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Location: Fannie Mae Stewart Conservatory 
In attendance: CNA: Emily Schwartz, Jules Kniolek, Girard Kinney, Ryan McElroy SWNA: Priscilla Boston, UBC Secretary, 
David Boston Wilshire Woods/Delwood I: Isaiah Tibbs, UBC Chairman Blackland: Bo McCarver, Roscoe Overton 
Delwood II: Brendan Wittstruck, Carol Eckelkamp, Ken Ronsonette.  
 

1. Call to Order 

Isaiah Tibbs, Chairman called the meeting to order at 6:35 p.m. Everyone welcomed both our new (Carol 
Eckelkamp) and returning (Ken Ronsonette) members from Delwood II, and all members introduced themselves.   

2. Approve minutes from last meeting  
Mr. Wittstruck made a motion to approve the minutes from the meeting of April 27, 2015. Mr. Tibbs seconded 
the motion and all were in favor. The motion passed.    

3. Information share from last meeting of Neighborhood Contact Teams 
Ms. Boston, Mr. Wittstruck and Mr. Kinney and Darrell Gest (as proxy to Mrs. Eckelcamp) all attended the City’s 
quarterly training for neighborhood plan contact teams held May 20th. Follow this link to Ms. Greathouse’s 
presentation that evening, which she had developed for a national planning conference held in Seattle to a very 
interested audience.  Her program’s role in coordinating capital investments with neighborhood plans is unique 
across the country. Ms. Boston passed around a copy of the recently released City of Austin Small Area 
Implementation Report for 2014. Besides the cover being Patterson Park’s flamingo mural, included in this 
report is the status of plan recommendations for the Upper Boggy Creek 2002 plan. Roughly 33% of UBC plan 
recommendations are Complete, 14% are Planned or In Progress, 33% No Action, and 20% Unknown.  Ms. 
Boston suggested the team focus on helping to clear up the unknowns and understanding the ones for which no 
action has been taken so we can help to advocate them moving forward.  
 
The team took interest in the small areas with the highest rates of completion, and noted that these included 
Chestnut, Dawson, East MLK Combined and the East Riverside Corridor Master Plan. Mr. McCarver stated that ). 
these areas were the first to create neighborhood plans and that it is natural that they would have the highest 
rates of completion of action items.Mr. Wittstruck noted that plans differed in numbers of total goals, which 
could affect completion percentages. 

Mr. Kinney reported on an improved understanding about the City’s process for considering updates to 
neighborhood plans, as reported in an email to the UBC distribution list and verified by Ms. Greathouse, 
Principal Planner for the Implementation Program in the City of Austin Planning and Development Review 
Department (attached)  

 

Mr. Kinney stated that a 2006 change to the UBC plan had already accomplished separating Delwood II from 
Wilshire Woods/Delwood 1.  
 
Ms. Eckelkamp thanked Mr. Kinney for his efforts to seek clarification and suggested these clarifications be 
moved into the minutes for this meeting. Mr. Kniolek made a motion to invite Jackie Chuter and Maureen 
Meredith to come to our next UBC meeting to explain both the implementation and the plan amendment 
processes.  Mr. Wittstruck seconded the motion. Ms. Boston was not in favor of asking staff to give up their 
evening since much of what is confusing in these processes might be cleared up by a studied review of the 
Resources for Contact Teams on the program’s website, including a video tutorial for teams. Mr. Kniolek 
amended his motion to request their presence at our July meeting to allow members time to study available 
resources. The motion passed as amended.  Ms. Eckelkamp offered to create a Dropbox account for these and 
other Team resources such as the minutes from our meetings.  

 

http://austintexas.gov/sites/default/files/files/Planning/Neighborhood_Planning/NPCT_052015_ImplementationProgram.pdf
http://austintexas.gov/sites/default/files/files/Planning/Neighborhood_Planning/NPCT_052015_ImplementationProgram.pdf
ftp://ftp.ci.austin.tx.us/npzd/Austingo/ImplementationAnnualReport.pdf
ftp://ftp.ci.austin.tx.us/npzd/Austingo/ImplementationAnnualReport.pdf
http://austintexas.gov/department/neighborhood-plan-contact-teams
https://www3.ci.austin.tx.us/npa/


Upper Boggy Creek Planning Team Meeting                                                                                    May 25, 2015 Minutes 
  

Second draft as corrected by Meeting Attendees 6.11.15 PBoston  
 Page 2 

 

The next training for Neighborhood Contact Teams is Wednesday August 19, 2015 from 7:00pm – 8:30pm 
at: One Texas Center, 505 Barton Springs Rd. 3rd Floor Training Room.  The topic for this meeting is to be 
decided. 
 

