
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/budget/citizensurvey.htm
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/news/2009/budget_town_hall_0630.htm


D. Employee Focus Groups – There are many different options for reducing the 
City’s budget that would negatively impact employees.  These include unpaid 
furloughs, increased contributions for medical premiums, and wage reductions.  
Six employee focus groups were conducted to gauge employee preferences 
related to these and other options.   The results of these focus groups are 
summarized in this section along with specific employee comments. 

E. Dollars and Sense – An executive summary of the City Manager’s Dollars and 
Sense Initiative highlights the goals, timeline and results of the process. This 
report was provided to Council earlier this month.  

 

I want to emphasize that no decisions have been made yet regarding the various budget 
balancing options before us.  The information that has been gathered from our citizens 
and employees will play a central role in shaping our final budget recommendation to the 
City Council on July 22nd.   There will then be additional opportunities for public input 
on the proposed budget during public hearings scheduled for August 6th, 20th and 27th 
prior to City Council taking action to adopt a final budget in mid-September.  

 

xc: Chief Financial Officer 
 Budget Officer 
 Assistant City Managers 
 Department Directors 
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2009 DirectionFinder® Survey 
Executive Summary Report 

 
 
Overview and Methodology 
 
During the spring of 2009, ETC Institute administered a community survey for the City of 
Austin.  The purpose of the survey was to assess satisfaction with the delivery of major City 
services and to help determine priorities for the community as part of the City’s ongoing 
planning process. 
 
Methodology. A six‐page survey was mailed to a random sample of 3,600 households in the 
City of Austin. Approximately seven days after the surveys were mailed; residents who received 
the survey were contacted by phone. 
Those who indicated that they had not 
returned the survey were given the 
option of completing it by phone. Of the 
households that received a survey, 702 
completed the survey by phone and 591 
returned it by mail for a total of 1293 
completed surveys. The results for the 
random sample of 1293 households 
have a 95% level of confidence with a 
precision of at least +/‐ 2.8%. T here 
were no statistically significant 
differences in the results of the survey 
based on the method of administration 
(phone vs. mail). 
 
In order to better understand how well 
services are being delivered by the City, 
ETC Institute geocoded the home 
address of respondents to the survey. 
The map to the right shows the physical 
distribution of survey respondents 
based on the location of their home.  
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The percentage of “don’t know” responses has been excluded from many of the graphs and the 
benchmarking data shown in this report to facilitate valid comparisons between City services. 
Since the number of “don’t know” responses often reflects the utilization and awareness of City 
services, the percentage of “don’t know” responses has been provided in the tabular data 
section of this report. When the “don’t know” responses have been excluded, the text of this 
report will indicate that the responses have been excluded with the phrase “who had an 
opinion”. 
 
 
This summary report contains: 
 

• a summary of the methodology for administering the survey and major findings 
• charts showing the overall results for most questions on the survey 
• benchmarking data analysis 
• importance‐satisfaction analysis 
• GIS maps that show the results of selected questions on maps of the City 
• tabular data showing the overall results for all questions on the survey 
• a copy of the survey instrument. 

 
Crosstabulations that show the results of the survey for specific segments of the City’s 
population with regard to location, income, age, and other characteristics, are provided in 
separate appendices. 
 
Major Findings  
 

• Austin  is Setting  the Standard  for Performance Among Large U.S. Cities.   The City of 
Austin  rated  above  the  national  average  for  cities  with  a  population  of more  than 
250,000 in 41 of the 45 areas that were assessed.   The areas in which Austin is setting 
the standard  for performance  (by  rating at  least 10% above  the national average) are 
listed below and continued at the top of the following page: 

 
o Overall quality of customer service provided by City employees (+29%) 
o Overall quality of services provided by the City (+20%) 
o The City as a place to raise children (+16%) 
o Condition of streets in neighborhoods (+16%) 
o Cleanliness of city streets and public areas (+14%) 
o The City as a place to live (+14%) 
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o Quality of youth athletic programs offered by the City (+13%) 
o Overall quality of life in the city (+12%) 
o Overall quality of parks & recreation programs/facilities (+12%) 
o The City as a place to work (+11%) 
o Quality of residential curbside recycling services (+11%) 
o Overall quality of drinking water (+10%) 
o Overall value that you receive for your city taxes/fees (+10%) 
o Number of walking/biking trails (+10%) 
o Enforcement of local traffic laws (+10%) 
o Number of city parks (+10%) 
o Overall satisfaction with city swimming pools (+10%) 
o Appearance of park grounds in Austin (+10%) 

 
The City of Austin rated below the national average for cities with a population of more 
than 250,000 in just 4 of the 45 areas that were assessed.   The only area in which Austin 
rated significantly below the national average (more than 5% below the national 
average) involved the flow of traffic on major city streets (Austin 27% vs. U.S. 39%). 

