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I .   E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y                                             


PURPOSE OF THE PLAN


The purpose of the Parks and Open Space Master Plan is to arti culate a 
community-supported vision for Austi n’s downtown parks and open space system 
that will guide public and private investment and management of individual parks 
and the system as a whole.  The Master Plan:


Sets aspirati ons and arti culates community goals. • 
Develops a general vision for each downtown public park, appropriate to its • 
specifi c locati on and functi on within the open space system. 
Creates an implementati on strategy that establishes prioriti es and budgets. • 
Recommends governance, funding and management mechanisms to • 
support public parks. 
Promotes advocacy and leadership for downtown parks. • 


RELATIONSHIP TO DOWNTOWN AUSTIN PLAN


The Parks and Open Space Master Plan is an integral part of the Downtown Austi n 
Plan (DAP) and will inform the policy recommendati ons of the overall Plan, which 
will be fi nalized by Summer 2010.  The Parks and Open Space Master Plan is also 
being informed by a broader view of downtown goals, including the need to bolster 
Downtown’s competi ti ve positi on in the region, to support compact and livable high-
density development, to transform street rights-of-way into multi -modal corridors 
that extend the open space system and to make Downtown a place where everyone 
is welcome.  The full Parks and Open Space Master Plan document will be appended 
to the fi nal DAP and will be summarized in a chapter of the overall plan. 


VISION STATEMENT
 
Austi n’s downtown parks and open spaces will augment our identi ty and bolster 
our economy by creati ng signature, high-quality places that serve the community’s 
diverse populati on, connect it to nature and provide it with unique opportuniti es 
for acti ve and passive recreati on and entertainment.  This will be achieved through 
strategic public, private and non-profi t investments in park and open space 
improvements and new parks, synchronized with a high standard of programming 
and upkeep.
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CHALLENGES TO ADDRESS


To achieve this vision, a range of challenges evident in the current conditi on of 
downtown parks will need to be addressed.  The design quality, programming and 
levels of management and maintenance of open spaces are today inconsistent with 
the transformati ons seen in other downtowns across the country.  It is only recently 
that Austi n’s downtown has become a desirable place to live, so investments of 
scarce resources in parkland dedicati on, improvement and maintenance have 
understandably been minimal.  However, the last decade has been transformati onal 
in Austi n’s Downtown.  Its success as a place now hinges on the ability to create 
a public realm and a downtown park system that can be enjoyed by the whole 
community, while promoti ng viable and dense, residenti al, commercial and hotel 
development.  Although some investments in parks are underway, and some 
supporti ve infrastructure for maintenance and programming are in place, the Parks 
and Open Space Master Plan will need to address the following impediments:


Underfunding of capital and ongoing operati ons and maintenance (O&M)• 
Limited staffi  ng to focus on Downtown’s unique needs within the City’s Parks • 
and Recreati on Department’s (PARD) large scope of responsibility
Limited stewardship of parks • 
Lack of design quality• 
Lack of planning in concert with surrounding properti es  • 


SUMMARY OF MASTER PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS


General Policy Prioriti es


Reduce the impact of the homeless populati on on parks and open spaces.  Increase 
homeless services and administer these outside of the public park system.


Increase the range of acti viti es, ameniti es, faciliti es and spaces available to the 
public in the parks. 


Allow “busking” (licensed performers) throughout Downtown’s public • 
parks, open spaces and streets, and 
Increase funding for cultural programming in the public parks that could • 
be administered by the City’s Arts in Public Places Program (AIPP). 


Create new vending “pads” or spaces within parks and even in parking lanes 
adjacent to the downtown squares for permanent or mobile food and drink sales.  


Allow long-term concession agreements (20- 30 year terms) with vendors in order 
to enable them to make larger capital investments in their physical faciliti es. 
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Commit both capital and O&M investments in Downtown public open spaces as a 
near-term, city-wide priority, starti ng with the ten City-owned, downtown public 
parks.  Assure suffi  cient capital and O&M budgets to achieve the high-quality and 
sustainable design, constructi on and maintenance of parks and open spaces.


Increase PARD’s annual base O&M funding in the General Fund for existi ng 
downtown parks from approximately $7,000/acre to $10,000 - $20,000/acre, as an 
ongoing fund to be increased as appropriate to the level of capital investments made 
in individual parks through ti me. 


Provide capital improvement funding to PARD for both master plan capital 
investments for downtown parks, through a bond issuance if General Fund 
allocati ons cannot be made.  


Budget O&M funds for redeveloped signature parks at levels refl ecti ng 7% – 10% 
of their capital cost. 


Increase solicitati on of corporate and private sponsorships and donati ons.  
Uti lize City’s existi ng Facility Naming Policy as a way to encourage this, but ensure 
that contributi ons are signifi cant to warrant naming, and ensure that an O&M 
endowment fund for the named facility/artwork/space/etc. is also set aside at the 
ti me of the contributi on.


As opportuniti es arise, consider the acquisiti on of public parkland, or the private 
development of a publicly-accessible open space within a two-to-three block walk 
from any point in Downtown.  These new open spaces could be funded through 
parkland dedicati on fees or incenti vized through the proposed Downtown Density 
Bonus Program.  With the additi on of two open spaces located in the following 
areas, all downtown public open spaces would be within 800 feet of downtown 
properti es:


The vicinity of the 17th/Lavaca/Guadalupe commercial node, and• 
The vicinity of the original “Northeast Square”  (e.g., the GSA’s plaza • 
between the Thornberry and Pickle buildings).


Fees and Assessments


Revise the Parkland Dedicati on Ordinance to apply to all commercial properti es in 
Downtown, but perhaps at lower required levels than that applied to residenti al 
uses. 


Require that parkland dedicati on fees or lands contributed in Downtown are 
invested within Downtown, or possibly even more locally:  within the DAP district 
where the contributi ng property is located.
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Increase event and concession fees appropriately and assure that these revenues 
return to PARD.  Increase these fees as improvements to parks and faciliti es are 
made.


Consider assessing property owners surrounding a public park through the 
creati on of a business improvement district (BID), especially as these parks are 
improved. 


Consider increasing property taxes city-wide or within the Downtown to create a 
special parks fund set-aside for parks that could be used for capital and/or O&M 
costs.  


Consider levying a city-wide parks “user fee” that could be paid as part of the City 
of Austi n uti lity bill that could support O&M as well as capital improvements for 
parks, city-wide.  Set aside an appropriately ample percentage for downtown parks, 
as these are used by all City of Austi n residents. 


The DAA should consider increasing the PID rate and/or insti tuti ng a graduated 
system that covers more property uses, rather than commercial only.  A one-penny 
increase in the current 10-cent per $100 valuati on assessment would generate 
$200,000 per year that could be earmarked for parks.  


Governance and Management


PARD should conti nue to serve as the primary governance and management enti ty 
for downtown parks.  


Enhance partnerships with local business organizati ons and non-profi ts interested 
in improving the quality and acti vati on of downtown parks.  In some cases 
bringing these sources to bear depends on shared management arrangements; in 
other cases, the enti ti es could simply support PARD in managing parks, providing 
programming, maintenance and even capital improvements.  Austi n Parks 
Foundati on (APF), The Trail Foundati on (TTF) and the Downtown Austi n Alliance 
(DAA) are examples of existi ng organizati ons whose respecti ve roles with downtown 
parks could be enhanced.


Consider establishing a special purpose enti ty (or enti ti es, i.e., one per park) 
capable of producing or att racti ng supplemental funding and providing 
management capacity that may be beyond the scope of PARD.  Enti ti es such as 
downtown development corporati ons, business improvement districts (BIDs), local 
government corporati ons (LGCs) and conservancies each have access to fi nancial 
resources that are not as readily available to municipal parks departments, and 
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which can execute capital projects and manage and program open spaces in ways 
that complement the resources of government agencies.  As part of the DAP, the 
creati on of such an enti ty is being considered to facilitate the implementati on of the 
phased set of recommendati ons and improvements, so this enti ty could be charged 
with implementi ng and managing the priority signature park or parks. 


Provide funding to PARD for an executi ve-level, full-ti me staff  person whose 
mission is to implement the Parks and Open Space Master Plan porti on of the DAP.  
This person would procure and manage consultants hired to implement individual 
park improvement programs, as well as those hired to develop a way-fi nding, 
signage and parks furnishings system and plan.  In additi on, this executi ve would 
work with other City staff  and the City Managers Offi  ce (and with a future central 
city development corporati on) to eff ect the various ordinance and policy changes 
recommended by the DAP.


Priority Projects


Develop a system of parks-identi fi ed furnishings and way-fi nding and 
interpretati ve signage that assists in creati ng a new and positi ve brand/image 
for downtown parks.  Build on the eff orts of The Trail Foundati on and coordinate 
this system with the overall Downtown way-fi nding system needed for the enti re 
Downtown.


Through stakeholder and community parti cipati on and PARD leadership, develop 
design and engineering plans for the following, highest priority public parks:


Waller Creek Greenway, including Palm Park and Waterloo Park• 
Brush Square• 
Wooldridge Square• 


 


FUNDING PRIORITIES


If the negati ve image of downtown parks is to be reversed and if Austi n is to make 
a palpable change in the way parks look and are perceived and used, additi onal 
funding needs to be allocated to their upkeep and capital improvement.  This 
is criti cal for att racti ng a consti tuency of stewards that will justi fy and att ract 
further investment.   The City should consider an annual PARD downtown parks 
O&M budget in the order of $615,000 ($15,000/acre), which would be suffi  cient 
to maintain the downtown parks at a level in keeping with their existi ng levels of 
improvement. 
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In terms of capital improvements, the City should give the highest priority to the 
transformati onal improvement of the Waller Creek corridor, including Waterloo and 
Palm parks, which together could support re-investment and redevelopment in the 
eastern half of Downtown.  The capital cost of these improvements is esti mated 
at approximately $40 million.  Beyond this signifi cant improvement project, 
enhancement of the two historic squares, Wooldridge and Brush, should be given 
the next highest priority, which is esti mated at an additi onal one-ti me investment of 
$8 million. 


In the short term leading up to these capital improvements, eff orts should be 
made by the City, APF, DAA and others to provide both programming and modest, 
incremental capital improvements to the open spaces in an eff ort raise the 
consciousness of Austi n’s citi zenry on their value, both now and in the future as they 
are fully redeveloped.
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I I .   I N T R O D U C T I O N                                              


A.  What is the purpose of this master plan?  


This Parks and Open Space Master Plan is intended to arti culate a community-
supported vision for a downtown parks and open space system that will guide public 
and private investment and management of individual parks and the system as a 
whole.  The master plan strives to:


Set aspirati ons and arti culate community goals. •  In additi on to an   
overall vision, the Master Plan describes how the open spaces of Downtown 
can contribute to Austi n’s quality of life, its image and its growth.  A series of 
meeti ngs during the master planning process has helped to arti culate many 
of these aspirati ons and goals.


Develop a general vision for each downtown park, appropriate to its • 
specifi c locati on and functi on within the open space system.  The Master 
Plan categorizes each downtown park according to its type – including 
the citywide-serving parks, the linear greenways, the more local-serving 
neighborhood parks, the special historic squares – and arti culates a vision 
for each park to serve that functi on.  


Create a phased implementati on plan that establishes prioriti es and • 
budgets.  The Master Plan suggests prioriti zati on of capital investments 
that will fulfi ll a criti cal objecti ve of demonstrati ng success and establishing 
momentum, and sets an overall capital and operati ons and maintenance 
(O&M) budget target for a revitalized downtown parks system.


Establish governance, funding and management mechanisms to support • 
the long-term vitality of parks.  The master plan recommends a multi -enti ty 
system, led by the City of Austi n’s Parks and Recreati on Department (PARD), 
which will take full advantage of opportuniti es 
for additi onal capital and operati ons and 
maintenance funding and will off er alternati ves 
for park development and management that 
integrate the parks seamlessly with Austi n’s 
overall Downtown growth and development.