4. Timeline and available City tools for prioritizing the remaining incomplete or unplanned action items from 
2002 UBC plan.  

One way that the City tries to facilitate completion of plan action items is to request that Teams prioritize 
uncompleted action items on an every-three-year cycle. This year, the UBC Contact team has been asked to 
identify its top 5 Action Items/Recommendations in each of two categories; ones involving the Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP) and the others that fall outside the CIP. The establishment of these 10 priorities are 
to be taken strictly from the Action Items/Recommendations in the original UBC plan dated 2002.  Per Ms. 
Greathouse’s email attached, we can also clarify the intent of a particular prioritized Action Item if the 
recommendation is broadly worded/unclear and her staff will add that clarification as a Contact Team comment 
to their recommendation database.   
 
The current priorities of the UBC Contact Team need to be submitted to the City by the end of 2015.  
 
Mr. Wittstruck made a motion to take advantage of Jackie Chuter’s offer to create an on-line survey for neighbors 
to weigh in on the priorities and share this survey with the UBC sub-districts.  Ms. Eckelkamp offered a substitute 
motion to request the survey for initial review by the UBC NPCT. Mr. Kinney seconded the substitute motion and 
it passed unanimously. Mr. Wittstruck offered to approach Ms. Chuter with this request, copying Ms. Boston, UBC 
secretary, on email communications on this topic. 

 
5. Discuss alternate membership criteria 

Mr. Kinney reported that the UBC Contact Team had determined that regular Contact Team members could also 
serve as alternate members in different membership categories than their primary one.  Mr. McCarver reported 
that his recollection matched that of Mr. Kinney. Without the benefit of accessing previous minutes of this 
Team, Ms. Boston had removed regular members from alternates in the official list turned into the City to make 
the list simpler and cleaner. She also felt duplicate names may discourage neighbors who have not yet offered to 
serve from doing so when all the blanks are filled. If the current team wants to stick with the previous Team 
decisions in this regard, Ms. Boston recommended that this policy decision be documented in the Team’s 
bylaws. Mr. McCarver volunteered to review the bylaws concerning membership in the UBC Planning Team and 
send them for review before the next meeting. Ms. Eckelkamp noted that our current bylaws also limit the term 
of Officers to two years.  Mr. Kinney moved that Mr. McCarver propose policy language for discussion at the 
next Contact Team meeting.  Ms. Schwartz seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.  
 

6. Discuss putting together a letter that could be shared with each neighborhood so they're all getting identical 
information  
Mr. Wittstruck pulled this item from the agenda. 

 
7. Continue the discussion about out-of-scale residential houses  

Mr. McCarver opened the discussion by opining that Texas being a property tax state rather than an income tax 
created an incentive for local governments to allow maximum build out on lots. The present condo regime 
behemoths are out-of-scale and out-of-character with other neighborhood housing. Mr. Boston suggested that 
the McMansion Ordinance and seeking Historical Designation had proven to be difficult to enforce, that a 
determined builder found ways to work around it. Mr. Tibbs agreed. 
 

ftp://ftp.ci.austin.tx.us/npzd/Austingo/upper_bcreek_bylaws.pdf
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 Mr. McCarver believes the only real solution to prevent developers from continuing this practice is an ordinance 
that prevents this, and is interested in this group working towards that end. He reminded the group that initially 
the City referred to groups like ours as planning teams, not the less empowered term “contact teams”.   
 
Mr. Kinney stated that  the Cherrywood Neighborhood Association (CNA) had proposed the ordinance that was 
then adopted by City Council as a tool that Neighborhood Planning areas can choose  to adopt which allows 
covered Front Porches open on three sides to extend into front setbacks,  to within 15 feet of the front property 
line.  Cherrywood Subdistrict adopted that Tool.     
 