 
• Residents were generally satisfied with the overall quality of services provided by the 

City of Austin. The major categories of city services that had the highest levels of 
satisfaction, based upon the combined percentage of “very satisfied” and “satisfied” 
responses among residents, who had an opinion, were: the overall quality of Austin‐
Bergstrom Airport (82%), the overall quality of drinking water provided by Austin Water 
Utility (79%) and the overall quality of parks and recreation programs and facilities 
(76%).  Residents were least satisfied with the maintenance of City streets and 
sidewalks. 

 
• Services that residents thought were the most important for the City to provide. The 

three major services that residents thought were the most important for the City to 
provide were: (1) quality of public safety services, (2) quality of drinking water, and (3) 
maintenance of City streets and sidewalks. 

 
• Most residents have a positive perception of the City. Eighty‐nine percent (89%) of 

those surveyed  who had an opinion gave positive ratings for Austin as a place to live; 
81% gave positive ratings for the quality of life in Austin; 80% gave positive ratings for 
Austin as a place to raise children, and 79% gave positive ratings for Austin as a place to 
work.   
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• Public Safety. The highest levels of satisfaction with public safety services, based upon 
the combined percentage of “very satisfied” and “satisfied” responses among residents, 
who had an opinion, were: quality of fire services (87%), Timeliness of Fire response to 
emergency location (87%) and Medical assistance provided by EMS (87%).  Residents 
were least satisfied with the enforcement of traffic laws. 

 
• Environmental Services. The highest levels of satisfaction with environmental services, 

based upon the combined percentage of “very satisfied” and “satisfied” responses 
among residents, who had an opinion, were: the energy conservation program (67%), 
water conservation programs in the City (65%) and flood control efforts (63%). 
 

• Recreation and Cultural Services. The highest levels of satisfaction with recreation and 
cultural services, based upon the combined percentage of “very satisfied” and 
“satisfied” responses among residents, who had an opinion, were: cleanliness of library 
facilities (79%), quality of parks/recreation programs (75%) and number of City parks 
(74%).  While residents were least satisfied with the quality of adult athletic programs, 
the percentage of respondents who were  satisfied with the quality of adult athletic 
programs was still significantly higher than the national average. 

 
• Residential and Neighborhood Services. The highest levels of satisfaction with 

residential and neighborhood services, based upon the combined percentage of “very 
satisfied” and “satisfied” responses among residents, who had an opinion, were: 
reliability of electric service (85%), residential curbside recycling (82%) and safety of 
drinking water (81%).  Residents were least satisfied with code enforcement of weed 
lots/abandoned vehicles/graffiti/dilapidated buildings. 

 
• Avoiding Cuts in Services. Residents were asked how willing they would be to support 

the City raising user fees to avoid cuts in services, such as recreation programs, 
permitting and inspections.  Twenty‐one percent (21%) were very supportive; 36% were 
somewhat supportive, 22% were not sure, and 21% were not supportive. 

 
• Budget Priorities.   Residents were given information about the amount of money that 

is currently budgeted for   20 city services.  They were then asked to rate the importance  
of funding these services at current levels using a scale of 1 to 10, where 10 meant that 
residents thought it was “extremely important” and 1 meant that it was “not important 
at all.”  The services that residents thought were most and least important to continue 
funding at current levels are listed below: 
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MOST important services to continue funding at current levels (mean rating) 
o Fire Emergency Response (9.16) 
o Emergency Medical Service (9.10) 
o 911 Dispatch Service (8.95) 
o Police Patrols (8.68) 
o Police investigations (8.34) 

 
LEAST important services to continue funding at current levels (mean rating) 
o One Stop Shop for Development (5.69) 
o Traffic markings, signs, and parking enforcement (6.53) 
o Neighborhood planning and zoning (6.58) 
o Museums and Arts Center Services (6.65) 
o Pools (6.86) 

 

Conclusions and Recommendations for Action 
 

The City of Austin rated very well compared with other communities in ETC Institute’s national 
DirectionFinder® database.  The high ratings indicate that the City has done an excellent job of 
prioritizing city services based on the needs of the community.   
 
Although the City’s ratings are currently high, the results of the survey and the importance 
satisfaction analysis that is provided in Section 3 of this report suggest that the City’s top overall 
priorities with regard to customer satisfaction should be (1) the maintenance of 
streets/sidewalks and (2) public safety.   These priorities are slightly different than the budget 
priorities shown above because these Importance‐Satisfaction ratings consider how satisfied 
residents are with the current level of service in addition to the   importance that residents place 
on the service.     
 
