there for part of the multihour meeting. At one point near the end the subject of rate increases came up and I asked someone
from the utility (I am sorry to say I cannot remember who it was, could have been Sonja but I can't be
sure) whether the increases were going to be tiered so as to add extra incentive for conservation. I
compared the situation to the recent rate increases at Solid Waste Services, where the Advisory Board
rejected the idea of even, across-the-board (or rather, trash can) increases, opting instead to
recommend (and have
accepted) tiered increases such that the smallest trash container users saw no rate increase, with rate
hikes being highest for the largest cans.
        I was assured at our work session that the water increases were going to be structured like, yet
tonight on Channel 6 I saw Colin Clark recommending that very type of thing, with the lowest level of
water use not being charged more and those using the most water seeing a large increase for the upper
tiers of use. I can only conclude that the rate increases proposed do not in fact work to incentivize
better water conservation that (though it is possible that I was not able to make clear what I was
describing), and I am very disturbed that this opportunity would be wasted and our water rates will not
reflect what ought to be an ever-growing commitment to conserving this most precious resource.
        The CWCITF has just been tasked by Council to research and report by the end of the year on
additional conservation actions that can be implemented by our city. This is work that I am willing and
even eager to commit to, but I have to say that the water utility, if it is proposing rate increases that do
not reward our frugal citizens and charge water wasters dearly for their excess, is not inspiring
confidence in that effort. It is very disheartening.
        Please, please address this problem - I am putting aside all other issues about these increases that
are controversial and simply want to know that, if the city is going to charge more for water, that we

will do it in line with our efforts to conserve.
        I hope I will hear from you that I am wrong, and that whatever the merits of or problems with the
proposed rates, they will at least be helping the city with its water conservation goals. Thank you for
your time, and for your work for Austin.
Sincerely,
Margot Clarke

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
August W. Harris III"; Morrison, Laura
Levinski, Robert; Ballas, Marisa
RE: Deed Restrictions
Tuesday, August 18, 2009 11:34:57 PM

When I was on the PC, there were several times when deed restrictions were brought to our attention,
and we adjusted our zoning recommendations accordingly. One concern: If we did required this by
code, would we essentially be turning zoning authority over to private parties ? I can imagine some
situations where that could lead to problems. But I'm open to doing something on this, if it wouldn't
place an undue burden on parties or staff.
Chris

From: August W. Harris III [mailto:
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2009 4:43 PM
To: Morrison, Laura; Riley, Chris
Cc: Levinski, Robert; Ballas, Marisa
Subject: RE: Deed Restrictions

]

I agree that the City can’t enforce deed restrictions. However, it shouldn’t take an action that
would violate deed restrictions. (aggressive / passive?) We tried to use the 87 ordinance but
City Legal gave me a preemptory response that it didn’t apply to the BOA nor that it was
applicable to the case. Consequently that sent my feeble mind in a whirl to come up with a
viable solution.
August W. Harris III
Covenant Financial Solutions, LLC
P.O. Box 302317
Austin, Texas 78703
Phone 512.320.8808
Fax      512.320.8684
www.cfs-texas.com

PSave a tree. Don't print this e-mail unless it's necessary.

============================================================
This electronic communication (including any attached document) may contain privileged and/or confidential
information. This communication is intended only for the use of indicated e -mail addressees. If you are not an
intended recipient of this communication, please be advised that any disclosure, dissemination, distribution,
copying, or other use of this communication or any attached document is strictly prohibited. If you have received
this communication in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and promptly destroy all
electronic and printed copies of this communication and any attached document.
From: Morrison, Laura [mailto:Laura.Morrison@ci.austin.tx.us]
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2009 3:54 PM
To: August W. Harris III; Riley, Chris
Cc: Levinski, Robert; Ballas, Marisa
Subject: RE: Deed Restrictions
Hello Happy,
I am certainly on board with you that it doesn’t make sense to zone in a way that conflicts with private
deed restrictions.

