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ADDITIONAL $9.6 MILLION ASKED BY 

COUI'-ITY CO!v\MISSIONERS TO CONSTRUCt DOMED STADIUM 

The construction of a public facility is always a matter of money and the willingneu of the 
taxpayers to provide it. The history of the Harris County domed sports stadium demonstrates that 
this pro;ect is a case in point. Briefly 1 the financial history of the stadium proiect is 01 follows: 

1. July 26, 1958--Harris County voters approved iuuance of $20,000,000 
in revenue bonds (principal and interest to be paid from stadium Income) to 
construct a stadium and coliseum. 

2. January 31, 1961--Harris County voten authorized Issuance of $22,000,000 
in general obligation tax supported bonds to be used Instead of the revenue bonds 
previously voted to construct a general purp···ae sports stadium, Including the cost 
of land acquisition and construction of appurtenant facilities such as roads and 
drainage. 

3. December 22, 1962--Harrls County voters will vote again on whether to 
provide an additional bond authorization for $9,600,000 of tax bonds to supple
ment the January 31 1 1961, authorization of $22 million for stadium construction. 

The proiect got beyond the talking stage with the approval of tax supported bonds in 
January 1961. Use of the revenue bond authorization did not materialize ~cause the County was 
unable to sell the bonds without a revenue history. Had it been poulble to sell revenue bonds, they 
would necessarily have carried a higher interest rate than tax bonds. Before submitting the first tax 
bond proposition to the voters in 1961, county officials sought state legislative authorization 1 

through the local legislative delegation, to Issue $22,000,000 of tax bonds without voter approval. 
V'hen the local delegation did not act on that proposal, the Commissioners' Court ordered an elec
tion for January 31, 1961, at which voten approved the bond Issue, placing the full faith and 
credit of the taxpayers behind the bonds for the payment of principal and interest. 

The January 31 vote approved two separate bond propositions: 

1. $18,000,000 of bonds to finance land acquisition for the stadium site 
($3,0001 000) and for the construction of the stadium itself ($15,000,000). 

2. $4 1 000,000 for the construction of service roads providing access to 
the stadium facility. 
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The Contract 

Following months of negotiations, in October 1961, the County approved a contract with 
a private group known as the Houston Sports Association to lease the proposed stadium upon com
pletion. The lease agreement was entered into following the issuance and sale of the bonds 
authorized in January. The essential provisions of the contract and lease agreement are as follows: 

1. Harris County has the responsibility for building the stadium, parking 
areas, roads, water, sewer and drainage facilities and bearing the cost therefor. 

2. The Houston Sports Association is granted a 40-year lease of the stadium 
at a basic rental equal to the sum necessary to retire $15,000,000 of stadium 
bonds--the amount originally estimated as the cost of constructing the stadium 
proper. The rental amount will be approximately $750,000 annually. 

3. The County may become entitled to additional rentals from certain receipts, 
if those annual receipts exceed $2,000,000(adiusted by cost of living index). 

4. The Sports Association is given essentially full control of the stadium, 
including the right to receive the income from sale of tickets to events, fees 
from parking areas, income from concessions, and sub-leasing. 

5. tAaintenance and cleaning of the stadium and site are the responsibi I ity of 
the Association. 

6. The County is responsible for maintenance of roads, replacements, and 
structural repairs to the stadium. 

7. Insurance--workmen's compensation, public liability and property 
damage, and fire and extended coverage--is to be carried by the Association. 

8. All utility-type charges arising from use of water, gas, electricity, and 
telephone are to be the responsibility of the Association. 