Other areas that were identified as “very high” or “high” priorities with regard to the impact the 
service has on customer satisfaction are listed below for each of the five subcategories that 
were assessed on the survey.    
 

o Public Safety: police services  
o Maintenance/Appearance of the City: traffic flow and the condition of major city 

streets 
o Environmental Services:  water quality in lakes/streams, water utility response time to 

emergencies, water conservation programs, and energy conservation programs 
o Recreation and Cultural Services:  safety in city parks 
o Residential and Neighborhood Services:  code enforcement in neighborhoods  

 



 

 

  

  



FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

Animal Advisory Commission 
May 20, 2009, 5:30pm, 721 Barton Springs Road, First Floor Conference 
Room 

Health and Human Services 

Presentation back-up materials 
 PowerPoint presentation (click here) 

 

Summary 
 Ms. Miller, Chief Administrative Officer, gave an overview of the department’s FY09 

budget including the sources of funds and the main program areas that incur expenses. 
 Ms. Miller stated the City Manager’s reduction goal of 7% or $2.82 million. 
 Commission members asked about the availability of additional grant funding 

opportunities, especial the stimulus package.  
 Commission members indicated a preference for avoiding any cuts that have a negative 

impact to number of intakes or increase in live outcomes. 
 Commission members also indicated a preference to maintain spay and neuter programs 

because if those were cut and the stray population increased it would increase the burden 
and expenses of the department in the future. 

 Commission members also suggested seeking additional partnerships with non-profits to 
increase the number of volunteers. 

 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 None 

 
 
 

http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/budget/09-10/downloads/hhsd_animal_immigrant_child_ppt.pdf


FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

Animal Advisory Commission 
June 10, 2009, 5:30pm, 7201 Levander Loop, BLDG. E, Room 16 

Health and Human Services 

Presentation back-up materials 
 None 

Summary 
 The Commissioners expressed a number of concerns on the proposal to use donation 

funds for sterilizations. They concluded that donations should be used for services above 
and beyond the core mission of programs. 

 One Commissioner articulated concern about the long range impact of reducing 
sterilization services on operating costs. The fewer animals are sterilized the more likely 
that intake rates will increase. 

 The Commission requested staff to provide a line item budget for animal programs to look 
for other opportunities to reduce costs. 

 The Commission inquired about staff vacancies and the ability to perform those duties with 
volunteers. They also asked about opportunities to privatize services to reduce cost. 

 The Commissioners discussed with the department the possibility of establishing an 
enterprise fund for adoption fees and sterilization expenditures. 

 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 The Commission took the following unanimous formal actions: 

 The Commission will compose a letter to the Council and City Manager 
outlining their concerns about reductions to the sterilization programs  

 The letter will ask for no cuts at all to sterilization programs or the 
transfer of these programs to donation funds 

 The letter will ask for the City to consider alternatives such as volunteers, 
privatization and line item cuts 

 The letter will include the ramification of cuts to sterilization, including the 
potential to increase the operating costs of the shelter by increasing live 
intakes and by decreasing the number of live outcomes 

 The Commission also voted 4 in favor and 1 abstaining to direct Commissioner Tucker to 
compose the letter to the City Manager and Council. 

 
 
 



FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

Board of Adjustment / Sign Review Board 
May 11, 2009, 5:30pm, City Hall, Council Chambers 

Watershed Protection and Development Review 

Presentation back-up materials 
 None 

 

Summary 
 Ms. Li, Director, described the department budget of $15.2 million and City Manager’s 

target to reduce that by 7%. 
 93% of the department budget is personnel, thus most savings are related to holding or 

eliminating vacancies. Ms. Li stated there were 17 vacant positions from various parts of 
the department that could be considered for elimination. 

 Ms. Li asked the board for feedback and suggestions. 
 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 None 

 
 
 



FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

Commission on Immigrant Affairs 
May 13, 2009, 6:30pm, City Hall, Room 2016 

Health and Human Services 

Presentation back-up materials 
 PowerPoint slides (click here) 

 

Summary 
 The Commission was not able to establish a quorum. A copy of the PowerPoint was 

emailed to all members. 
 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 None 

 
 
 

http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/budget/09-10/downloads/hhsd_animal_immigrant_child_ppt.pdf


FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

Commission on Immigrant Affairs 
June 10, 2009, 6:30pm, City Hall, Room 2016 

Health and Human Services 

Presentation back-up materials 
 None 

 

Summary 
 The Commissioners discussed the reduction options for the department and their potential 

impact on programs. 
 Overall, the Commission believed staff offered the best options possible that would 

minimize impacts to immigrant programs. 
 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 None 

 
 
 



FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

Community Development Commission 
May 12, 2009, 6:30pm, 1000 E. 11th St, Suite 400 

Neighborhood Housing and Community Development 

Presentation back-up materials 
 None 

 

Summary 
 Ms. Shaw, Director, gave a brief overview of the City Manager’s budget reduction goals, 

including a 7% cut for Neighborhood Housing or to restructure the department as purely 
grant funded, whichever is lower.  

 Commissioner Paup commented that if the department were to be strictly grant-funded it 
would mean a step backward in time for the department. 