Technically, it’s an interesting issue. I may be misinformed but I thought that we, the city of Austin,
don’t have the authority to enforce deed restrictions (although Houston does – it was a bracketed bill).
So I’m not sure if an ordinance to preclude us from zoning in conflict is possible.
But one interesting piece is that we have a resolution passed by council in 1987 (Sally Shipman era)
that says council does not intend to grant commercial zoning to a property that precludes that via
private deed restriction. It is 871203-19 which I think you should be able to pull up from the website.
This was a long forgotten resolution at least through my era, until a zoning case in the past year that
was proposing to zone from residential to commercial where a deed restriction barred that, and staff
used this resolution as a rationale for not recommending the zoning from residential to commercial.
The council (before Chris and Bill were on) upheld this staff recommendation.
So it seems that we could legally, at a minimum propose a resolution to addresses sf 3 zoning and
deed restrictions for duplexes.
I’ll look forward to hearing Chris’ thoughts.
Laura
Laura Morrison
Austin City Council, Place 4
512-974-2258
512-974-1886 (Fax)
Laura.Morrison@ci.austin.tx.us
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/morrison.htm
From: August W. Harris III [mailto:
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2009 3:23 PM
To: Riley, Chris; Morrison, Laura
Subject: Deed Restrictions

]

Hi folks,
I’d like ya’ll to look into creating an ordinance that would prevent boards, commissions and
Council from making rulings that would violate legal deed restrictions on private property.
Background
1) We had a situation arise in Happy Hollow (my little corner of the world) that is a
perfect case in point. A small remnant parcel from MoPac had been reconveyed to
an adjacent property owner for a negligible amount. The owner attempted to sell the
lot to a couple that wanted to build a house. However, private deed restrictions that
are still in force and effect said that minimum lot size for the subdivision is 7,000 sf.
We, as a subdivision, were unwilling to waive the restriction on the lot for a variety
of self evident reasons. Additionally, the lot was smaller than the legal minimum so
the prospective buyers had to seek a variance. Despite what I would consider
several very persuasive arguments, the Board of Adjustment ruled that there was a
hardship (does everybody that knowingly buys a lot smaller than the legal minimum
automatically get a hardship – I would hope not) and granted a variance. Regardless
of whether there was a hardship, BOA’s ruling was in direct contradiction to the

deed restrictions. This emboldened the prospective purchasers to continue to pursue
development. It created a hardship on us because it forced us to retain counsel to
defend legal deed restrictions. The cost to litigate, had it gone through the legal
process, would have been in excess of $30,000. Reasonably, we should never have
been put in this position.
2) A second example is the case of the duplex built on Westover. (It was one of the
projects highlighted in the McMansion discussions and stands as a problematic
eyesore today.) Duplexes were prohibited in that subdivision according to valid and
legally enforceable deed restrictions. The developer was well along or had
completed the project without any of the neighbors realizing that restrictions had
been violated. His reaction was basically “just sue me.” So the neighbors did and at
some expense.
Now this is not an example of what a board or commission should have done.
However, if there were a requirement that deed restrictions be submitted with
building permits so that Intake could at least confirm the basics, it might stop a
number of problems in advance. A party can get consent from the neighbors in the
subdivision – but they have to be willing to offer it.
City Legal was entirely unhelpful and indicated that they could only give you advice on the
creation of such an ordinance. Consequently, I am looking to ya’ll for some guidance on
this.
Secondly, and this is coming up in Neighborhood Planning and relates to the second case,
some subdivisions within West Austin – and I am sure other parts of town – have deed
restrictions that prohibit duplexes. Since there is nothing to stop folks at Intake at the
moment from permitting the project (though with your guidance that might change),
allowing a rezoning to SF2 for those select subdivisions would essentially codify the deed
restrictions. The developer would have had to seek a rezoning. Had the Westover
subdivision been SF2, the duplex would never have been built, conflict would have been
avoided, and both parties would have avoided the costs of litigation both in terms of time
and dollars. Of course City staff, all the way to the top, is very reluctant to even discuss
SF2. And that is causing some friction as well.
I would be happy to hear your thoughts and guidance on this. Thanks,
Happy
August W. Harris III
Covenant Financial Solutions, LLC
P.O. Box 302317
Austin, Texas 78703
Phone 512.320.8808
Fax      512.320.8684
www.cfs-texas.com