Promote advocacy and leadership for downtown • 
parks.  The master plan identi fi es the groups that 
have been criti cal to the Downtown Austi n Plan 
(DAP) to date and that can conti nue to play an 
even greater role in implementati on of the vision, 


Parks contribute to a 
City’s quality of  life, 
image and growth.
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as well as proposing other governance and management structures that may 
be more appropriate for highly ameniti zed urban parks.


B.  How does the Parks and Open Space Master Plan relate to the 
Downtown Austi n Plan?


This Parks and Open Space Master Plan is being prepared as an integral part of the 
Downtown Austi n Plan and will inform the policy recommendati ons of the overall 
Plan.  The Parks and Open Space Master Plan is also being informed by a broader 
view of downtown goals, including the need to bolster Downtown’s competi ti ve 
positi on in the region to support compact and livable high-density development 
that provides an alternati ve to sprawl, to transform street rights-of-way into multi -
modal corridors that extend and complement the open space system, and to make 
Downtown a place where everyone is welcome.


The full Parks and Open Space Master Plan document will be appended to the 
DAP and will be summarized in a chapter of the overall plan.  The Implementati on 
recommendati ons of the Master Plan, including funding, governance, phasing and 
prioriti es will be closely coordinated with those of the larger plan.  The DAP provides 
directi on on areas integral with the success of the downtown parks and open space 
system, including:  the role and design of streets which provide criti cal connecti vity; 
the form and treatment of buildings which frame and acti vate public spaces; the 
preservati on of historic resources which gives meaning and identi ty to the area; and 
the organizati onal and governance structures needed to implement and manage 
open space improvements on an ongoing basis.  


The preparati on of the Master Plan has involved the community as part of the DAP 
process, including stakeholder interviews, focus group work sessions, and Town 
Hall meeti ngs - one of which focused specifi cally on the downtown park system.  In 
additi on, a Parks Leadership Group, comprised of civic leaders, open space and parks 
acti vists, key City staff  and non-profi t and downtown enti ti es (e.g., Austi n Parks 
Foundati on, The Trail Foundati on, Downtown Austi n Alliance, Downtown Austi n 
Neighborhood Associati on) was convened to help develop the overall vision and 


planning principles found in the Master Plan. 


C.  Why are downtown parks and open spaces 
important?


In recent years the functi on of urban parks in many 
North American citi es has changed.  Leading citi es 
have undertaken ambiti ous projects that have placed 
parks at the center of their downtown revitalizati on 
eff orts, fueling substanti al residenti al, commercial and 
retail development.  These world-class spaces serve 


The Downtown 
Austin Plan provides 
recommendations on 
the design of streets, 
which should serve as 
extensions of the open 
space.
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as ameniti es for residents and workers and acti vate 
Downtown during workdays, evenings and weekends.  
Downtown parks in citi es across the country with 
similar quality of life and economic growth goals as 
Austi n have become well known for their high quality 
spaces, innovati ve programming and high standards of 
upkeep.  These parks may be large, signature att racti ons 
that have seen substanti al capital investment, (e.g., 
Chicago’s Millennium Park, Houston’s Discovery Green) or 
revitalizati ons of smaller downtown-serving parks, such 
as Patriots Square Park in Phoenix and Post Offi  ce Square 
in Boston. 


Regardless of their scale, these examples reveal what Austi n can accomplish 
with a focused investment of resources, ti me and energy.  This Master Plan is 
intended to provide the road map for achieving a great downtown parks and open 
space system that can:


Unite a diverse community• , by connecti ng and serving existi ng and new 
neighborhoods alike – strengthening the linear parkway system along 
Lady Bird Lake, Waller and Shoal creeks, and by creati ng new recreati onal 
opportuniti es that make the Downtown a desti nati on for all of Austi n’s 
neighborhoods.   


Provide connecti ons to nature• , by taking advantage of Downtown’s 
proximity to the lake and creeks, which off er Austi nites a diversity of 
environmental setti  ngs and a contemplati ve escape from urban life without 
having to leave the city.


Support the vision of a compact mixed-use Downtown•  with an 
interconnected system of public places that contributes to a livable and 
memorable experience and provides a welcomed counterpoint to dense 
urban living.


Make the city more competi ti ve•  by off ering quality of life desti nati ons for 
residents and workers, combining acti ve recreati on areas, opportuniti es 
for passive enjoyment, cafés and cultural life and outdoor entertainment 
spaces. 


Promote economic development and increased property values,•  by 
coordinati ng open space improvements as a strong catalyst for residenti al 
and offi  ce demand, an eff ect that has been demonstrated across the 
country. 


Parks can provide 
connections to nature in 
an urban area.
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D.  What is the vision for downtown parks and open spaces?


A high-quality downtown parks system – combining large signature desti nati ons, 
smaller downtown spaces serving workers and new residents, and neighborhood 
parks – can promote economic growth for Downtown and reinforce Austi n’s goal 
as a vibrant mixed-use community.  By prioriti zing parks and open spaces within 
the Downtown Austi n Plan, Austi n has acknowledged that the public realm is, and 
will be, both an important amenity for businesses and residents and a highly visible 
aspect of the city’s identi ty.  Through focus group work sessions with community 
leaders and open space proponents, a preliminary vision statement has emerged:


Austi n’s downtown parks and open spaces will augment the city’s identi ty and 
bolster its economy by creati ng signature, high-quality places that serve the 
community’s diverse populati on, connect it to nature and provide it with unique 
opportuniti es for acti ve and passive recreati on and entertainment.  This will be 
achieved through strategic public, private and non-profi t investments in park and 
open space improvements and new parks, synchronized with a high standard of 
programming and upkeep.


E.  What are the challenges in achieving this vision?


To achieve this vision, a range of challenges evident in the current conditi on of 
downtown parks will need to be addressed.  The design quality, programming and 
levels of management and maintenance of open spaces are, as of yet, inconsistent 
with the transformati ons seen in other downtowns across the country.  It is only 
recently that Downtown has become a desirable place to live, so investments of 
scarce resources in parkland dedicati on, improvement and maintenance have 
understandably been minimal.  However, the last decade has been transformati onal 


in Austi n’s Downtown.  Its success as a place now hinges on the ability to 
create a public realm and a downtown park system that can be enjoyed 
by the whole community, while promoti ng viable and dense, residenti al, 
commercial and hotel development.  Although some investments in parks 
are underway, and some supporti ve infrastructure for maintenance and 
programming are in place, the Parks and Open Space Master Plan will need 
to address the following impediments:


Underfunding of capital and ongoing operati ons and maintenance 
(O&M):  There have been few signature capital improvements made to 
enhance Austi n’s downtown park system.  Although the recent creati on of 


Downtown Austin 
has seen substantial 
downtown real estate 
development  and has 
become a desirable place 
to live.







                  P A R K S  A N D  O P E N  S P A C E  M A S T E R  P L A N             1 1


Butler Park, in conjuncti on with the Palmer Events Center and the Long Performing 
Arts Center, has helped to reinforce the Lady Bird Lake Greenway as the City’s 
and Downtown’s premier open space, there has been litt le investment in other 
downtown parks and open spaces.  Compared with other American citi es, Austi n 
is in the lower half of capital funding and the lower third of O&M funding per acre 
of parks.  As discussed below, Austi n spends approximately $6,700 per acre on the 
upkeep of its downtown parks, a fi gure much less than is spent on signature parks 
in other downtowns across the country, such as Houston’s Discovery Green, where 
three million dollars per year is spent on O&M.


Limited stewardship of parks:  Helping to explain the underfunding challenge in 
part is the lack of acti ve, multi -enti ty stewardship of Austi n’s downtown parks.  The 
transformati on of signature urban parks in American citi es in recent years has been 
achieved through a patt ern of robust public, private and non-profi t investment.  A 
plethora of special development corporati ons, well-funded business, insti tuti onal 
and philanthropic enti ti es, conservancies, trusts and friends groups have sprung up 
to channel new funding sources and provide additi onal executi on and management 
capacity.  Austi n has some of these insti tuti ons in place, and they have grown in 
recent years – the Downtown Austi n Alliance (DAA), the Austi n Parks Foundati on 
(APF), The (Lady Bird Lake) Trail Foundati on (TTF), among others – but they lack the 
capital and operati ng funding base and the coordinati on to oversee dynamic growth 
of the enti re downtown parks system.


Lack of design quality: Historically, Austi n has prioriti zed only a very few parks 
to receive the level of att enti on necessary to create a great public space, both in 
terms of hiring top park designers as well as appropriati ng the budgets necessary to 
construct high-quality open spaces.  In additi on, only two or three of Downtown’s 
17 publicly-accessible open spaces are well-designed places that complement the 
overall open space system.  Austi n’s new generati on of downtown parks and open 
spaces deserves a much higher-quality approach.


Lack of planning for open space together with its surrounding areas:  While Austi n 
has seen substanti al downtown real estate development in the last decade, and 
Downtown conti nues to be characterized by unique, 
att racti ve historic architecture, inadequate care has been 
given to creati ng positi ve relati onships between buildings 
and the public realm, and to adjacent open spaces.  
As new constructi on occurs and older buildings are 
rehabilitated, the manner in which they frame abutti  ng 
open space must be more carefully considered.


The condition of most 
Downtown parks and 
open spaces is lacking.
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F.  What are the guiding principles to achieving great public spaces? 


Parks and public open spaces require careful planning, programming and design.  It 
is not enough to provide real estate for open space:  a successful public space must 
be accompanied by the highest levels of thoughtf ul and purposeful design and the 
insti tuti onal and fi nancing structures to sustain it through ti me.  The following ten 
principles provide a basis for the design and implementati on of great public parks 
and open spaces. 


Meaning and Signifi cance:1.   Build on the positi ve existi ng patt erns of use 
within and around the open space, and celebrate the disti nct history, culture 
and identi ty of the place.


Att racti ons and Desti nati ons:2.   Create multi ple acti viti es and features that 
can att ract a diversity of people and establish a consti tuency of “stewards”.


Flexibility and Adaptability:3.   Allow the space to respond to daily, weekly and 
seasonal fl uctuati ons over ti me.


Positi ve Edges/“Frame”:  4. Promote a form and patt ern of development 
at the edges of the public space that provide positi ve acti vity and spati al 
defi niti on.


Connecti ons:5.   Design streets and pathways as an extension of the public 
space itself.


Design Excellence:6.   Procure the highest levels of design professionalism 
capable of creati ng successful, world-class public spaces.


Public Art and Artf ul Design:7.   Introduce public art that raises community 
consciousness and reinforces an authenti c sense of place.


Green Design:8.   Promote the highest levels of sustainable design and 
constructi on.


Strong Management:9.   Establish appropriate governance that can coordinate 
successful programming, maintenance and security. 


Sustainable Financing:10.   Secure adequate levels of funding to assure ongoing 
high quality maintenance and operati ons of the open space.  
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The Ten Principles Further Elaborated:


Meaning and Signifi cance:  1. Build on the positi ve existi ng patt erns of use 
within and around the open space, and celebrate the disti nct history, culture 
and identi ty of the place.  Since downtown parks are oft en part of a city’s 
historic fabric, they can be an excellent “media” through which to reveal and 
transmit the history of a community in a meaningful way.  Downtown parks 
can be designed to make visible and palpable a connecti on to place, culture 
and history that has the power to resonate on a deep level with both residents 
and visitors alike.  People innately want to inhabit and enjoy such unique and 
authenti c places and learn the stories they have to tell.  Great public spaces 
also give us the all-too-rare opportunity to be present with one another as part 
of the greater community, acti vely becoming part of the history of a place, and 
sati sfying the desire to connect with one another.  


Quincy Market, Boston was built in the 1800s and remains 
one of the top tourist attractions today. 


For over 250 years, Faneuil Hall Marketplace has played 
an integral role in the life of Boston residents. 


Cincinnati reclaimed its historic Fountain Square with 
major renovations between 2004 and 2006. 