 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 None 

 
 
 



FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

Design Commission 
April 27, 2009, 5:30pm, City Hall, Boards and Commissions Room 

Neighborhood Planning and Zoning 

Presentation back-up materials 
 PowerPoint Presentation (click here) 

Summary 
 Director Guernsey discussed the economic environment forecasted for FY 2010 resulting 

in an approximate $30 million budget gap for the City. 
 The Commission was made aware of changes in the 2010 Budget Process allowing for 

more Council deliberation and public input as well as input from boards and commissions. 
 Also discussed was the process for presenting to Council a list of reduction options for the 

2010 Budget. 
 Mr. Guernsey spoke of the department’s current year savings plan which held vacant two 

positions for the entire year. 
 Besides targeted reductions in contractuals and commodities, the Director discussed 

continuing to hold the earlier mentioned positions vacant for the FY 2010 fiscal year. 
 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 None 

 
 
 

http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/budget/09-10/downloads/eds_forecast_ppt_vnpz.pdf


FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

Downtown Austin Community Court Advisory Committee 
May 13, 2009, 7:30am, City Hall, Boards and Commission Room 

Municipal Court 

Presentation back-up materials 
 PowerPoint slide detailing activity costs and FTE counts for the Downtown Austin 

Community Court (click here) 
 Organizational chart for the Downtown Austin Community Court (click here) 

 

Summary 
 Mr. Valdez, Acting Administrator, and Ms. Schmidt, Financial Manager, gave a brief 

overview of the budget reduction goals for the department. 
 Committee Members comments included a preference for reduction in community service 

rather than rehabilitation and offered support for avoiding layoffs.  
 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 The committee unanimously passed a motion to recommend that cuts be ranked 

according to the following priority: 
 Delay search and hiring of vacant Court Administrator position 
 Promote the current Acting Court Administrator to the position of Court 

Administrator and delete the position of Deputy Court Administrator 
 Reduce the Community Service Restitution/Graffiti Abatement portion of 

the budget and realign the program to the downtown area 
 Reduce the cost of Project Recovery 

 
 
 

http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/budget/09-10/downloads/dacc_ppt.pdf
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/budget/09-10/downloads/dacc_orgchart.pdf


FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

Early Childhood Council 
May 12, 2009, 9:00am, City Hall, Boards and Commissions Room 

Health and Human Services 

Presentation back-up materials 
 PowerPoint slides (click here) 

 

Summary 
 Ms. Miller, Chief Administrative Officer, gave an overview of the department’s FY09 

budget including the sources of funds and the main program areas that incur expenses. 
 Ms. Miller stated the City Manager’s reduction goal of 7% or $2.82 million. 
 Commission members expressed a preference that reductions not come from social 

services programs. 
 Commission members also prefer that the department make strategic cuts in a few areas 

rather than make cuts across the board and that the department factor in the proportion of 
city funding compared to need. 

 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 None 

 
 
 

http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/budget/09-10/downloads/hhsd_animal_immigrant_child_ppt.pdf


FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

Early Childhood Council 
June 9, 2009, 9:00am, City Hall, Boards and Commissions Room 

Health and Human Services 

Presentation back-up materials 
 None 

 

Summary 
 The Council members asked staff questions about the proposal to eliminate funding for 

the Community Action Network. 
 The Council members were pleased that no reduction proposals impact Childcare 

Services. 
 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 On May 27, 2009, the Chair of the Early Childhood Council sent a letter to Mr. Lurie. The 

Council’s letter recommended: 
 Keeping social services funding intact 
 Any proposed reductions should be strategic rather than across-the-

board 
 Any proposed reductions should balance the funding proportion with the 

range of services provided by those funds 
 

 
 



FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input 

  

Environmental Board 
May 6, 2009, 6:00pm, City Hall, Boards and Commissions Room 

Watershed Protection and Development Review 

Presentation back-up materials 
 None 

 

Summary 
 Ms. Li, Director, gave an overview of the department’s $15.2 million budget and the City 

Manager’s target for a 7% reduction. 
 93% of the department’s budget is personnel, thus most savings are from holding or 

eliminating vacancies. 
 Positions considered for elimination include Inspector and Engineer titles from department 

programs such as Building Inspections, Permits, Development Assistance Center, and 
Residential and Commercial Plan Review. 

 Ms. Li plans to present further details at the June 5th Budget Sub-Committee meeting. The 
board members were concerned about that discussion taking place after the proposal due 
date of May 22nd. Ms. Li explained that the budget and reductions will not be finalized until 
much later in the summer. 