PSave a tree. Don't print this e-mail unless it's necessary.
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From:
To:
Cc:

Riley, Chris
"Karen Huber"; Morrison, Laura; Sarah Eckhardt
Corpus, Grace; Ballas, Marisa; Levinski, Robert; Joe Gieselman; Michael Nalick; Peter Einhorn;

Subject:
Date:

RE: City"s Comprehensive Planning Effort
Monday, August 17, 2009 7:30:50 PM

I'm in too. I'll look forward to seeing y'all -Chris

From: Karen Huber [mailto:Karen.Huber@co.travis.tx.us]
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2009 6:21 PM
To: Riley, Chris; Morrison, Laura; Sarah Eckhardt
Cc: Corpus, Grace; Ballas, Marisa; Levinski, Robert; Joe Gieselman; Michael Nalick; Peter Einhorn;
Subject: Re: City's Comprehensive Planning Effort

Laura,
Let's do it. I've copied Michael Nalick as he is my policy staffer that should be in the
loop with me.
Best,
Karen Huber
Travis County Commissioner, Precinct 3
314 W. 11th St., Room 530
P.O. Box 1748
Austin, TX 78767
Tel. 512.854.9333
Fax 512.854.9376
Karen.Huber@co.travis.tx.us
>>> "Morrison, Laura" <Laura.Morrison@ci.austin.tx.us> 8/14/2009 6:00 PM >>>
Karen, Sarah and Chris

As we’ve discussed, the City’s comprehensive planning effort needs to incorporate discussion with
other jurisdictions including the County. Since our effort is getting started now, I thought it would be
helpful for us to brainstorm some about how we might make that collaboration happen.
I’d like to set up a meeting for us to do that in the near future. I think it also would be helpful to invite
Garner Stoll who is the staff heading up the Comp Plan effort and someone from the County’s planning
staff.
Please let me know if you’re amenable to this and I will ask Grace to get the calendar work started.
I hope you all have a great weekend.
Laura

Laura Morrison
Austin City Council, Place 4
512-974-2258
512-974-1886 (Fax)
Laura.Morrison@ci.austin.tx.us
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/morrison.htm

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Shade, Randi
Bier, Marti; Leff, Lewis
RE: City of Austin: Citizen Response. Citizen name: Daniel Cabela
Friday, August 14, 2009 5:55:31 PM

Hey Randi -Lewis did track down some emails on this. I've just got a hard copy, so I just slipped a copy under
your office door. (Lewis, if you've got digital copies, could you forward them to Randi & Rodney?)
Bottom line is that the law dept. sees no legal problem with the Soundcheck sublease. That still leaves
the process/fairness issues, though, which is why I think a hearing before the Bond Oversight
Committee would be helpful.
Chris

From: Shade, Randi
Sent: Friday, August 14, 2009 5:28 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Cc: Bier, Marti; Leff, Lewis
Subject: FW: City of Austin: Citizen Response. Citizen name: Daniel Cabela
Hi Chris
I want to have a follow up discussion with you re: Soundcheck/AFS issue, I've been doing additional
research and I realize that you have, too. I contacted Rodney Gonzalez to find out about the legal
opinion with respect to bond money uses and I found out that Lewis has already received some info on
this. When y'all get the chance I'd love to see that, too. I told Rodney you'd pass along so he wouldn't
have to track down Tom Nuckols again.
-Randi

---------Randi Shade
Austin City Council
Council Member Place 3
(512) 974-2255 (phone)
(512) 974-1888 (fax)
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/shade.htm

From:
[mailto:
]
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2009 4:34 PM
To: Shade, Randi
Subject: Fw: City of Austin: Citizen Response. Citizen name: Daniel Cabela

Sent via BlackBerry by AT&T
From: "D.Cabela"

Date: Thu, 13 Aug 2009 15:44:38 -0500
To: Chris Riley<
>; Randi Shade<
Subject: Fw: City of Austin: Citizen Response. Citizen name: Daniel Cabela

>

Chris,
Randi,
I did not know if you had seen this response and I wanted to make sure that you are comfortable with
it.