The historic Auction Oaks in Republic Square have been 
nurtured back to health, and a deck will be built to 
protect the trees and provide a gathering space. 
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Att racti ons and Desti nati ons:  2. Create multi ple acti viti es and features that 
can att ract a diversity of people and establish a consti tuency of “stewards.”  
Successful public open spaces welcome all ages, all income levels, all 
backgrounds of people.  While certain features in parks may be oriented to 
a specifi c user group, for example, to children with a playscape, or to seniors 
with a chess table, other users should always feel that there is something for 
them, as both a fi rst-ti me visitor and a regular user, even if this is simply being 
with others in a vibrant public setti  ng.  The more that special areas of ameniti es 
within parks can successfully att ract and operate across age, gender, race and 
socioeconomic boundaries, the bett er.  A stepped amphitheater for events 
seati ng can become an engaging playscape for kids.  It can also serve as a great 
place to eat lunch, read a book or hold an outdoor classroom.  A sculpture may 
also be something for a child to climb and explore tacti cally.  Food off erings, 
especially aff ordable ones, att ract a broad spectrum of people at many diff erent 
ti mes of day, while also allowing extended stays in the park.  These can take 
the form of kiosks, vans that may park on the street next to a public open 
space, or in some cases, a fi ne dining restaurant.  Spaces for spontaneous art, 
performances and music can enliven a park and provide a unique experience.  A 
park or open space with broad appeal will inspire a sense of caring ownership 
among its users, in eff ect an identi fi able consti tuency that can help to ensure 
the conti nued viability of the space. 


A stepped amphitheater can be used as an event space as 
well as an engaging play area for kids, a lunch spot and/
or an outdoor classroom. 


Food vendors can attract a broad range of people 
throughout the day. 
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Flexibility and Adaptability:  3. Allow the space to respond to daily, weekly and 
seasonal fl uctuati ons over ti me.  Just as att racti ons and desti nati ons should 
be able to appeal to a diversity of people, public open spaces, and their sub-
spaces, must be able to be used in a variety of ways.  While a “great lawn” may 
be needed for the 2,000-person concert, it should also gracefully accommodate 
various acti viti es including impromptu frisbee tossing, a picnic, an outdoor 
classroom, a dog-walk, tai-chi, sunning and napping.  The scale of such a great 
lawn should not impede its use by smaller-scaled, day-to-day acti viti es, which 
are criti cal to the parks success when a large event is not being conducted.  In 
the longer term, parks and open spaces should evolve through ti me, adapti ng 
themselves as needed to new needs and changing community interest.  It is 
important, therefore, to ensure that public parks are not overly programmed, 
and that they favor multi ple rather than exclusive uses.


Bryant Park is an elegant outdoor room multiple uses. 


Washington Square, San Francisco can serve as an 
intimate space and large gathering area.
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Positi ve Edges/“Frame”:  4. Promote a form and patt ern of development at the 
edges of the public space that provide positi ve acti vity and spati al defi niti on.  
Ideally, a park or public space should feel like an outdoor room, clearly defi ned 
and enclosed by the frame of the surrounding buildings and their uses.  Acti ve 
uses (retail, civic, hotel, offi  ce, residenti al, etc.) can generate both acti vity in 
and around - and eyes upon - the open space.  Buildings located along public 
spaces should be required to openly address the space, with major building 
entrances, lobbies, outdoor terraces, stoops, etc.  


Pioneer Courthouse Square in Portland is known as the 
City’s “living room.” 


This piazza in Verona, Italy is clearly defi ned by the 
surrounding buildings and cafes. 


Place des Vosges, Paris is framed by historic housefronts 
now used as residences, art galleries and restaurants.


This Savannah, Georgia square is surrounded by historic 
houses that face the square. 
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Connecti ons:  5. Design streets and pathways as an extension of the public 
space itself, with generous and accessible pathways, shade, acti viti es, way-
fi nding, seati ng and other ameniti es.  Downtown parks and open spaces 
should be developed as a system that clearly links one to another by the city 
street system.  Implementi ng an att racti ve, downtown-wide way-fi nding system 
coordinated with transit stops and the public pathway system is important in 
expressing and reinforcing connecti ons between public open spaces and other 
key desti nati ons in the Downtown.  Ideally, “parks-connector” streets should 
themselves be treated as “Green Streets”, providing a conti nuous canopy of 
shade trees, as well as more ornamental and colorful landscape elements.  In 
this way, these tree-lined and specially landscaped streets themselves assist in 
way-fi nding.  


Cours de Mirabeaux, Aix-en-Provence serves as an 
extension of the public open space and is one of the most 
popular and lively places in the town. 


The downtown pedestrian mall in Charlottesville, Virginia 
acts as an urban park.


The porticos of Bologna, Italy connect the piazzas of the 
central city.


Las Ramblas in Barcelona is a tree-lined pedestrian mall 
that connects Placa Catalunya and the waterfront. 
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Design Excellence:  6. Secure the highest levels of design professionalism 
capable of creati ng successful, world-class public spaces.  The procurement of 
the best design team available for each park is one of the most criti cal steps in 
achieving the vision of a high quality downtown park system.  The best design 
teams will both learn from and guide the community through a programming 
and design process, which is a criti cal foundati on for successful park design 
and operati on.  It is important to choose park designers with clear experience 
in these community processes and with depth of experience in the design and 
implementati on of urban parks of the type concerned.  Finally, it is criti cal to 
secure appropriate budgets, both for their design and constructi on.  


The High Line in New York City is a mile-and-a-half-long 
elevated park that exemplifi es high quality design (James 
Corner Field Operations and Diller Scofi dio + Renfro). 


The design excellence of Bryant Park transformed a 
once  dangerous and degraded park into a vibrant and 
successful open space (Hanna/Olin Ltd).


Community involvement is an important aspect of 
achieving high quality park design.
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Public Art and Artf ul Design:  7. Introduce public art that raises community 
consciousness and reinforces an authenti c sense of place.  Parks and public 
open spaces not only provide great setti  ngs for individual artworks, but 
the spaces and faciliti es themselves should be conceived artf ully.  Ideally, 
permanent public artworks, such as sculpture, should be conceived with 
respect to the spati al design of the open space, where it can create a dynamic 
counterpoint to the space, or where it can be more integrated into the space, 
as appropriate to the work itself and to its setti  ng.  The park design itself 
should be approached with an eye toward creati ng interest and beauty with 
the arrangement of the various elements and faciliti es, such as an events lawn, 
a grove or allee of trees, a pond or runnel, a seati ng area, a shade structure, 
etc.  The design of functi onal and even uti litarian elements, such as a bench or 
seat wall, a drinking fountain, rainwater collecti on, etc., is an opportunity for 
the park designer or arti sts on the design team to be encouraged to take these 
elements beyond the ordinary, to extend and enhance the human experience 
of the space.  Ideally, arti sts should be part of the park design team.  It is in this 
way, public art and artf ul design will have the best possibility of being integral, 
heightening their power and meaning to the public.  


Olympic Sculpture Park in Seattle is an artful design that 
transformed a nine-acre industrial site into a beautiful 
art park.


Millennium Park in Chicago features work of world-
renowned architects, planners, artists and designers, 
including the Lurie Gardens (above) and Anish Kapoor’s 
‘Cloud Gate’ sculpture (below).
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Green Design:  8. Promote the highest levels of sustainable design and 
constructi on, including the use of nati ve, low-water use plant materials, low-
impact development techniques in stormwater management (rain gardens, 
bio-swales, vegetati ve fi lter strips, etc.), rainwater and solar collecti on, green 
roofs and other techniques of green-building constructi on.  Further, building, 
hardscape and landscape materials should be of the highest quality and 
durability in order to minimize maintenance and replacement costs.  The green 
design of the parks and open spaces should be made evident to users in order 
to foster a culture of sustainability.  This could include interpretati ve exhibits, 
interacti ve elements, public art, demonstrati on elements, etc., to educate the 
public about natural ecosystems and the importance of sustainable design. 


This rain garden in Seattle is an interpretive playground 
that describes the natural processes of water. 


The Crissy Field restoration project included removal of 
the airfi elds and planting over 100,000 native plants.


Tanner Springs Park in Portland includes wetland 
restoration and fl owing runnels characteristic of this 
low area near the Willamette River (Atlelier Dreiseitl and 
Greenworks).


Crissy Field in San Francisco underwent a major 
ecological  transformation (Hargreaves Associates).  
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Strong Management:  9. Establish appropriate governance that can coordinate 
successful programming, maintenance and security.  Many citi es that have 
successfully transformed their urban parks have found it necessary to modify 
the conventi onal management system so that they can access additi onal 
funding sources; coordinate with other public infrastructure and private 
development projects; and provide supplemental programming, maintenance 
and security.  Parks such as Central Park, Millennium Park and Discovery Green 
have developed innovati ve models that are successfully supplementi ng the role 
of municipal parks departments, while retaining basic governance, rule-setti  ng, 
and oft en capital and maintenance responsibility within the municipal agency.  
A range of models exists and should be tailored to potenti al funding sources, 
capacity needs, and organizati onal mission, as discussed more comprehensively 
in the Implementati on secti on of this Master Plan. 


Central Park is managed by the Central Park 
Conservancy, a non-profi t organization that has invested 
more than $500 million into the park since 1980.  The 
Conservancy provides 85% of Central Park’s $27 million 
annual operating budget and is responsible for all basic 
care of the Park.


The Discovery Green Conservancy manages this new 
park in Houston.  The Conservancy was responsible for 
the park’s development and now operates the park.
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Sustainable Financing:  10. Secure adequate levels of funding to assure ongoing 
high quality maintenance and operati ons of the open space.  Building 
the funding capacity to transform a downtown park system is a complex 
endeavor, and over ti me, the cost of operati on and maintenance is much more 
substanti al than the original capital investment.  While local public revenues 
remain the essenti al component of a strong parks system, additi onal sources 
of funds should always be pursued in order to achieve maximum leverage.  
A combinati on of one-ti me and ongoing funding from a variety of public, 
private and non-profi t sources can be used to ensure ongoing, high-quality 
maintenance and operati ons of downtown open spaces.


Fountain Square in Cincinnati has an annual operation 
and maintenance cost of $425,000 for safety, cleaning, 
landscaping, utilities, repairs, maintenance and capitol 
improvements.


The City of Houston and the Discovery Green 
Conservancy each provide $750,000 per year for 
operation and maintenance.


The Friends of Post Offi  ce Square, Inc in Boston earns 
revenue from the parking garage beneath the park to 
cover expenses for the garage and park.
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I I I .   C U R R E N T  C O N D I T I O N S


A.  What does the downtown parks and open space system include?


The total public open space system of Downtown is comprised of: 


About 112 acres of 1. dedicated, public parkland under State, University of 
Texas and City of Austi n ownership; 
About six acres of 2. publicly-accessible open spaces including plazas that 
may be publicly or privately-owned, but are not dedicated parkland; and, in 
additi on,
About 374 acres of 3. public rights-of-ways, the street system.  


Ideally, these three kinds of public space cohere to create the healthy outdoor 
framework around which buildings and uses are organized and oriented.  Today, only 
a small subset of these three types of public space is accomplishing this role in the 
emerging downtown open space system.  A true open space system has yet to be 
realized, although downtown Austi n has “good bones” to build on, parti cularly with 
the river frontage, the two urban creek corridors and the existi ng set of public parks, 
historic squares and grid of streets.  


There are six key types of parks and open spaces in the Downtown, each performing 
a diff erent functi on or role within the parks and open space system.  They are:


Linear Greenways1. , consisti ng of Lady Bird Lake, Shoal Creek, Waller Creek 
parks.  These greenways provide both recreati onal, health and social 
opportuniti es, as well as bike and pedestrian transportati on linkages into 
Downtown.  They are the “lungs” of the city and the parks that serve to 
connect people to nature in the most direct manner.  As such, they should 
be maintained as the predominantly naturalisti c environments they are 
today.  