 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 None 

 
 
 



FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

Historic Landmark Commission 
April 27, 2009, 7:00pm, City Hall, Council Chambers 

Neighborhood Planning and Zoning 

Presentation back-up materials 
 PowerPoint Presentation (click here) 

Summary 
 Director Guernsey discussed the economic environment forecasted for FY 2010 resulting 

in an approximate $30 million budget gap for the City. 
 The Commission was made aware of changes in the 2010 Budget Process allowing for 

more Council deliberation and public input as well as input from boards and commissions. 
 Also discussed was the process for presenting to Council a list of reduction options for the 

2010 Budget. 
 Mr. Guernsey spoke of the department’s current year savings plan which held vacant two 

positions for the entire year. 
 Besides targeted reductions in contractuals and commodities, the Director discussed 

continuing to hold the earlier mentioned positions vacant for the FY 2010 fiscal year. 
 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 None 

 
 
 

http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/budget/09-10/downloads/eds_forecast_ppt_vnpz.pdf


FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

HIV Planning Council 
June 9, 2009, 6:00pm, 1520 Rutherford Lane, BLDG 1 

Health and Human Services Department 

Presentation back-up materials 
 None 

 

Summary 
 Council expressed concern for the reduction proposals that impact HIV services.  
 One member asked if the Administrative position could be funded with a grant. Staff 

responded they are looking into this option. 
 The Council talked about the implications of funding the Medical Social Worker with a 

grant.  
 The Council asked staff to keep them more informed of changes in General Fund funding 

of HIV programs, even though the Council’s scope is limited to oversight of Ryan White 
Grant funding. 

 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 None 

 
 
 



FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

Library Commission 
May 18, 2009, 7:00pm, Yarborough Branch Library 

Library Department 

Presentation back-up materials 
 None 

 

Summary 
 Ms. McBee, Financial Manager, gave an overview of the City Manager’s budget reduction 

goals, including a 7% cut menu of options for the Library Department, which equals $1.8 
million. 

 Ms. McBee outlined historical budget information for the Libraries over the past five years. 
 Brenda Branch, Director, asked the Commission members to prioritize parts of the budget 

they feel are the most important. 
 The Commission members asked questions about whether staffing levels and salaries 

were comparable to library programs in other cities. 
 Commission members asked about the viability of moving toward more books online and 

staff responded that patrons have expressed a preference for physical books. 
 Commission members offered the following suggestions for cuts: 

 Reducing hours of operation at branches with the fewest visits and 
lowest circulation numbers 

 Close low performing libraries 
 Commissioners also suggested refusing to offer cuts and having Commission Members 

meet with Council Members to better inform them about library services. 
 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 None 

 
 
 



FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

Library Commission 
June 8, 2009, 5:00pm, Austin History Center, Reception Room 

Library Department 

Presentation back-up materials 
 Summary sheets of the Library Department’s proposed reductions (click here) 
 Library organizational chart (click here) 

 

Summary 
 Ms. Branch, Library Director, explained three guiding principles the department used in 

formulating proposals: avoid layoffs, minimize the impact to customers, and avoid 
impacting the book budget as much as possible. 

 Ms. Branch gave an overview of each proposal on the summary sheet. 
 Ms. Branch noted that there was not much left in the Contractuals and Commodities 

categories because of reductions in previous years that were never fully restored. 
 One commissioner inquired about the impact of the proposal to eliminate a vacant 

Maintenance Worker II. Ms. Branch responded that aesthetic upgrades to the facilities 
would be reduced. 

 A commissioner asked for more information regarding the proposal to eliminate a vacant 
Administrative Assistant position and reduce the system-wide database and periodicals 
budgets, including which titles would be deleted. Ms. Branch noted that only one customer 
has inquired about a deleted subscription for the “Smithsonian,” which has not been 
available for four years. 

 The Commission asked for more detail on the impact of response time in Circulation 
Support if the vacant Library Support Services Specialist position is eliminated. Ms. 
Branch will follow up with an answer. 

 Regarding reducing the hours of the Accountant Associate, Ms. Branch stated she is 
committed to continue to meet the Library’s vendor payment goal even with this reduction. 

 Regarding a question about reduced Library hours affecting children’s programs, Ms. 
Branch replied that these programs would move to Fridays at 11:00am. 

 The Commission asked about the affect of reducing Library hours on community groups 
that use meeting rooms. These groups would have to meet at a different time or shorten 
their time.  

 Commissioners asked if the new self-service kiosks were meeting customers’ needs. Ms. 
Branch reported that the kiosks have had a very positive impact. 

 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 The Commission Members voted to have Chair Carol Martin draft a letter to Council 

asking not to implement the three lowest ranked proposals: reducing branch hours, 
eliminating Grounds Assistants and reducing the book budget.  

 
 
 

http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/budget/09-10/downloads/lib_summary.pdf
http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/budget/09-10/downloads/lib_org_chart.pdf


FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

Mexican American Cultural Center Advisory Board 
May 19, 2009, 6:00pm, MACC, 600 River Street 

Parks and Recreation Department 

Presentation back-up materials 
 PowerPoint presentation (click here) 

 

Summary 
 Ms. Means, Financial Services Manager, reviewed budget reductions made for mid-year 

FY2009 and the target for FY2010. 
 Many of the department’s savings at the beginning of FY2009 and mid-year were 

comprised of vacancy savings, including the new Park Ranger program. 
 Board members expressed their concerns about available funding for the arts and the 

MACC’s ability to host exhibits and support local artists. 
 Board members also discussed the possibility of the MACC and other culture centers 

serving as hubs to coordinate art themed activities at PARD’s recreation and senior 
centers. 