9. The County may terminate the lease upon default of payment of rentals 
by the Association. 

Program Commences 

Because completion of the county stadium could not be expected for some time, the 
Houston Sports Association in 1961 and 1962 constructed a temporary stadium on a 61-acre tract 
which will remain and become a part of the stadium facilities; it will belong to the County after 
the Association has recovered its costs of construction. The County issued $22,000,000 of 
authorized bonds (effective July 15, 1961) and commenced its land acquisition program and let 
contracts for architects, engineering, excavation, drainage, etc. As of November 30, 1962, 
the disposition of bond fund moneys was as follows: 



$15,000,000 Park Issue 

Architect Fees 
Engineering Fees 
Excavation and Drainage 
Permanent Drainage 
Parking Lot 
Miscellaneous 

Total Disbursements 
Cash Balance 11/30/62 
Encumbrances 
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Total Disbursements, Balance 
and Eilcumbrances 

$3, 000, 000 Park Issue 

Land Purchase 
Title Policy 

Total Disbursements · 
Cash Balance 11/30/62 
Additional Land to be Purchased 

Total Disbursements, Balance 
and Encumbrances 

$4, 000, 000 Road Bonds 

Disbursements for Roads 
Encumbrances 
Cash Balance 11/30/62 

Total Disbursements, Balance 
and Encumbrances 

1/ Includes sniall balances in park funds. 
¥ Includes Kirby Drive bond fund balances. 

Shortage of Funds 

449,454.04 
8,759.79 

811,626.58 
285,862.20 
86,150.89 
46,419.65 

11688,273.15 
12,893,595.12 

418,289.98 

15,000,167.26.!1 

2,207,231.84 
6, 974.10 

2,214,205.94 
174,894.44 
614,367.80 

1/ 3,003,468.1~ 

2, 725,995.29 
606,798.43 

1 ,348, 996.28 

4, 681,790 .oril 

After the construction program had begun, it became evident that the available moneys 
previously voted would not be adequate to cover all of the expense of completion of the stadium. 
On November 28, 1962, when bids for construction of the stadium structure were submitted, it 
became possible to determine the additional amount required to finance the maior construction 
ahead. Of the $18,000,000 previously authorized for stadium and parking (exclusive of service 
roads), $4,935,136.87 had been spent or committed to be spent, leaving a balance of moneys 
available to complete the proiect of $13,068,489.56. 
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Vv ith the minimum stadium bid of $19,440,000, it is apparent that the bond fund deficit is 
in excess of more than $6 million, However, there are certain other expenses to be taken into 
account at this time, These are summarized below: 

Stadium Contract 
/'loving Stairs 

Total Stadium 
Parking Lot 
Architects 1 Fees 
Testing and Inspection 
Reimbursement to Houston Sports Assn. 

for permanent improvements 

Total 
Avai I able Balances 

Added Requirements 

19,440,000 
36,000 

19,476,000 
1,594,000 

428,068 
150,000 

1,033,531 

22,681,599 
13,068,490 
9,613,109 

This is essentially the computation used to determine the additional bond authorization 
required to finance the balance of the program. For convenience, the amount was rounded off 
tO $9 I 600 I 000 • 

The detail of the reimbursement to the Houston Sports Association follows. This reimburse
ment is based on the contractual obligation of the County to pay for the permanent improvements 
of the stadium and stadium park. 

Total Cost 

Grading and Drainage 
Storm Sewer Installation 
Parking lot 
Parking lot Surfacing 
Water and Sewer lines 
Fence 
Roads and Paving 
Engineering Fees 
Property Survey 

Sub-Total 
Purchase of Bleachers of 

Temporary Stadium 
Purchase of Seats of 

Temporary Stadium 

Total 

25,837.65 
579,414.23 

35,236.42 
111,412.00 
18,889.34 
5,069,00 
9,526.40 

59,425,82 
614.94 

845,425.80 

36,943.57 

151,161.82 

1, 0331 531 e 19 

The total cost of the stadium proiect, based upon official figures now available, will 
amount to $31 1 6001 000, distributed as follows: 



Stadium Structure 
Land Purchase 
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Site Preparation, including drainage 
Parking lots 
Architects 1 Fees and Engineering 
Roads 
Undistributed Other Costs 

Total 

20,494,621 
2,828,574 

891,-114 
1 ,826, 799 
1,096,323 
4,000,000 

479,304 

31,616,735 

The financing of the total cost will be as follows: 

1 • 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Park bonds--tax guaranteed, but 
planned to be retired from rental 
payments to be made by Houston 
Sports Association over 40 years. 