City-Wide Parks2. , consisti ng of Capitol Square, 
Waterloo Park, House Park Skate Park and Austi n 
Recreati on Center and Palm Park.  These parks 
functi on to bring people from all over, to city and 
regional events and celebrati ons.  Typically these 
are larger parks than downtown neighborhood-
serving or urban parks.  They are typically 
characterized by large, fl at and open expanses 
of land that can accommodate such events.  
Palm Park, although smaller than most city-wide 
serving parks, can be placed in this category 


Lady Bird Lake is 
Downtown’s premier 
open space and one of 
the region’s most beloved 
open spaces.
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Parks, Open Space and Principal Connecti ng Streets
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because of the larger role it plays as part of the Waller Creek Greenway and 
its connecti on to and potenti al use by the Conventi on Center.


Neighborhood Parks3. , consisti ng of Duncan Park and UT’s Centennial Park.  
These parks generally functi on to provide recreati onal opportuniti es for 
a specifi c residenti al neighborhood, and thus are more family-focused, 
with playgrounds, picnicking, swimming, tennis or basketball, as well as 
unprogrammed open space areas.  Duncan Park’s neighborhood is sti ll 
emerging, with many new apartments and condos nearby, while Centennial 
Park’s “neighborhood” is really the southern part of the UT Campus, 
parti cularly the School of Nursing. 


Historic Squares4. , consisti ng of Wooldridge Square, Republic Square and 
Brush Square. Waller’s 1839 town plan, with its four squares placed in 
the orthogonal grid, was inspired by William Penn’s utopian vision for 
Philadelphia.  Each of these one-block squares was planned to include a 
key civic functi on, and they were intended to be central gathering places 
in the new city.  Today the three squares that remain generally functi on as 
both local neighborhood-serving parks, as well as City-wide open spaces.  
However, they are not living up to their potenti al as gathering places that 
functi on well on a daily basis, nor for special events.   


Gardens and Plazas5. , consisti ng of City Hall Plaza, Regents Plaza, the 
Old Bakery, Symphony Square, Pickle Building Plaza, and others.  In all, 
there are 17 publicly-accessible open spaces, comprising about eight 
acres throughout Downtown, both on publicly and privately-owned land, 
mostly taking the form of plazas and courtyards.  These spaces have the 
opportunity to provide smaller-scale outdoor places that provide a welcome 
break in the conti nuous built edge of city blocks typical of a downtown 
environment.  The additi onal livability that even these small spaces can 
bring to a downtown is immense.  (In additi on, there is a strong community 
desire, as arti culated by both the Parks and Recreati on Board and the Design 
Commission, to encourage the creati on of these smaller public open spaces 


The Capitol Grounds 
(left) serve as a place 
for public gatherings.  
Republic Square (right) 
has the potential to be a 
central gathering place in 
downtown Austin. 
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as part of new developments.  It is proposed as part of the DAP Downtown 
Density Bonus Program that developments including such high-quality, well-
designed public spaces be rewarded with increased density and/or height.) 


Streets,6.  and public rights-of-way consti tute about 35% of the overall land 
area Downtown, so should be considered and treated as a vital part of the 
public open space system - beyond their role in moving vehicles.  Streets 
and public paths establish the way we see and experience Downtown, 
and the way we understand how its diff erent spaces are linked together.  
In the Downtown, parti cularly, streets should be “Great Streets,” that is 
streetscapes that provide shade trees and generous sidewalks, furnishings 
and way-fi nding, public art and social interacti on.  As reinforced through 
many stakeholder and community meeti ngs, developing a network of Great 
Streets is paramount in changing the image and identi ty of Downtown to 
align with the City’s vision of a world-class Downtown- one that cares about 
its public spaces.  The open space system should be reinforced through the 
“green treatment” of certain Great Streets that perform a central role in 
connecti ng the parks and open spaces of Downtown, creati ng “ribbons” 
of sustainable and pedestrian- and bike-friendly corridors.  These green, 
connecti ng streets should integrate well-maintained vegetated areas and 
should be designed to minimize stormwater runoff  by integrati ng landscape 
features that capture stormwater runoff  and allow it to infi ltrate naturally 
into the ground.  


Regents Plaza (left) is an 
example of a successful 
downtown plaza.  The 
green, connecting streets 
(right) serve as a visual 
amenity and provide 
environmental benefi ts 
through stormwater 
management.
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B.  Are there enough public open spaces in Downtown, and are they 
in the right places?


The City of Austi n owns about 23.4 acres parkland per 1,000 residents, which is a 
healthy quanti ty.  By comparison, Portland has 24.5 acres, Seatt le has 10.4 acres 
and San Francisco has 7.0 acres/1,000 residents.  Only about one-third of Austi n’s 
acreage, however, is in “designed” parks, with ameniti es such as playgrounds, 
picnicking areas, sports fi elds, meadows, etc.  The majority of the open space is 
either undeveloped or considered conservati on land.  In terms of sheer quanti ty 
of parkland, Austi n has 16.3 per cent of its overall land area in parkland (including 
water quality lands), ranking it very high relati ve to other citi es, as the average for all 
of the US citi es compared by Trust for Public Land (TPL) is only 9.9 per cent.  


No clear rules-of-thumbs or metrics are prevalent that set goals for appropriate land 
areas for public parks in a downtown setti  ng, however.  If one takes Austi n’s parkland 
dedicati on requirement as a metric, which requires fi ve acres for every 1,000 new 
residents proposed in a new development or subdivision, Austi n’s Downtown 
appears to have a reasonable quanti ty of land.  Simply applying Austi n’s Parkland 
Dedicati on Ordinance formula for the Downtown and using the oft -stated but 
informal goal of 25,000 residents by 2025, this would yield a “need” for 125 acres of 
parkland.  Austi n’s Downtown already has about 114 acres of parkland, and a total 
of about 120 acres, if one adds publicly-accessible open spaces to this.  The problem 
in downtown Austi n is clearly not the quanti ty of parks and open spaces, it is fi rst 
and foremost a quality issue and, secondly, an issue of its distributi on or locati on.


These parkland dedicati on goals are broad brush ones, intended to maintain a 
healthy amount of parkland on the city-wide scale – primarily providing space for 
large-area, acti ve recreati onal uses, as well as for large, “non-ameniti zed” parkland 
serving for habitat and ecological preservati on.  These goals are not as applicable 
for downtown urban parks, which tend to be smaller in size and more highly-
programmed and ameniti zed than their suburban counterparts.  Downtown parks 
will not typically provide the kinds of large open recreati onal and environmental 
open spaces, but sti ll should serve to connect people to nature, people to places 
and perhaps most importantly, people to one another.  What is more criti cal in 
developing a downtown parks and open space system is ensuring a good distributi on 
of and locati on for parks and open spaces, connecti ng them to one another and to 
key desti nati ons, achieving the right mix of acti viti es within and around parks and 
ensuring they are well maintained and programmed.


Portland, Oregon has set a goal of having a neighborhood park within a 10 to 
15-minute walk of every city resident and a regional park within a 30-minute walk 
of every resident.  As menti oned, there are no specifi c metrics for downtown 
parks, but a reasonable and even laudable goal would be for a park or signifi cant, 
publicly-accessible open space to be located within a fi ve-minute walk of all places in 
Downtown, or a distance of about 800 feet.  By doing a “service area analysis” of the 
Austi n’s downtown parks and open space system, there are only two areas of the 
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Areas Greater than 800 Feet from a Downtown Park or Open Space
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Downtown that are out of this range of accessibility:  a large area in the northwest 
downtown, straddling parts of the Judges Hill, Northwest and Uptown/Capitol 
districts; and a smaller area to the southeast of the Capitol.  (See “Areas Greater 
than 800 Feet from a Downtown Park or Open Space” map to left .)  As part of the 
DAP stakeholder meeti ngs and analysis related to downtown district planning, these 
defi ciencies were already identi fi ed and two strategies recommended to address 
these gaps, as stated below:


Create a public open space in the vicinity of the Seventeenth and Lavaca/1. 
Guadalupe historic commercial node that might take the form of a shaded 
plaza, supporti ng neighborhood cafes and pubs, as well as the emerging arts 
district there.  This could take the form of a density bonus on private land, or 
the City could acquire property in this area to dedicate as parkland; and 


In the long term, (e.g.,  in 25 – 30 years), the City could pursue the 2. 
acquisiti on of the original “Northeast Square” for conversion back to a public 
open space which could become an anchor for the redevelopment of the 
surrounding properti es.  Today, the square is owned and occupied by the 
First Bapti st Church, representati ves of which have indicated that they have 
no interest in selling the property.  Acquisiti on of the open space would 
require a willing seller, and any redevelopment of the area should include 
a new site for the church, perhaps with its strong orientati on to a restored 
square.  In lieu of this restorati on concept, the City could consider new 
parkland dedicati on in this vicinity and/or improvements to the GSA’s plaza 
between the Thornberry and Pickle buildings.


With these two additi onal open spaces, the downtown system would achieve a fairly 
ideal distributi on of parks and open spaces, serving future residents, employees and 
“strollers” more equitably. 


C.  What acti viti es are currently in downtown parks and open spaces 
and what is missing?


Although Austi n’s downtown parks support a range of recreati onal and passive 
acti viti es, they do not promote the kind of acti viti es consistent with Downtown’s 
sti ll-evolving role as a dense mixed-use district, with a concentrated populati on 
of residents, offi  ce workers and visitors.  Lady Bird Lake provides excellent 
opportuniti es for jogging, walking and recreati onal biking, but there are few good 
places in Downtown to sit and watch people or to enjoy a brown-bag lunch.  (UT’s 
Regents Plaza is a notable excepti on in this regard.)  In spite of a growing resident 
populati on, there is virtually no family-oriented park space or playground within 
walking distance of the numerous condominiums and apartments that have been 
developed in Downtown.  Although there are several parks which accommodate 
large programmed events (e.g., Waterloo Park), there are no great spaces that 
are suited to spontaneous gatherings or celebrati ons.  While the historic squares 
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would seem to be obvious candidates for these acti viti es, they are not structured or 
designed in a way that can easily or naturally support them.  Brush Square is largely 
covered with buildings and a fenced surface parking lot; and Wooldridge Square has 
steep topography and inaccessible pathways.  Republic Square is in the process of 
being upgraded and can play this role in the very near future.


Many downtown parks have been treated as “excess real estate”, expedient places 
for displaced historic buildings, or areas to dispense needed social services.  As a 
result, many parks have no regular users that can be their “stewards” or advocates, 
and no patt ern of daily acti vity has emerged:  many parks have been taken over by 
the homeless populati on who tend to occupy spaces in the city that are unused or 
uncared for.  Few of the 17 publicly-accessible open spaces in Downtown are making 
a positi ve contributi on to the downtown system, either.  They tend to provide a 
place for employees of that building development, rather than having a welcoming 
presence to the general public.  Oft en these “plazas” are no more than a smoking 
pati o.  As a strong consti tuency of employees and parti cularly downtown residents 
emerge, however, the demand for high-quality, public open spaces is being voiced 
more loudly than ever before. 


During a series of individual park stakeholder meeti ngs focused on the City-
controlled parks, parti cipants developed ideas about the role of individual parks, as 
well as acti viti es and ameniti es lacking in the overall downtown system.  While ideas 
for individual parks are described in Chapter III of this Master Plan, the following 
acti viti es were felt to be lacking in the overall downtown system: 


Children’s playgrounds and other family-friendly spaces and acti viti es• 
Water play, fountains • 
Swimming faciliti es• 
Off -leash dog areas• 
Community gardens• 
Botanical and other specialty gardens, arboretums• 
Habitat preserves, bird-watching areas• 
Outdoor basketball • 


Food and beverage sales and outdoor dining• 
Public art and interacti ve art• 
Historical and ecological interpretati ve exhibits• 
Performance and special events spaces at a variety  • 


 of sizes
Places for spontaneous performances and busking• 
Inti mately-scaled, refl ecti ve spaces with benches• 
Boules, bocce ball courts, chess tables and other  • 


 small-scale, socially-oriented acti viti es
Places for Tai-chi, dance, fi tness classes• 
Art-making and other outdoor classrooms/learning• 
Bicycle rental • 
Shade structures• 
Public restrooms• 


Some parks have been 
taken over by the 
homeless, making them 
uncomfortable for others 
to enjoy.
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D.  What about the design of downtown parks and open spaces?