 Board members estimated that improved transportation planning and the opening of light 
rail may increase attendance at the MACC and warrant increases in programming and 
event staff. 

 Board Members suggested that PARD study the impacts of reducing personnel costs by 
wage reductions, overtime reductions or furloughs.  

 Another suggestion by the Board was to identify areas of duplication of services with UT, 
AISD and other organizations and to coordinate with those groups to provide efficient 
services to the citizens. 

 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 None 

 
 
 

http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/budget/09-10/downloads/pard_ppt.pdf


FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

Mexican American Cultural Center Advisory Board 
June 6, 2009, 6:00pm, 1110 Barton Springs Road 

Parks and Recreation Department 

Presentation back-up materials 
 None 

 

Summary 
 The Board was unable to establish a quorum. There was no discussion. 

 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 None 

 
 
 



FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

MBE / WBE Advisory Committee 
June 2, 2009, 5:30pm, City Hall, Boards and Commissions Room 

Small and Minority Business Resources 

Presentation back-up materials 
 None 

 

Summary 
 Ms. Lara, Assistant Director, gave an overview of the department budget, noting that 98% 

is allocated toward personnel costs.  
 There are currently four vacancies in the department. Two of the four could be cut to 

achieve the City Manager’s 7% reduction goal for the department. 
 Committee members made the following recommendations: 

 Outside counsel and service provider contracts are integral in 
maintaining SMBR services and should not be reduced 

 The department values employee development; training opportunities 
should be scrutinized before reducing 

 The department could consider hiring temporary or entry level 
employees 

 The department could look into more private provision of services 
 The department should be open to citywide initiatives such as reduced 

workweek, benefit reductions or pay cuts 
 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 None 

 
 
 



FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

Parks and Recreation Board 
May 20, 2009, 6:00pm, MACC, 600 River Street, 2nd floor 

Parks and Recreation Department 

Presentation back-up materials 
 PowerPoint presentation (click here) 

 

Summary 
 Ms. Means, Financial Services Manager, reviewed budget reductions made for mid-year 

FY 2009 and the target for FY 2010. 
 Many of the department’s savings at the beginning of FY 2009 and mid-year were 

comprised of vacancy savings, including the new Park Ranger program. 
 PARD Director Sara Hensley gave an overview of her ongoing process to identify areas of 

improvement in service delivery and efficiency. She is looking at duplication of services 
and opportunities for partnering with private organizations.  

 Ms. Hensley also discussed the possibility of overhauling PARD’s fee schedule to offset 
some increasing expenses in the department. 

 Ms. Hensley then spoke about two major budget reduction proposals and asked the Board 
for feedback. The first proposal was further delaying implementation of the Park Rangers 
Program. She stated there would be no immediate impact to delaying the program while 
the department continued to refine the role of the Rangers and develop policies and 
training materials.   

 The second proposal was changing the operations of the Trail of Lights. Ms Hensley 
discussed three options: increasing the number of private sponsorships, increasing fees, 
or reducing expenditures by scaling back the number of days the event is open. 

 Board members were open to the ideas of seeking additional private sponsors and 
increasing fees for the event. 

 The Board expressed a preference to avoid reductions in facilities maintenance staff. The 
Board also cautioned against opening few facilities without operations and maintenance 
funding in place, and against fee waivers for City sponsored events. 

 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 None 

 
 

http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/budget/09-10/downloads/pard_ppt.pdf


FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

Parks and Recreation Board 
June, 9, 2009, 6:30pm, 200 South Lamar Blvd. 

Parks and Recreation Department 

Presentation back-up materials 
 None 

 

Summary 
 The Board was unable to establish a quorum. There was no discussion. 

 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 None 

 
 



FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

Planning Commission 
May 12, 2009, 6:00pm, City Hall, Council Chambers 

Neighborhood Planning and Zoning 

Presentation back-up materials 
 PowerPoint Presentation (click here) 

Summary 
 Director Guernsey discussed the economic environment forecasted for FY 2010 resulting 

in an approximate $30 million budget gap for the City. 
 The Commission was made aware of changes in the 2010 Budget Process allowing for 

more Council deliberation and public input as well as input from boards and commissions. 
 Also discussed was the process for presenting to Council a list of reduction options for the 

2010 Budget. 
 Mr. Guernsey spoke of the department’s current year savings plan which held vacant two 

positions for the entire year. 
 Besides targeted reductions in contractuals and commodities, the Director discussed 

continuing to hold the earlier mentioned positions vacant for the FY 2010 fiscal year. 
 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 None 