Thanks,
Danny Cabela
Music Lab Inc.
512-845-9771

----- Original Message ----From: acap@ci.austin.tx.us
To:
; acap@ci.austin.tx.us
Sent: Friday, August 07, 2009 1:35 PM
Subject: City of Austin: Citizen Response. Citizen name: Daniel Cabela

Dear Daniel Cabela,
Thank you for your inquiry to the City of Austin. Your response is attached to this email.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Shade, Randi
RE:
Thursday, August 06, 2009 8:53:44 PM

oh, man, don't get me started on him. Been there.

From: Shade, Randi
Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2009 8:52 PM
To: Riley, Chris
Subject: RE:
Thanks. I was fine with the other language, but was worried it wouldn’t take care of the Stacy Park
issue. I was actually trying to make the language better for the Heritage Society by making sure parks
were included and make it better by including staff, which is the way it works with for everything else.
It doesn’t make sense that one would pass and the other would not. I did it with Donisi’s help and what
I thought was his blessing and with Jerry Rusthoven’s help in response to Sheryl’s concerns and the
women of Travis Heights. I am shocked at John D’s behavior and while I am happy with the outcome
(thanks for your vote in the other version), but I am really bummed at the way John left me hanging. I
feel like I lost a friend tonight….disagreement I can handle, but lying – not so much. Thanks again.

---------Randi Shade
Austin City Council
Council Member Place 3
(512) 974-2255 (phone)
(512) 974-1888 (fax)
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/shade.htm
From: Riley, Chris
Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2009 8:46 PM
To: Shade, Randi
Subject: RE:
I just prefer the other language. Why introduce "was integral to the historical development of the
district" as a standard, instead of the simpler "contributing" standard that applies throughout the rest of
the district? Plus I had to ponder what that modifying phrase was meant to modify -- the property, or
the building or structure; it's gramatically ambuiguous, though I think the phrase was just meant to refer
to the property, not the structure.
I'm sorry I didn't raise this earlier; when we talked about it, I thought we were talking about the other
version.

From: Shade, Randi
Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2009 8:18 PM
To: Cole, Sheryl; Riley, Chris
Subject: FW:
From: Shade, Randi
Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2009 8:17 PM
To: Leffingwell, Lee; Martinez, Mike [Council Member]; Spelman, William

Subject:
From: John P. Donisi [mailto:
Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2009 11:22 AM
To: Shade, Randi
Subject: RE: city-owned property

]

Can we put a Fusion Center in an LHD ?
Sure, I think it's generally the same. I've changed two words because it's generally frowned upon to
load words like "should" in Code, I also pulled out "only" because it is extraneous:

City-owned property shall count towards the support for the nomination of the district if it
contains a building or structure which has been zoned historic, or was integral to the
historical development of the district, based upon the recommendations of the Historic
Preservation Office and the Historic Landmark Commission.

---------Randi Shade
Austin City Council
Council Member Place 3
(512) 974-2255 (phone)
(512) 974-1888 (fax)
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/shade.htm

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Shade, Randi
RE:
Thursday, August 06, 2009 8:46:04 PM

I just prefer the other language. Why introduce "was integral to the historical development of the
district" as a standard, instead of the simpler "contributing" standard that applies throughout the rest of
the district? Plus I had to ponder what that modifying phrase was meant to modify -- the property, or
the building or structure; it's gramatically ambuiguous, though I think the phrase was just meant to refer
to the property, not the structure.
I'm sorry I didn't raise this earlier; when we talked about it, I thought we were talking about the other
version.

From: Shade, Randi
Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2009 8:18 PM
To: Cole, Sheryl; Riley, Chris
Subject: FW:

From: Shade, Randi
Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2009 8:17 PM
To: Leffingwell, Lee; Martinez, Mike [Council Member]; Spelman, William
Subject:
From: John P. Donisi [mailto:j
Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2009 11:22 AM
To: Shade, Randi
Subject: RE: city-owned property

]

Can we put a Fusion Center in an LHD ?
Sure, I think it's generally the same. I've changed two words because it's generally frowned upon to
load words like "should" in Code, I also pulled out "only" because it is extraneous:

City-owned property shall count towards the support for the nomination of the district if it
contains a building or structure which has been zoned historic, or was integral to the
historical development of the district, based upon the recommendations of the Historic
Preservation Office and the Historic Landmark Commission.