The downtown park system lacks a positi ve design identi ty.  There is no consistent 
design approach or branding of the parks, beyond the standard PARD sign that is 
used on parks throughout the City, which is out-of-scale with the typically more 
inti mate downtown spaces.  There is no way-fi nding system that directs users from 
one facility to another.  There is no standard or system of high quality furnishings 
(i.e., fi xed and moveable seati ng and tables, water fountains, waste and recycling 
bins, etc.), nor a designated “family” of lighti ng that is clearly park-oriented, 
including low path lighti ng, and space and area illuminati on.  With a new generati on 
of downtown parks, there is an opportunity to establish a more coherent design 
identi ty, in the traditi on of great park systems.  There is also an opportunity for the 
parks to express more explicitly the City’s environmental values, with sustainable 
design elements including nati ve vegetati on, low-impact stormwater management, 
rainwater collecti on, solar collecti on, bio-fi ltrati on meadows, bio-swales, vegetated 
fi lter strips, energy effi  cient lighti ng, etc.


Most of the downtown parks have neither been master planned nor designed.  
The layouts and ameniti es within the parks are generally the result of piecemeal 
interventi ons, such as the additi on of trail improvements, a swing set, some 
picnic tables, etc., rather than the result of a thoughtf ul master plan followed by a 
detailed design and planning eff ort.  Good public open space design ensures that 
the spaces and ameniti es functi on well together and support the desired acti viti es.  
Excellent public open space design does this in the most sustainable and artf ul way, 
integrati ng all of the ten principles presented above to create a memorable and 
beloved public space.  Millennium Park in Chicago and the Seatt le Olympic Sculpture 
Park transformed previously industrial sites into very successful and beauti ful 
parks.  These parks att ract large numbers of visitors a year to the downtown area 
and demonstrate the importance of high quality planning and design in creati ng 
signature downtown parks. 


Achieving design excellence is not an accident:  there must be a concerted intenti on 
on the part of the procuring agent - whether it is the City of Austi n, a non-profi t 
or other enti ty - to select the highest qualifi ed design 
team available.  Austi n should procure the highest 
quality design teams, including those both nati onally 
and locally-recognized for park and open space design.  
Ideally, the best teams will be those that can skillfully 
combine a depth of nati onal, and even internati onal 
talent and experience, with local team members bringing 
experience with Austi n’s unique history and culture, its 
landscape and urban environment and its community.  It 
is also criti cal to secure appropriate budgets for design 
and constructi on, as well as a healthy allocati on for 
community and stakeholder parti cipati on.  Meaningful 
community parti cipati on has too oft en been a short-


The downtown park 
system lacks a positive 
identity and much of 
the open space remains 
unprogrammed.
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changed part of the public project planning and design process in Austi n.  The 
community involvement process is parti cularly criti cal to the success of a park, 
not only in achieving responsive and inclusive design, but also in building the 
stewardship and leadership that will be necessary to fund, implement and maintain 
the park. 


It is also important that publicly-accessible open spaces that are created as part 
of public or private development receive this kind of focused att enti on and care.  
To that end, the Downtown Austi n Plan is proposing minimum design standards 
for public open space proposed as part of a private development, and the DAP is 
recommending that such projects be awarded with extra fl oor area and/or height, 
if they provide high-quality, publicly-accessible open space on site.  The proposed 
open space standards for bonused fl oor area include availability for public use at 
least 12 hours each day; accessibility and visibility from the public sidewalk with 
a grade change no greater than 18 inches from the sidewalk; a minimum area of 
1,200 square feet; adequate solar access and shade with at least 75% of the space 
open to the sky; and usability with ameniti es and features that promote pedestrian 
use and acti vity.  A fee-in-lieu of creati ng open space on site could be allowed as 
another opportunity to earn bonus density.  In additi on, the DAP is recommending 
that private development be required – not just incenti vized – to build Great Streets 
streetscapes, which will extend the system of green, Great Streets in an important, 
albeit incremental, way.  Additi onal strategies should be put in place that further 
incenti vize property owners to improve publicly-accessible open space.  These 
strategies could include uti lizing Great Streets funding for publicly-accessible open 
space that complies with the minimum standards outlined in the DAP, as well as 
targeti ng strategically located/sized spaces, such as the GSA’s plaza at Ninth Street, 
for improvements. 


Design excellence is 
critical in branding the 
downtown open space 
system and creating a 
positive identity (High 
Line, James Corner Field 
Operations).
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E.  How are the City-controlled parks currently managed and 
operated, and what is spent on their development, operati ons and 
maintenance?


Citywide Maintenance and Funding  PARD manages 17,500 acres of parkland 
citywide, with a total annual operati ng budget of $54 million.  The majority of 
funding, $36 million, comes from the General Fund.  This is supplemented by $8 
million in grants and $10 million in enterprise funds collected from sports acti viti es 
that are designed to make these services cost neutral for the City.  In total, Austi n 
spends about $3,000 per acre on its parks, which is average for citi es of comparable 
size, but less than citi es that are known for outstanding parks2.  A likely range of 
the public cost for the operati ons and maintenance of downtown parks, based on 
benchmarks from other parks systems, would be $10,000 to $20,000 per acre per 
year, as indicated in the chart below.  


2  HR&A analysis of Trust for Public Land 2006 data.  Austi n data has been updated with current PARD 
spending.
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PARD’s 2008-09 capital budget was $21 million; of this, $6.5 million was spent 
on parkland acquisiti on and dedicati on and $14.5 million was spent on capital 
replacements, renovati ons and improvements. Because citi es range in size and have 
varying amounts of parkland, it is best to examine capital budgets in relati onship 
to the existi ng acreage.  Austi n’s annual capital budget is equivalent to $1,300 per 
existi ng acre, again falling in the middle for citi es of comparable size, but behind 
citi es that have invested heavily in park transformati ons in recent years.  
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Downtown Maintenance and Funding   PARD currently provides “Level 1” services 
for mowing (5-7 day cycle) and daily servicing for trash removal and safety 
inspecti ons to the downtown parks.  The downtown parks are not maintained at 
a “Level 1” for all aspects, however:  turf management, tree management and 
other non-emergency repairs services together average at a Level 3.  This drives a 
higher operati ng cost for Austi n’s downtown parks compared to the park system as 
a whole, although this mix of Levels 1 and 3 sti ll is not achieving an adequate level 
of maintenance.  All downtown parks should be maintained at a “Level 1” for all 
aspects and should be prioriti zed to receive any needed repairs and maintenance 
immediately.


PARD’s funding and management eff orts Downtown are supplemented by the 
DAA and APF.  The DAA grants approximately $25,000 per year (out of its funding 
from the Public Improvement District) to the APF for their leadership in the 
redevelopment and revitalizati on of the downtown parks and has a staff  person who 
dedicates 50% of their ti me to the downtown parks.  In additi on, the APF played a 
key role in advocati ng and obtaining funds for the Republic Square Aucti on Oaks 
restorati on project.  The $150,000 Phase 1a work and the $300,000 Phase 1b was 
funded through a combinati on of grants from Downtown Austi n Neighborhood 
Associati on ($5,000), the DAA ($20,000), the General Services Administrati on 
($30,000), Woodmen of the World ($7,000), Gables Residenti al ($15,000) and funds 
from Austi n City Limits (ACL) Music Festi val ($373,000).  ACL donates 8.5% of ti cket 
sales to the APF each year, which is passed through as grants to projects such as 
the Aucti on Oaks restorati on in Republic Square and 54 other park improvement 
projects throughout Austi n.


Park O&M/year Acres O&M/acre


Brush Square $5,000 1.8 $2,800


Duncan $25,000 5.3 $4,700


Palm $31,000 2.4 $12,900


Republic Square $10,000 1.8 $5,600


Shoal Creek Greenway $85,000 9.3 $9,100


Waller Creek Greenway $33,000 5.3 $6,200


Symphony Square $8,000 1.7 $4,700


Waterloo $90,000 10 $9,000


Wooldridge Square $9,000 1.8 $5,000


Total $296,000 39.4 $6,700
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I V.   PA R K  P R O G R A M M I N G  A N D 
M A S T E R  P L A N  C O N C E P T S


This chapter of the Master Plan describes the treatment of the ten City of Austi n-
controlled public parks in Downtown.  These ten parks are each in diff erent stages 
of their evoluti on in terms of the thinking, planning and community interest in 
moving them forward to their next stage of development.  There are general ideas 
and intenti ons about each of these parks presented in PARD’s March 2009 Long 
Range Plan for Land, Faciliti es and Programs.  The Long Range Plan is a guide for 
future growth and development of all of Austi n’s parks and recreati on system, and 
the DAP builds on these, providing more detailed recommendati ons for each of the 
downtown parks, as well as general policies for the downtown system.  The DAP 
planning process has undergone a more in-depth analysis and, once adopted by City 
Council, should be the primary reference for recommendati ons for downtown parks.  
Further, several of the parks have undergone focused planning eff orts involving 
immediate park stakeholders, community groups and the general community.  
“Friends” groups for all three historic squares have emerged, and historic reports 
for all three squares have been completed.  The Lady Bird Lake Greenway has had 
the focused att enti on of The Trail Foundati on (TTF), and all of the parks are “care-
shared” through the volunteer eff orts of APF.  One park, Republic Square, has 
been completely re-designed, or “re-set”, and has recently completed substanti al 
fi rst phase improvements.  Some, such as Palm Park, are really at the fi rst step of 
visioning.  The master plan presentati on of each park is organized by park type and 
includes the following informati on and analysis, as applicable:


Locati on and History • 
Ownership and Management• 
Existi ng Conditi ons and Constraints• 
Framing Uses and Acti viti es • 
Current Programs and Acti viti es  • 
Long Term Vision and Recommendati ons • 
Near Term Investment Recommendati ons• 


(Note:  Parks policies and implementati on strategies per park are discussed in 
the fi nal chapter on Implementati on.)
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A.  Greenways


Linear Greenways, consisti ng of Lady Bird Lake, Shoal Creek, Waller Creek parks.  
These greenways provide both recreati onal, health and social opportuniti es, as 
well as bike and pedestrian transportati on linkages into Downtown.  They are the 
“lungs” of the city and the parks that serve to connect people to nature in the most 
direct manner.  As such, they should be maintained as the predominantly naturalisti c 
environments they are today.  


1.  Lady Bird Lake Greenway


Locati on and History:  Lady Bird Lake, formerly called Town Lake, is a reservoir on 
the Colorado River that runs along the southern edge of Downtown.  The western 
end of the lake is bounded by Tom Miller Dam, built in 1939, and the eastern end is 
bounded by Longhorn Dam, built in 1960.  Prior to the constructi on of the dams, the 
banks of Lady Bird Lake were nearly barren due to frequent fl ooding of the Colorado 
River.  In 1971, the Town Lake Beauti fi cati on Committ ee was formed with the goal of 
creati ng a “scenic corridor of hiking trails and landscaping that would allow residents 
and visitors the opportunity for a rural escape in an urban setti  ng”.  The committ ee 
members worked in cooperati on with Mayor Roy Butler and included honorary 
chair Lady Bird Johnson, Les Gage, Ann Butler, Carolyn Curti s, Emma Long, Jim 
Pfl uger, Sinclair Black and other Austi n citi zens.2  The committ ee was involved in the 
development of a master plan, which defi ned the trail layout, initi al planti ngs and 
two gazebos that remain today.3  On July 26, 2007, shortly aft er the death of Lady 
Bird Johnson, the Austi n City Council passed a resoluti on authorizing the renaming 
of Town Lake to Lady Bird Lake in honor of the former First Lady.