 
 
 

http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/budget/09-10/downloads/eds_forecast_ppt_vnpz.pdf


FY 2010 Budget Reductions 
Stakeholder Input  

  

Solid Waste Advisory Commission 
June 10, 2009, 6:30pm, City Hall, Council Chambers 

Solid Waste Services 

Presentation back-up materials 
 PowerPoint slides (click here) 

 

Summary 
 Ms. Williamson, Acting Director, gave a broad overview of the structure of the department, 

its sustainability goals, and the FY 2009 and FY 2010 budgets.  
 Four Division Managers presented more detailed information about their division activities 

and budgets. 
 Department staff solicited input from the Commission regarding the proposed rate 

structure. 
 Commissioner Acuna asked staff to revisit increasing the base charge by 6%-7% and 

consider the possibility of introducing new fees into the budget such as an anti-litter fee. 
 Commissioner Cofer asked staff to set the rates so that revenue covers operating 

expenditures and other department requirements. 
 Commissioner Cofer requested for the FY 2010 Budget to fully implement Office Stream, 

not delay revisiting the Commercial Multi-Family Recycling Ordinance, and fully fund a 
composting program.  He recommends the department increase the rate of the 90-gallon 
cart a full dollar ($1), with no increase in the 30 and 60-gallon carts. 

 Commissioner Cofer recommended the department create a separate rate for hauling and 
disposal.  He also recommended a once a year bulk pick-up where citizens call in to 
request their pick-up. 

 Commissioner Acuna requested staff to provide more information on the relationship 
between operator injuries and vacancies as well as an assessment from the various 
divisions on what the cut backs will do to manpower. 

 Commissioner Acuna also asked for a breakdown of SWS’ commitment to Code 
Compliance, if SWS will be required to fund Code in FY 2010 and FY 2011, and what that 
amount will be. 

 SWAC will have a special called meeting June 23, 2009, at 2:00pm at the Rutherford Lane 
Campus to further discuss the budget.  Staff will provide further information and answer 
Commissioner’s questions. 

 

Citizen Communication 
 None 

 

Formal Action  
 None 

 
 
 

http://www.ci.austin.tx.us/budget/09-10/downloads/swac_ppt.pdf












 It is dangerous if it discourages people from going to the doctor when they really 
need to. 

 Will it save someone’s job? 
 
Suspension of SIP (Stability Pay) 

 Willing to suspend SIP as long as it is temporary . 
 Would rather have jobs. 
 It is a “freebie,” a bonus, and when the company doesn’t have money then there is 

no bonus. 
 Eliminating it could affect morale. 
 Consider raising eligibility. 
 There was a difference of opinion based on longevity. Many see SIP as a reason 

to stay. 
 Some employees valued SIP as a bonus received at the City of Austin and others 

rely on receiving the bonus for meeting financial obligations. 



 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Dollars and Sense Initiative has successfully come to completion. The Initiative 
began at the beginning of 2009 to challenge City employees to think of innovative ways 
the City can be more efficient and save money at a time when revenues are declining.  
The Initiative had a strong response from employees and as a result, more than 1,700 
ideas were submitted.   
 
The goal of the program was to create efficiencies in government from ideas submitted 
by city employees. All city employees were allowed to submit ideas on how the city 
could save money with emphasis on savings for the 2009 fiscal year.  The city sought 
savings ideas that were practical, and designed to identify potential efficiencies  
anywhere in the city.  Due to the high number of ideas submitted, additional time was 
given to insure a comprehensive review of each idea.  As a result, some of the ideas will 
continue to be researched for possible savings for the 2010 fiscal year and beyond.  
 
It is impressive that so many ideas were submitted in light of the fact that many cost-
saving ideas have been implemented in recent years due to previous budget reductions.  
City employees are already providing the same level of service with fewer resources.  
The fact that even in lean times, employees were able to think outside the box and 
identify additional cost savings is commendable.   
 
This executive summary highlights the ideas submitted and the amount of cost savings 
associated with the ideas, outlines the process implemented to review the ideas submitted, 
and outlines the process for recognizing staff who submitted adopted Dollars and Sense 
ideas. 
 
INITIATIVE PROCESS 
 

Date Description 
Employees submitted ideas to a central location or web site, 
and were forwarded to Corporate Financial Services.   
 

January 16, 2009 

Employees were required to reveal their name on the forms.  
Each idea was assigned a tracking number. Names were not 
attached to the work product and will not appear in the final 
report. 
 
The Cut-off date for submitting ideas. February 13, 2009 
Ideas that met program objectives were assigned to the 
primary affected department. 

 



 Once the ideas were assigned to a department, a team 
composed of the ACM Executive Assistant and Corporate 
Budget Analyst were responsible for insuring that the 
department ideas received were  reviewed by the 
departments by March 31, 2009. 
 