---------Randi Shade
Austin City Council
Council Member Place 3
(512) 974-2255 (phone)
(512) 974-1888 (fax)
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/shade.htm

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Morrison, Laura; Ballas, Marisa
Rush, Barbara
RE: WTP4- Transcript from July 23rd
Friday, July 31, 2009 5:43:20 PM

Paul acknowledges that the citizens did vote, but he says these are new revenue bonds, which the
City Charter says the citizens should vote on. He also says Mike and Sheryl (and I) agreed, during the
campaign, that we should vote on this. He's been trying to get a meeting with Mike to discuss this; he
was headed that way when he left my office.
Chris

From: Morrison, Laura
Sent: Friday, July 31, 2009 4:30 PM
To: Ballas, Marisa; Riley, Chris
Cc: Rush, Barbara
Subject: RE: WTP4- Transcript from July 23rd
Thx Marisa. I’ll look forward to T Paul’s thoughts on the matter.
Laura Morrison
Austin City Council, Place 4
512-974-2258
512-974-1886 (Fax)
Laura.Morrison@ci.austin.tx.us
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/morrison.htm
From: Ballas, Marisa
Sent: Friday, July 31, 2009 2:28 PM
To: Riley, Chris; Morrison, Laura
Subject: WTP4- Transcript from July 23rd

A highlighted excerpt from the last council meeting (in regards to WTP4) is attached. Please let me
know if there is anything else that you need.
Best,
Marisa
Marisa Ballas
Policy Aide
Council Member Chris Riley's Office
(512) 974-6040

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Morrison, Laura; Cole, Sheryl
Rush, Barbara; Williamson, Laura; Wilson, Beverly (Council Place 6)
RE: Support Letter for Pearce-Urgent
Tuesday, July 28, 2009 10:02:57 AM

Thanks for following up on this, Laura. I'm with you; I'll be glad to sign on if the trustees think that
would help.
Chris

From: Morrison, Laura
Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2009 9:00 AM
To: Cole, Sheryl; Riley, Chris
Cc: Rush, Barbara; Williamson, Laura; Wilson, Beverly (Council Place 6)
Subject: FW: Support Letter for Pearce-Urgent
Importance: High
Sheryl and Chris,
I wanted to coordinate with you both on signing of this letter. I would be pleased to sign it but first want
to check in with the trustees to ensure they believe it is in the best interest of the district to have
council members' names on it.
I have a call into Mark Williams. I don't have Cheryl Bradley's number who I hope we can also touch
base with.
I'd appreciate your thoughts.
Thanks,
Laura
PS Sheryl - I think Allen may have gotten a wrong email address for you on the original.

From: Allen Weeks [mailto:
]
Sent: Mon 7/27/2009 11:03 PM
To: Morrison, Laura; Riley, Chris; Cole Cheryl
Cc: Corpus, Grace; Rush, Barbara; Williamson, Laura
Subject: Support Letter for Pearce-Urgent
Dear City Council Friends,
In a meeting of east Austin pastors last Thursday, a decision was made
to write a letter to TEA Commissioner Robert Scott expressing support
for AISD's efforts to open Pearce MS under a repurposing plan. I've
attached the letter.
Our fear is that the back and forth with the TEA will continue to
delay the process until opening Pearce this year becomes unrealistic.
Another meeting today produced more clarifications, which AISD will
produce tomorrow.
We are going to be sending the letter to the Commissioner and the
governor's office on Wednesday, as well as releasing it to the media.