8. Mr. Boston made a motion to adjourn the meeting, Mr. Tibbs seconded the motion and it passed unanimously. 
 
Next Meeting:  Monday June 22nd 6:30 – 8 pm at the Fannie Mae Stewart Conservatory  Preliminary Agenda: 
Propose Priorities and Revisit Bylaws.   
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Attachment 
 

An Email exchange between Girard Kinney and Stevie Greathouse (in red font): 

 

On 5/21/2015 12:29 PM, Girard Kinney wrote: 

Priscilla, Stevie, Margaret and Jackie; I have I have some questions regarding last night's Contact Team 

Training session.  I have cc'd Brendan but not Darrell (Daryl?), the other UBC rep present last night since I co 

not have his contact info (Brendan please forward this to him). 

 

First, Stevie, Margaret and Jackie; thanks very much for your work; I know that especially now your jobs are 

very challenging and I am sure my neighbors join me in thanking you for your service in general, and for the 

training sessions in particular. 

 

I placed calls to Stevie and Jackie this morning, and have discussed my questions with Stevie, so this is just to 

be certain that I am clear on these issues. 

 

First, the topic of the Priorities; here is what I understand about them: 
 The City is trying to facilitate the updating of the priorities in Neighborhood Plans every 3 

years. This is correct. 

 All Neighborhood Contact teams (including UBC) are asked to come up with our top 5 
Action Items/Recommendations in each of two categories; ones involving the Capital 
Improvement Program and the others that fall outslide the CIP..  This is correct. 

 The establishment of these 10 priorities are to be taken strictly from the Action 
Items/Recommendations in our original plan, i.e. none can be re-worded or added.  In our 
case, this involves Items #1-104d  in our plan, shown in the Spreadsheet each of us 
received last night.  This has nothing to do with either the 5 Goals listed at the front of our 
plan (p.3&4), nor the Top Ten Planning Priorities listed in our plan (p.5 & 6). This is correct, 
although you can clarify the intent of a particular recommendation if the recommendation is 
broadly worded/unclear and we will add that clarification as a Contact Team comment to 
our recommendation database. 

Second, the topic of Plan Amendments: 

 Plan Amendments can only be done every two years. This is correct. 

 No Goals or Action Items/Recommendations can be modified or added without a Plan 
Amendment. This is correct, with the caveat I added to your third bullet, above. 

 Only ONE Goal can be addressed in a Plan Amendment.  This is correct.  In the specific 
case of the UBC Plan we would define each of the goals as a single “element” that could be 
modified through the Plan Amendment process. 

 All Action Items falling under a Goal can be addressed in a single Plan Amendment (or at 
least this is what I think Stevie was saying this morning in our conversation).  Because 
there is no clear categorization of the Action Items under individual Goals, it would appear 
that many, many Items could actually be considered to fall under multiple Goals, so I am 
still not really clear, for instance, how some amendments would be handled.  For instance, 
for many years Cherrywood has sought for there to be an amendment that adopts our 
Sidewalk Philosophy and Master Plan, adopted after a very extensive process in 
Cherrywood.  This would seem to fall under Goal Four, Transportation; if so, am I correct 
that other Action Items that do not directly address sidewalks could be included in a Goal 
Four Amendment?  For instance, could that amendment also include traffic lights, stop 
signs, cross walks, bulb-outs at intersections, bike paths, street calming, etc.? Each of the 
action items of the UBC Plan have been sorted under particular Goals in the Adopted 
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Plan.  A single plan amendment could propose changes to a Goal and all of the action 
items that have been assigned to that Goal within the Adopted Plan document itself. 

 Changes in Sub Districts (configuration, number, and adopted tools) can only be handled 
through the Amendment Process.  It is not clear to me under which Goal such amendments 
would fall.. The Subdistrict Map is included in the plan under Goal One, and could be 
amended as part of an overall amendment to Goal One.  However, because the infill 
options are codified in several other locations beyond the adopted UBC Plan, we would 
need to do some legal research to determine what process(es) would be required to modify 
application of the Infill tools within the area.  Once you all have a clear idea of what you 
would like to accomplish with respect to the Infill Tools, let us know and we can do the 
research to see how best to approach.  Caveat: CodeNEXT could also impact the part of 
the Land Development Code that deals with Infill Tools, so it’s probably a good idea to stay 
involved in that process and proceed with that context in mind. 

 