Each department had a Departmental Project Team (DPT) 
that was responsible for reviewing all ideas for potential 
implementation.   
 
The DPT included: 
 

• One Assistant Director or Assistant Chief (lead) 
• Departmental Financial Manager 
• Departmental Human Resources Manager 
• Corporate Budget Analyst (assigned by Corporate 

Finance) 

March, 2009 

Department Directors reviewed all of the ideas submitted by 
the DPT prior to them being submitted for corporate review. 
All ideas approved by the DPT’s (and reviewed by 
Department Directors) advanced to corporate review.   

April, 2009 

The corporate review process consisted of the ACM 
overseeing the department submitting the ideas, the Chief 
Financial Officer (CFO), budget officer, the Department 
Director, members of the DPT, the co-chairs of the research 
team, and designated staff.  The Department Directors 
presented their respective recommended ideas. 

May, 2009 All final recommended ideas were presented to the City 
Manager for review and approval.   

June  All of the ideas and results were presented to all employees. 
July, 2009 Employees whose ideas were recommended (and gave 

approval for their identity to be published) will receive 
recognition from their departments. A reception will be held 
at City Hall to honor the employees who provided the 
implemented ideas.  Employees who presented ideas that 
require further analysis will be listed on the Dollars and 
Sense web site as “Future Stars.” 

 
RESULTS  
 
Ideas Submitted  
 
1,707  Ideas submitted 
63  Ideas inactivated (did not meet criteria) 
1,644  Total ideas reviewed 

 



 
Of  the ideas reviewed, each was given one of the following designations: 
 

• Not Recommended – these items are not recommended for implementation    
 

• Recommended – Ideas that are recommended for implementation in  FY 2009 or 
beyond (many recommended ideas would not lead to savings in the FY 2009 
budget but would provide a later savings). 

 
• Future Analysis - Ideas that need additional research to determine if they are 

feasible for implementation.      
 

• Already in Progress/Completed – Ideas that are currently being implemented or 
that were implemented by the department before the Dollars and Sense initiative.  
These include ideas in provided in the midyear savings as well as ongoing 
procedures/policies that are a part of the day to day operations of the city. 

 
• Partially Recommended – Ideas that should be examined in part, but not agreed 

upon in total. 
 
Top Ideas  
 
Of the 1,644 ideas reviewed, the top five ideas submitted include: 
 
1) Benefits and Payroll (i.e. reducing and/or eliminating pay benefits)  
 
2) Conservation and Recycling (energy conservation, and recycling)  
 
3) Furloughs (mandatory and voluntary options)  
 
4) Printing  
 
5) Retirement Options (incentives for early & mandatory retirement)  
 
TOTAL COST SAVINGS 
 
Description Total Cost Projected Savings 
Total cost savings for the ideas already 
presented by departments in the FY 2009 
Mid Year Savings Plan. 
 

$296,000 

FY 2009 Total Estimated Savings $335,474 
Potential Future Savings $2,086,000 
 
 

 



 

Future Analysis Plan for Corporate Review 
 
The ideas listed for “Future Analysis” include general ideas that require additional 
analysis, and ideas that require corporate review.  The ideas listed for corporate review 
will require the corporate team to evaluate and make recommendations.  These ideas will 
be prioritized based on possible budget shortfalls.  They include: 
 

• Service Incentive Pay reduction or elimination. 
• Employee health contributions and benefit plan adjustments. 
• Re-defining productive time. 
• Furloughs  

o Option 1 - Allowing employees to schedule day(s) off without pay 
o Option 2 - Scheduling Furlough(s) day(s) on existing holiday’s. 
o Option 3 - Scheduling official Day(s) of closure for all city facilities. 

 
Adoption of these ideas could substantially increase the savings in this initiative.  At this 
time, none of these ideas have been approved for immediate implementation. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
During difficult economic times, the City is faced with tremendous challenges.  These 
challenges can be overcome by working together.  No one employee can individually 
solve every problem, but when combining all of the employee experiences and ideas, no 
matter how big or small, the City can get through these difficult times and come out 
better positioned then before.   
 
This initiative exemplified that: 
 
1) Departments were very in tune with the ideas of the employees as reflected in the 
number of ideas that were already being implemented. 
 
2) Employees are aware of the seriousness of the current economic challenges, and 
submitted ideas that require possible decreases in pay, benefits, and office comforts. 
 
3) Employees are committed to assisting corporate management in making effective, 
efficient, and fair changes. 
 
The response from the workforce was tremendous. The initiative received great 
participation from all levels of the workforce. All participants re-examined their work 
and followed through with ways to shed cost or to be better or more efficient. City 
employees continue to be engaged in their work despite our challenging circumstances. 
This is not the first time city employees have been asked to rise to the occasion.  Each 
time, employees have meet the challenge head-on.  Based on these facts, the corporate 
team considered the Dollars and Sense initiative a success. 
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