Ownership and Management:  Lady Bird Lake parkland is owned by the City 
of Austi n.  The trail is managed and maintained by both the PARD and The Trail 
Foundati on (TTF).  TTF is a non-profi t organizati on that was formed in 2003 to 
work in cooperati on with PARD to address needs and protect and enhance the Trail 
at Lady Bird Lake.  TTF takes donati ons of funds and volunteer labor to execute 
improvements to the trail, which have included Lady Bird 
Lake trash cleanups, design and constructi on of the public 
restroom near Rainey Street, installati on of new mile 
markers and landscape lighti ng and a vision plan for the 
trail.


Existi ng Conditi ons and Constraints:  Lady Bird Lake Trail 
creates a 10-mile loop around the lake and extends from 
Mopac (Loop 1) at the western extent to the Longhorn 
Dam at the eastern extent.  The trail is located along 


2  htt p://www.thetrailfoundati on.org/
3  RVi and The Trail Foundati on.  The Trail at Lady Bird Lake Vision Plan.  
September 2008.


Prior to the daming of the 
Colorado River, the banks 
were frequently fl ooded 
and unattractive.
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the north shoreline for the enti re length and the south shoreline from Loop 1 to just 
east of Congress Avenue, at which point the trail merges with the sidewalk along 
Riverside Drive.  The south shoreline trail resumes approximately halfway between 
IH 35 and the Longhorn Dam.  Pedestrian and bicycle crossings over Lady Bird Lake 
occur at the Roberta Crenshaw Pedestrian Walkway (under Loop 1 Bridge), Pfl uger 
Bridge (east of Lamar Boulevard), South First Street Bridge (Drake Bridge), Ann W. 
Richards Congress Avenue Bridge, IH 35 Bridge and Longhorn Dam.  Overall, the 
character of Lady Bird Lake trail is very natural and lush.  


The downtown porti on of the Lady Bird Lake Trail runs adjacent to the north 
shoreline from Lamar Boulevard to IH 35 and includes approximately 41 acres.  
Accessible pathways to the bridge crossings occur only at Pfl uger Bridge and South 
First Street Bridge.  The surface material of the trail is primarily decomposed granite 
with porti ons consisti ng of concrete.  Both the Shoal Creek Hike-and-Bike Trail and 
the Waller Creek Trail connect to the Lady Bird Lake Trail, creati ng links through 
Downtown.  Pedestrian/bicycle bridges are located at the mouths of both Shoal 
Creek and Waller Creek.


There are approximately nine acres of park space within the downtown porti on of 
Lady Bird Lake Greenway that is largely unprogrammed with minimal landscaping 
and maintenance.  These areas, principally located between Waller Creek and IH 
35, contribute litt le to the overall trail or park experience.  While these are not at 
all a “negati ve” to the trail experience, these spaces could aff ord opportuniti es to 
enhance the parkland by off ering other types of recreati on or nature conservati on 
areas.    


The Lady Bird Lake Greenway provides important habitat for many species.  Perhaps 
the most well-known wildlife “residents” along the corridor are the 1.5 million 
Mexican free-tailed bats living under the Congress Avenue Bridge from March to 
October.  These bats make up the largest urban bat colony in North America and 
att ract thousands of viewers every year.  In additi on, the riparian vegetati on along 
the corridor includes a diversity of plant species and is home to a variety of birds, 
squirrels, raccoons and other wildlife.  The lake also includes several species of 
turtles and fi sh.  


The underutlized spaces 
(left) along the trail are 
relatively divorced from 
the space of the trail.  
Important habitat for 
many species is found at 
the confl uence of Waller 
Creek and Lady Bird Lake 
(right). 
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Framing Uses and Acti viti es:  The uses along the 
downtown porti on of Lady Bird Lake are mainly offi  ce 
and residenti al, but other existi ng uses include hotels, 
the Seaholm Power Plant between the railroad crossing 
and Shoal Creek, City Hall at South First Street Bridge 
and the Mexican American Cultural Center (MACC) just 
east of Waller Creek.  Some porti ons of the parkland 
have a signifi cant grade change between the trail area 
and adjacent buildings, creati ng disconti nuity between 
the trail and upland acti viti es.  This grade change is most 
extreme in the core of Downtown, between Shoal Creek 
and Waller Creek.  In additi on, Cesar Chavez, a fi ve-lane 
arterial roadway separates the trail from adjacent uses 
along the western extent of Downtown to Congress Avenue.  East of Waller Creek, 
adjacent uses fl ank the park, but the large amount of underuti lized park adjacent to 
some areas of the trail creates an inconsistent and ill-defi ned edge for the parkland. 


There are several dense, mixed-use emerging projects located west of the South 
First Street Bridge that will provide a positi ve edge to, and interacti on with, the trail.  
These include Trammel Crow’s redevelopment of the Green Water Plant (“Project 
Green”) between San Antonio Street and Shoal Creek, the Central Library just west 
of Shoal Creek, and the Seaholm Power Plant Redevelopment (“Seaholm Power”) 
between Shoal Creek and the railroad crossing.  A new public park, Sand Beach Park, 
just north of Pfl uger Bridge and the Gables development north of Sand Beach will 
add about an acre of open space to the Sand Beach Reserve area within the Lady 
Bird Lake Greenway.  The Pfl uger Bridge extension across Cesar Chavez will provide 
a much needed, safe pedestrian and bicycle crossing over Cesar Chavez Boulevard 
to this new park and the Downtown beyond.  This bridge extension should be 
completed within the next few years.  PARD will soon be implementi ng two new 
ameniti es in the stretch of shoreline between Waller Creek and IH 35:  a new 
children’s playscape and an ADA-accessible pier. 


Current Acti viti es and Programs:  Lady Bird Lake is a major recreati onal desti nati on 
for Austi n, att racti ng more than 1.5 million visits a year.4   The 2003 PARD Trail 
User Survey quanti fi ed the types of acti viti es occurring along the trail, as follows:  
running (50%), walking (31%), biking (8%), dog walking (6%), baby carriage strolling 
(2%), nature walking (1%), people watching/socializing (1%), with transportati on 
and fi shing being less than one-tenth per cent each.  The majority of acti vity occurs 
during the morning (47%) and evening (27%), with some acti vity occurring in the 
aft ernoon (17%) and mid-day (9%).5  Lady Bird Lake is also a very popular spot for 
rowing, canoeing and kayaking and is considered by the US Rowing Associati on as 
one of the best places to row in the county.  The Boathouse, located just west of the 
confl uence with Waller Creek, is owned by PARD and leased by the Austi n Rowing 


4  htt p://www.thetrailfoundati on.org/
5  RVi and The Trail Foundati on.  The Trail at Lady Bird Lake Vision Plan.  
September 2008.


The Pfl uger Bridge 
extension will provide 
a safe link between the 
Lady Bird Lake trail and 
the north side of Cesar 
Chavez Street.
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Lady Bird Lake Improvement Concept
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Club.  There are additi onal rowing faciliti es and canoe/
kayak rental locati ons outside of the downtown segment.   
The substanti al acti vity along the trail does result in some 
confl icts between users, but the PARD survey refl ected 
a confl ict issue with only 27% of respondents.  These 
confl icts included speeding bikers (56%), uncontrolled 
dogs (20%), other confl icts (14%) and running groups 
(10%). 


Long Term Vision and Recommendati ons:  The Lady 
Bird Lake Trail should conti nue to be the preeminent 
recreati onal att racti on in downtown Austi n.  The trail is a 
very successful linear park and has had a strong identi ty 


for the past 30 years.  Future improvements should aim to increase the diversity of 
acti viti es, maintain the natural beauty of the trail and lake and make enhancements 
that accommodate the users.  Long Term recommendati ons include:


Introduce additi onal acti viti es to att ract a greater diversity of park • 
users.  Additi onal acti viti es could include children’s play areas, temporary 
concessions, cafes and restaurants, natural preserves and viewing areas, 
community gardens, botanical and/or specialty gardens, programmed areas 
for small sports, performance and event spaces and places for public art and 
sculpture.


Program and improve underuti lized parkland along the trail.•   These 
improvements could include creati ng a natural preserve at the mouth of 
Shoal and Waller Creeks, creati ng an acti ve plaza at the foot of Congress 
Avenue, re-purposing the Seaholm Intake Structure as a café/restaurant, 
introducing new acti viti es on and around the MACC Plaza, providing a 
children’s play area adjacent to the MACC and introducing community and/
or specialty gardens along East Avenue.


Conti nue improvement of the trail in response to the growing pedestrian • 
and bicycle use.  These eff orts should include widening the trail to 14 feet 
wherever possible, extending the promenade along the south side of Cesar 
Chavez to Sand Beach Park, creati ng an accessible trail from Congress 
Avenue to the shoreline, improving the trail beneath Congress Avenue 
Bridge, improving the pedestrian connecti vity between Downtown and the 
lake and extending a trail along Waller Creek to The University of Texas.


Miti gate the Cesar Chavez barrier and high traffi  c nature of the street • 
between the trail and Downtown.   Improvements to alleviate this barrier 
could include providing safe pedestrian crossings at all intersecti ons along 
Cesar Chavez between Lamar Boulevard and Congress Avenue, constructi ng 
the Pfl uger Bridge Extension, extending the street-level promenade along 
the south side of Cesar Chavez to Sand Beach Park and planti ng a row of 


Lady Bird Lake should 
continue to be the 
preeminent recreational 
attraction in the 
downtown. 
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trees along the north side of Cesar Chavez adjacent to the Lance Armstrong 
Bikeway.


Near Term Investment Recommendati ons:


Manage understory vegetati on to improve views and access to Lake.•   
Regular maintenance should include removal of invasive species, 
maintenance and enhancement of aquati c vegetati on and creati on of 
additi onal access points to the water (landings, docks, overlooks and 
beaches).


Development of a cohesive trail signage system•  that provides directi onal 
informati on, bicycle and pedestrian safety informati on, trailhead signage 
and interpreti ve displays.


Install lighti ng along the downtown porti on of the trail•  that is consistent 
with the lighti ng already in place along various porti ons of the trail.
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2.  Shoal Creek Greenway


Locati on and History:  The Shoal Creek Greenway consists of approximately 9.3 
acres within the DAP study area and approximately 77 acres overall.  The Greenway 
begins at the confl uence of Shoal Creek and Lady Bird Lake and extends north 
through the western porti on of Downtown.  It exits Downtown at Lamar Boulevard, 
south of West Fift eenth Street and conti nues north to Thirty-Eighth Street.  


Shoal Creek was the original western border of the City of Austi n in the 1839 Waller 
Plan.  Formal preservati on of the creek began in 1875 when Pease Park, located 
north of Fift eenth Street, was dedicated as parkland.  The Shoal Creek trail system 
was the fi rst of Austi n’s hike-and-bike trail network, and was started by an Austi n 
citi zen, Janet Long Fish, in the 1950s.  The area north of Fift eenth Street was the fi rst 
part of the trail, and the downtown segment was added in the 1970s.6   


The Shoal Creek corridor has experienced major fl ood events as urbanizati on of the 
Shoal Creek Watershed has occurred.  The “Memorial Day Flood” in 1981 caused 
extreme fl ooding along the corridor, resulti ng in a fl ow of six million gallons per 
minute, compared to the normal 90 gallons per minute fl ow.  The fl ood caused 13 
deaths, resulted in the loss of 500 newly-delivered cars to a car dealership along 
Shoal Creek7 and fl ooded several businesses along Lamar Boulevard.  Several other 
fl oods have caused major damage along the Shoal Creek corridor.


Ownership and Management:  The Greenway is owned 
and managed by the City of Austi n.  The Austi n Parks 
Foundati on and Friends of Shoal Creek Trail perform regular 
maintenance along the greenway.