Tax supported Park bonds to be 
paid off over 30-year period. 

Tax supported county road and 
bridge bonds, 30-year life 

Tax supported Park bonds to be 
retired in 30 years 

Total 

15,000,000 

31000,000 

4,000,000 

9,600,000 

31,600,000 

Approximately 47.5 per cent of the total deL. involved (or $15,000,000) is to be re'tired 

from rentals paid by the Houston Sports Association; the remaining 52.5 per cent (or $16,600,000) 

wi II be retired from county taxation--from county taxes levied within the constitutional 80-cent 

limitation (per $100 of valuation). Assuming that the proposed new issue of $9,600,000 is approved 

by the voters on December 22, it will be necessary for the County to allocate a larger portion of the 

80-cent rate for debt service. The county auditor estimates that an additional six .cents (5 .83 cents) 

of the 80-cent rate will be necessary to finance all of the County's Park bonds in 1963, three cents 

of which will be required to begin servicing the proposed $9,600,000 issue. These are maximum 

omou~ts 1 because first-year costs after issuance of bonds ore the highest. Taking into considera

tion all debt service to be financed within the 80-cent tax limit, we estimate that the total rate 

for debt service may rise from 10.45 cents to 16 cents in 1963 and will decline moderately in 1964. 

By 1965, when rental payments will become available to service $15,000,000 of the debt, the rate 

wi II drop further 1 as follows: 

Projected Tax Rate for Debt Service 
Yeor (Cents Per $100 of County Valuation) 

1962 10.45 
1963 16.00 
1964 15.75 
1965 12.50 



-6-

These amounts are necessarily rough approximations because they cannot take fully into 
account the effect of increasing valuations. The strong position of county finances, as reported 
in other TRA reports, suggests the obi I ity of the County to absorb the debt service costs without 
impairment of its operating funds. Because the County is limited to the 80-cent maximum for its 
constitutional funds, it is evident that the added de~t service must necesaarily come from moneys 
which otherwise would be channeled into operating ""ccounts. 

Comment 

The Tax Research Association does not endorse or oppose bond issues as a matter of basic 
policy. However, the Association does endeavor to provide factual information which will en
able the voter to make on informed decision. 

Fundamentally, . the taxpaying pub I ic has the right to direct the spending of tax moneys 
for the construction of a maior public recreation facility--which the stadium proiect is--in lieu 
of other public programs. Because the spending of tax moneys is always a matter of alternatives, 
it should be pointed out that the alternatives include potential tax reduction as well as expendi
ture for other county proiects and programs. It is unlikely that tax reduction is a real alternative, 
for historically the County has consistently maintained its full constitutional 80-cent tax rate. 

The leasing of a maior public facility to a private group under terms which are equivalent 
to nearly full control is a source of concern to some. What is considered as a disadvantage by 
some is also viewed by others as an advantage, in that it brings into play the resources of that 
group to assure the maximum use of the facility, resources which are not available to a govern
mental body. 

The aspect of additional cost of the stadium, over original estimates, has been criticized. 
However, most public proiects tend to cost more than initially estimated. Because the additional 
cost must come from within the present tax limit, the added cost should not advenely affect the 
taxpaying public, except as it will remove funds frc n availability for alternative purposes. 

What will happen if the voters turn down the proposed bond issue? The answer to this 
question is anyone's guess, but it seems unlikely that the proiect as presently conceived could 
go forward. In that event, it would be necessary for the County Commissionen to make a com
plete reappraisal of the entire program. 
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