We also have an op-ed piece coming out Wednesday with many of the same
points.
While we don't want to push the Commissioner into a corner, we also
want to express that the community wants this process to move along
for the good of the kids.
Whatever support you could lend to this letter would be greatly
appreciated. We will be publishing a list of supporters with the
letter. Our hope is to have city and county leaders, members of the
Travis County delegation, community and faith leaders, and parents and
students to be among those listed.
We have been in touch with AISD officials and trustees about this
letter. Trustee Cheryl Bradley is one of its authors. This is a
community letter, however, and we aren't looking for AISD folks to
sign on. Mark Williams is supportive.
If there are other council members that you think would be interested
in signing on, please feel free to forward this letter to them or let
me know.
Please contact me with any questions. Thank you!
Allen Weeks
653-4935

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Rush, Barbara; Spelman, William
Morrison, Laura
RE: Youth Unlimited
Friday, July 24, 2009 7:30:03 PM

I have met with Richard -- first during the campaign, and then again on June 29. I was impressed with
Richard's program -- esp. the numbers he provided regarding the results at one school. I'm not sure
how scalable the program is -- i.e., whether its success is depended on particular individuals. I
understand there's some ongoing work to expand the program and provide better data regarding its
impact; I think UT's involved in a study. I was thinking that this additional data available could
eventually provide a basis for further expansions.
Chris

From: Rush, Barbara
Sent: Friday, July 24, 2009 1:46 PM
To: Riley, Chris; Spelman, William
Cc: Morrison, Laura
Subject: Youth Unlimited
Laura would like to get your feedback on Richard Franklin's proposed Youth Unlimited program.   It's
our understanding that you both have met with him.  
Thanks,
Barbara
Barbara Rush
Community Outreach & Policy Advisor
Office of City Council Member Laura Morrison
512-974-2258 (Main)
512-974-1625 (Direct
512-974-1886 (Fax)
Barbara.Rush@ci.austin.tx.us
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/morrison.htm

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Riley, Chris
Morrison, Laura; "Voights, Betty"; "Executive Committee"
RE: Per Judge Biscoe"s request to recruit General Assembly members
Friday, July 24, 2009 6:38:44 PM

Thanks, Laura! I'm looking forward to this. Ms. Voights & others, feel free to get in touch with me
whenever there's anything I can do.
Regards,
Chris Riley
Austin City Council, Place 1
(512) 974-2260

From: Morrison, Laura
Sent: Friday, July 24, 2009 5:51 PM
To: 'Voights, Betty'; Executive Committee
Cc: Riley, Chris
Subject: RE: Per Judge Biscoe's request to recruit General Assembly members
Betty and all,
I would like to introduce you all to City Council Member Chris Riley, the new City of Austin
representative to the CAPCOG Exec Committee (appointed yesterday). Chris joined the Council this
June. With his background, interests and expertise, I know he will be a great addition to the
committee.
I have enjoyed my year with CAPCOG and getting to meet all of you and to work with the staff. It has
been a pleasure and a very informative opportunity for me to broaden my view of living in Central
Texas.
Laura
Laura Morrison
Austin City Council, Place 4
512-974-2258
512-974-1886 (Fax)
Laura.Morrison@ci.austin.tx.us
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/council/morrison.htm
From: Voights, Betty [mailto:
]
Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2009 2:41 PM
To: Executive Committee
Subject: Per Judge Biscoe's request to recruit General Assembly members

Overview A Council of Governments (COG) is a tool available to cities and counties to work together
on issues in their region. The COG can be tasked by its member local governments with
performing programs and services that become more feasible at the regional level, either
because of cost, efficiency, or boundaries.   Examples include:

·
Peace officer training is provided because most local governments can’t incur
the cost of doing it themselves.
·
Homeland Security funding is planned based on coordinated emergency
response planning among all jurisdictions.
·
Air quality planning is conducted because it’s an issue not confined to one
jurisdiction.
Many state and federal agencies task the COG with administering programs including
grant funding:
·

Criminal Justice

·

Solid Waste

·

Homeland Security

·

Regional Economic Development

The COG must develop plans to direct services and funding and identify need:
·

Aging

·

Solid Waste Management

·

Emergency Communications Interoperability

·

9-1-1

The COG also provides a menu of services to the local governments:
·

Mapping and data

·

Economic development

·

Transportation planning

·

Grants

Two governing bodies oversee the COG with regard to its programs, policies, and budget:  
the Executive Committee and the General Assembly. All member cities and counties can
have a voice on General Assembly with regard to who provides the oversight for all the
COG does by electing the Executive Committee, adopting the budget, and determining the
rules of operation in the Bylaws.