Existi ng Conditi ons and Constraints:  The downtown 
segment of the Shoal Creek Greenbelt includes the creek 
corridor and some adjacent parcels of land.  The total 
length of the greenbelt within Downtown is approximately 
one mile.  The trail primarily runs along the west side of the 
creek from Lady Bird Lake to Ninth Street and along its east 
side north of Ninth Street.  Access between the trail system 
and the cross streets occurs at Cesar Chavez, Third Street, 
Ninth Street, Tenth Street, Eleventh Street, Twelft h Street 
and Lamar Boulevard.


The stormwater impact to the stream channel has been 
signifi cant and has resulted in a deteriorated trail system 
and eroded banks in many areas.  Periodic fl ooding 
conti nues to be a problem with many of the adjacent 
parcels, especially in the downtown area.


         6  htt p://www.txinfo.com/brykerwoods/Parks/ShoalCreek.html
         7  htt p://www.ci.austi n.tx.us/watershed/fl oodhistory.htm


Flooding has been an 
ongoing issue along 
Shoal Creek.  The 1981 
“Memorial Day Flood”  
resulted in 13 deaths 
and the loss of 500 
newly-delivered cars to 
a dealership along the 
creek. 
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The trail runs along the enti re downtown corridor with 
the excepti on of a gap just south of West Fift h Street.  
Porti ons of the original trail have been replaced and 
the resulti ng system has a patchwork-feel that lacks a 
cohesive character.  Vegetati on along the trail is oft en 
overgrown and invasive species are present throughout 
the corridor. 


Framing Uses and Acti viti es:  The downtown segment 
of Shoal Creek has an urban character and the majority 
of the uses along it are offi  ce and residenti al.  Most 
buildings turn their back to the creek and lack a positi ve 
interacti on with the creek corridor.  The creek corridor 
and trail serve as important connectors to parks through 
the western porti on of Downtown and to the north.  The 
trail connects the Lady Bird Lake Greenway, Duncan Park, 
House Park and Pease Park to the north.  This important 
connecti on allows users to access these parks by foot 
or bicycle in a natural setti  ng with limited contact with 
automobiles. 


Current Acti viti es and Programs:  Walking, running and 
bicycling are the most common acti viti es in Shoal Creek 
Greenway.  The connecti ons to Lady Bird Lake and Pease 
Park provide a fl uid transiti on from these acti ve parks 
to the Shoal Creek trail system.  Shoal Creek trail is an 
important bicycle commuter route because of the extensive north-south coverage 
and its alignment through Downtown.  Acti vity along the downtown segment of 
Shoal Creek is signifi cantly less intensive than that along the adjoining Lady Bird 
Lake and Pease Park greenways.  The porti on of the trail between Lady Bird Lake and 
Third Street is most heavily used and serves as an important pedestrian and bicycle 
connecti on between the lake and Downtown.  The gap in the trail south of Fift h 
Street contributes to the lower levels of acti vity north of Third Street.


Long Term Vision and Recommendati ons:  Shoal Creek Greenway should conti nue 
to functi on as an important north-south pedestrian and bicycle path, and as a 
healthy riparian ribbon that meanders through the urban fabric.  The 1998 Shoal 
Creek Greenway Acti on Plan outlined several important recommendati ons for the 
downtown segment of Shoal Creek.  Most of the recommendati ons have not been 
implemented, but are important acti on items to reinvigorate the greenbelt.  Near 
and long term opportuniti es should aim to increase acti vity, improve the ecological 
integrity of the riparian corridor and improve the interacti ons between the adjacent 
developments and the creek corridor.  Long term opportuniti es should focus on 
developing a master plan for the downtown creek corridor, evaluati ng the need for 
fl ood improvements and creati ng a cohesive greenway through Downtown.


West Avenue Lofts 
(above) along Shoal 
Creek is one of the few 
developments along 
the creek that embraces 
the corridor, creating 
a positive interaction.  
The gap in the trail just 
south of West Fifth Street 
(below) is a major barrier 
in the trail continuity and 
experience.
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Shoal Creek Improvement Concept
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Improve trail width and conti nuity throughout the • 
corridor.  Improvements should include the introducti on 
of bike access beneath the railroad trestle and pedestrian 
bridge at Third Street, widening the trail to a minimum 
width of 10, with a preferred width of 14 feet wherever 
possible, introducing a creekside trail along certain 
segments (below Third Street) and providing an 
accessible route from street sidewalks to the trail.


Evaluate the need for fl ood control, erosion control • 
and water quality improvements.  This could include 
a potenti al diversion of upstream fl ood waters with a 
tunnel, intercepti on of urban run-off , bank stabilizati on 
and riparian re-vegetati on.


Near Term Investment Recommendati ons:  The near term improvements should 
aim to create a conti nuous trail system and provide an appealing and safe corridor to 
visit.  


Finalize negoti ati ons with the adjacent property owner to resolve the gap • 
in the trail and obtain a public access easement between West Avenue and 
West Fift h Street.


Introduce regular professional maintenance and security programs. •  This 
should include management of the understory vegetati on and invasive 
species, expansion of volunteer programs, intensifi cati on of debris removal 
eff orts, expansion of bike patrols and introducti on of path lighti ng.


Implement regulati ons that require private development to contribute • 
to the creek environment.  Regulati ons should include requirements for 
setback and access easements, accessible street connecti ons, ground level 
uses, building orientati on and miti gati on improvements.  Regulati ons should 
also address the relati onship between the development and street to ensure 
that a strong street connecti on is created/maintained.


Enhance bike faciliti es.•   Coordinate with new Central Library to provide 
ample bicycle parking near the Shoal Creek and Lance Armstrong Bikeway 
intersecti on.  Consider integrati ng a bike rental stati on and/or bike stati on at 
this locati on. 


Develop a comprehensive way-fi nding program•  throughout the corridor 
that extends to the surrounding land uses and streets.


Install lighti ng along the downtown porti on of the trail• .


Shoal Creek Trail should 
be improved to enhance 
this important north-
south bicycle and 
pedestrian connection.
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3.  Waller Creek Greenway 


Locati on and History:  Named aft er Austi n’s fi rst mayor, Edwin Waller, Waller 
Creek runs along the eastern edge of the original 1853 plat of the City.  The creek 
fl ows about 6.6 miles from its headwaters to Lady Bird Lake, passing along UT’s 
Intramural Fields, Shipe Park, Hancock Golf Course, the UT Main Campus and 
through the eastern part of Downtown, one block west of IH 35.  Because of a 
series of signifi cant fl oods in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, the area never 
established itself as a viable residenti al district.  With the completi on of the Capitol 
in 1888 and the subsequent downtown boom, the area evolved into a commercial 
and warehousing area, with some tenement and shanty housing in the mix.  In 
additi on to killing 35 people, the devastati ng fl ood of 1915 destroyed all of the 
bridges along the creek corridor.  Most of the disti ncti ve, present-day bridges were 
reconstructed immediately aft er the fl ood (Fift eenth Street in 1916), and throughout 
the 1920s and 30s. 


In the late 1970s, as part of the Bicentennial celebrati on, the City undertook hike-
and-bike trail improvements within the creek corridor.  In the intervening years, 
signifi cant segments of these improvements have been washed away by fl ooding 
and erosion, leaving a disconti nuous trail system, and an inacti ve open space 
environment, porti ons of which have been occupied by homeless encampments.  
Various studies and plans have been undertaken over the past twenty-fi ve years, but 
no signifi cant new public investment had been committ ed unti l 1998, when voters 
approved a bond for the constructi on of a by-pass tunnel to divert fl oodwaters 
beneath the creek corridor from Twelft h Street to Lady Bird Lake.  This major public 
works project is currently being designed, and is planned for completi on by late 
2014.  The majority of the funding for the tunnel project is through the City of Austi n 
and Travis County Tax Increment Financing (TIF) District established in 2007 to fund 
the project.  Parallel with this eff ort, the City has initi ated the Waller Creek District 
Master Plan, which has established a community vision for the surface ameniti es 
and improvements along the corridor, such as new trails, bridges and streets, as well 
as design standards for new development in this district. 


Ownership and Management:  The Waller Creek 
corridor is under multi ple ownerships.  Between 
East Tenth and East Fift eenth streets, the creek 
passes through Waterloo Park, Symphony Square 
and Symphony Plaza, all of which is City of Austi n 
parkland, owned and managed by PARD.  South 
of Tenth Street, the creek corridor is under 
both public and private ownership, with many 
overlapping drainage and access easements.  As 
with Shoal Creek, the Austi n Parks Foundati on 
performs periodic volunteer clean-ups of the 
creek.  


This 1890 bird’s eye view 
of Austin shows the 
importance of the creeks 
in the layout of Austin.  
The City grew around the 
creeks, but turned its back 
to them.  
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Existi ng Conditi ons and Constraints:  Because of its fl ood-prone nature and the 
resulti ng development patt erns that have occurred along it, Waller Creek has never 
evolved as the positi ve recreati onal corridor or amenity envisioned by so many over 
the years.  Much of the Downtown and the IH 35 corridor drains into the creek, 
increasing fl ooding and reducing water quality.  Apart from some eff orts to engage 
the creek in the 1980s (e.g., Hilton Garden Inn and the Sheraton), most development 
has turned its back to the waterway.  Downtown streets pass over the creek with 
litt le or no relati onship to the unique Hill Country stream below.  Pedestrian and 
bicycle trails are disconti nuous and do not meet current accessibility standards.  
Lack of acti vity and visual oversight has made the area unsafe and unatt racti ve for 
recreati onal use.  Eroding creek banks have further contributed to an overall image 
of abandonment and neglect. 


Long Term Vision and Recommendati ons:  Since the 1976 Austi n Creeks Master Plan 
sancti oned by the City of Austi n Nati onal Bicentennial Commission, Waller Creek 
has been envisioned as an urban greenway providing a positi ve open space within 
the urban fabric, and connecti ng Downtown with outlying neighborhoods.  Recent 
community outreach sessions undertaken as part of the Waller Creek District Plan (a 
City project running concurrently with the DAP), have reconfi rmed this underlying 
vision.  The Master Plan has arti culated three specifi c recommendati ons for the 
corridor:


Enhance the creek’s ecological, hydrological and open space value. •  
Although the planned fl ood control project will re-circulate Lady Bird 
Lake water through the Waller Creek channel, and divert much of 
the upstream fl oodwaters into the Tunnel, there is sti ll an important 
opportunity to improve the environmental integrity of the creek corridor 
as a natural riparian system, with:  stabilized stream banks to address 
erosion, intercepti on of urban run-off  to enhance water quality, and the 
introducti on of vegetated fl ood benches to create and maintain aquati c 
and wildlife habitat.  In additi on, the open space potenti al of the creek 
corridor as a linear greenway should be maximized to provide a criti cal 
recreati onal amenity in a part of the Downtown that has experienced urban 
deteriorati on and a lack of investment over the past decades.  Preservati on 
and management of existi ng vegetati on and the naturalisti c character of the 
corridor is an important element of maintaining both the open space and 
ecological value of the corridor.


Improve pedestrian and bicycle access to, across and along the creek • 
corridor.  The improvement of the Waller Creek corridor should remove 
existi ng barriers to pedestrian and bicycle access, and result in an open 
space desti nati on and att racti on that can help to connect diverse parts of 
the Downtown and Central City, including East Austi n, Rainey Street, the 
UT Campus and Lady Bird Lake.   Appropriately-scaled paths of travel for 
bikes and pedestrians should be established along the length of the creek 
corridor between Lady Bird Lake and UT, and streetscape improvements 
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should be made to improve east-west pedestrian 
and bicycle access between East Austi n and the 
downtown core. 


Promote acti vity and investment along the creek • 
and in the surrounding area.  Improvements 
of the creek corridor should be designed to 
catalyze redevelopment and re-investment, not 
only within and along the creek, but also within 
the larger area surrounding the corridor.  This 
is important to both support the TIF District, as 
well as to introduce acti viti es that can ensure 
sustainable and viable use and enjoyment of the 
corridor.  Retail and restaurant uses overlooking the creek and along the 
walkways can help to create a lively and safe pedestrian environment; new 
residenti al development can bring a new populati on of users to the area; 
hotel development can reinforce the district’s tourist and visitor appeal; and 
offi  ce and commercial uses can bring a larger entrepreneurial consti tuency 
to this part of Downtown.  The fact that many properti es within the district 
are constrained by Capitol View Corridors, also presents the opportunity 
for a diversity of development types and uses, including low and mid-rise 
housing that can provide an aff ordable alternati ve to high-density living in 
other parts of the Core, as well as live-work studios and workshops that can 
support “creati ve class” acti vity.   


Near Term Investment Recommendati ons:  It is hoped that a signifi cant porti on 
of the long-term vision for Waller Creek can be implemented in tandem with the 
Tunnel project, scheduled for completi on in 2014.  In advance of the implementati on 
of the proposed capital improvements, however, some shorter-term measures 
should be considered to provide for the transiti on of the creek corridor from its 
current conditi on:


Raise the community’s consciousness of the creek corridor through special • 
events and programs.  Waller Creek is a forgott en element of the downtown 
environment.  Special events in around the creek would help raise the 
community’s consciousness of its potenti al, and promote the overall vision 
for the area and the specifi c improvements proposed by the Master Plan.  
Such events could include:  street fairs or markets along Sabine Street; 
festi vals, performances or community-sponsored celebrati ons in Palm Park; 
bicycle and walking tours of the corridor to highlight its potenti al; and other 
events that increase its exposure.


Provide outreach to the homeless populati on in the creek, and enforce • 
anti -camping and vagrancy policies.  The City should take a proacti ve role 
in providing outreach and assistance to individuals who have established 
campsites within Waller Creek, providing them with informati on and 


The riparian vegetation 
of Lady Bird Lake should 
extend north along the 
Waller Creek corridor.
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Waller Creek Concept Plan Analysis
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available services.  At the same ti me, the Austi n Police Department should 
provide more consistent enforcement of existi ng anti -camping and vagrancy 
laws that prohibit overnight camps within the corridor, and the Downtown 
Rangers should provide more consistent patrolling of the area to discourage 
camping and vagrancy acti viti es.


Introduce higher levels of maintenance along the creek.•   It is recommended 
that the City provide increased levels of maintenance along the creek 
immediately, including more regular trash clean-up, landscape management 
and trail clearance.  Volunteer eff orts by groups like American Youthworks, 
the Downtown Austi n Community Court and others could also be included 
in this program.


Establish interim measures to intercept and improve the quality of • 
stormwater run-off .  It is recommended that the Public Works and 
Watershed Protecti on departments develop a program of interim measures 
to improve the quality of urban run-off  into the creek.  Such measures 
could include selecti ve intercepti on and re-routi ng of stormwater lines as 
appropriate and introducti on of fi lters and interceptors in on-street catch 
basins. 


Undertake selecti ve trail, erosion control and streambank stabilizati on • 
improvements.  Even before the initi al phase of improvements programmed 
by the Waller Creek District Master Plan occur, it will be possible to initi ate 
selecti ve streambank stabilizati on and trail improvement eff orts that 
contribute to the ulti mate planned improvements, and/or that are outside 
of the areas planned for intensive change in the Master Plan.  These 
could include interim stabilizati on of eroding banks south of Cesar Chavez 
Boulevard, between Palm Park and East Fift h Street and the western bank 
between Seventh and Eighth streets.  As part of this eff ort, trail conti nuity 
could also be restored beneath the Cesar Chavez Bridge and between East 
Third and Fift h streets. Activities that add to the 


open space experience 
are encouraged. 
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B.  City-Wide Parks


City-Wide Parks, consisti ng of Capitol Square, Waterloo Park, House Park Skate Park 
and Austi n Recreati on Center and Palm Park.  These parks functi on to bring people 
from all over, to city and regional events and celebrati ons.  Typically these are larger 
parks than downtown neighborhood-serving or urban parks.  They are typically 
characterized by large, fl at and open expanses of land that can accommodate such 
events.  Palm Park, although smaller than most city-wide serving parks, can be 
placed in this category because of the larger role it plays as part of the Waller Creek 
Greenway and its connecti on to and potenti al use by the Conventi on Center.


1.  Palm Park


Locati on and History:  Palm Park is located in the southeastern quadrant of 
Downtown, along the eastern bank of Waller Creek, and bounded by East Third 
Street (formerly Cypress Street), the IH 35 frontage road (formerly East Avenue) and 
the Second Street right-of-way which was never improved as a street.  The 1928 “A 
City Plan for Austi n”, called for the existi ng play area in this locati on to be expanded 
as a “playground”, and for the “ox-bow” of Waller Creek, which wrapped around 
the park, to be realigned to its current confi gurati on along the western edge of the 
park.  The area was directly north of the Palm Elementary School, built in the 1890s 
with several later additi ons, so a public park at this locati on was a natural choice.  
The 1928 City Plan also recommended the beauti fi cati on of East Avenue into a 
major park-like boulevard, which was implemented in the 1930s, creati ng a pleasant 
edge to the planned park.  The park was acquired by the City in 1929, and in 1933, 
a wading pool and the Palm School playground were opened to the public during 
summer months.  A small, stone restroom structure with a breezeway terrace was 
built during this period, and has become a landmark within the open space.  The ti ny 
restrooms on either side of the breezeway were actually used as a lending library 
just aft er World War II.  


In the 1960s, a public swimming pool and tennis courts were constructed.  In the 
last few years the tennis court was removed, and there has 
been discussion of removing the substandard swimming 
pool, although this has been met with some oppositi on by 
members of the Cesar Chavez neighborhood to the east.  
The Palm School and Palm Park played a very central role in 
the history of Austi n’s Hispanic community, many of whom 
lived close by.  It was a place of community celebrati ons, 
picnics, games – very much a place for families.  Today, the 
park is sti ll a very important part of East Austi n’s heritage, 
and this should be recognized and celebrated in the park’s 
new life.  The school and the park were named for Swante 
Palm, a Swedish immigrant to Texas in 1838, who ulti mately 
became a Travis County Justi ce of the Peace, Austi n 


The Palm School is 
adjacent to the park and 
has played a very central 
role in Austin’s Hispanic 
community.
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postmaster and Austi n City Councilman.  Palm was most known for the voluminous 
library he donated to UT.


Existi ng Conditi ons and Constraints:  The park today is one of most underuti lized in 
the enti re City system.  It suff ers from its locati on next to IH 35, which separates it 
from the East Austi n community and creates an undesirable edge.  Very litt le private 
investment has occurred in this area, due to its locati on within the fl oodplain of 
Waller Creek, the presence of IH 35 and the Capitol View Corridors that severely 
limit building heights in the blocks north of the park.  The park is not irrigated or 
well-maintained, and feels forgott en, if not even unsafe due to its lack of human 
occupati on, excepti ng a few homeless residents.  This is the only downtown park 
that PARD does not rent for special events, due to its marginal environment.  
However, Palm Park has existi ng mature trees throughout the park, which, along 
with the historic restroom building, frame a large fl at central area between the 
creek, that is ideal as a passive open space and events lawn.  Waller Creek, if 
realized as the world-class linear park envisioned, could create an excellent edge to 
a revitalized Palm Park.  If the Waller Creek corridor public improvement projects 
are funded, an exciti ng new system of promenades, Great Streets and hike-and-bike 
paths will converge on Palm Park bringing people from East Austi n, UT and from the 
Lady Bird Lake Greenway.  (See Waller Creek Greenway descripti on above.)   


Framing Uses and Acti viti es:  Today, the park suff ers from a poor frame:  IH 35 on 
the east, surface parking lots on the south, abandoned warehouses to the north and 
the eroded banks of Waller Creek on the west.  But, with the Waller Creek Tunnel 
Project, park-adjacent properti es will be removed from the fl ood plain, allowing 
them to redevelop and orient toward the park.  There is signifi cant redevelopment 
opportunity around the park, that has the potenti al of creati ng a new consti tuency 
of park users who will populate and acti vate the open space on a day-to-day basis.  
Opportuniti es for redevelopment could include:  


the “repurposing” of the Travis-County-owned Palm School• 8 to the south 
which could become a community cultural/educati onal use, whose acti viti es 
and exhibiti ons might extend into the park; 
the redevelopment of the privately-owned surface parking lot to the • 
southwest of the park into high-rise residenti al and/or hotel uses, with 


ground fl oor, park-oriented entrances and uses; 
the redevelopment of the warehouse site to the • 


north, which could be ideal for a cultural/museum/
gallery use, as Capitol views limit height on this parcel to 
under 40 feet; 


the preservati on and adapti ve reuse of the three • 
wooden, one-story historic houses on the north edge of 
East Third Street into restaurant/retail uses (the Waterloo 
Compound and potenti al historic district); and 


         8  Travis County is currently conducti ng a faciliti es assessment of its 
          Downtown properti es, which should be complete early in 2010.    
          The County may consider disposing of the property altogether or 
          conti nuing to house certain services there.


Palm park suff ers from 
lack of framing and 
activities. 
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Palm Park Existi ng Conditi ons
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the improvement of the Conventi on Center-owned site west of Palm Park to • 
remove the surface parking lot, anchor and restore the relocated Castleman-
Bull House, and re-using it, along with the Trask House for restaurants with 
a common terrace overlooking the creek.  Ulti mately, the Conventi on Center 
property should feel and operate like a public open space extension of Palm 
Park and the Waller Creek Greenway, with its structures functi oning as 
“pavilions in the park” and/or a “tavern on the green”. 


Long Term Vision and Recommendati ons:  Palm Park’s former role as a 
neighborhood park should evolve to one with a more city-wide functi on, as its 
circumstances and surroundings have changed considerably, and will change 
even more dramati cally with investment in fl ood control, creek-oriented public 
improvements, and surrounding redevelopment.  At the same ti me, Palm Park 
should conti nue to serve as a neighborhood and family-friendly space oriented to 
both the East Austi n community and Downtown.  With the planned improvements 
along Waller Creek, there is a signifi cant opportunity to make Palm Park a 
more integral part of the downtown park system.  With its proximity to the 
Conventi on Center and to public parking, signifi cantly-sized special events could be 
accommodated (e.g., community celebrati ons, concerts and other performances, art 
fairs, Conventi on Center-related functi ons, a “Swante Palm Book Fair”, etc.). 


Improve Palm Park as an integral part of the Waller Creek Improvement • 
Project.  Palm Park should be conceived, designed and implemented as an 
integral extension of the Waller Creek Improvement project, so that it can 
fully benefi t from the trail and creekside improvements, and so that it can 
become a more connected part of the downtown park system.  Ideally, its 
improvement should be completed at or near the same ti me as the Tunnel 
Project (2014).


Improve the large fl at, open area in the park’s center•  as an open green 
suitable for special events as well as day-to-day recreati onal use. 


Introduce a major water playground next to Waller Creek•  to create a family 
att racti on that could also have environmental interpretati ve elements to 


teach children about water, as they interact and play and 
experiment with it, and see it in relati on to a real Hill 
Country stream.


Promote Palm Park as the heart of a creati ve • 
culture district:  Palm Park will be the heart of a new sub-
district of the Waller Creek District of Downtown, which 
the DAP is recommending as a “creati ve culture” district, 
where creati ve businesses, venues, studios, workshops, 
etc., could be located and even incenti vized.  Palm 
Park could be an important anchor to such a district, 
especially if fl anked by cultural uses, which could include 


Palm park provides an 
opportunity for family 
water-oriented activities. 
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Palm Park Improvement Concept
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Springscape has a 
proposal to use the park 
as a venue for six weeks 
in the spring of 2011.  The 
setup will include tents, 
pavilions, gardens and 
areas that host a range 
of attractions for children 
and adults. 


a major museum and/or a community arts center located within the Palm 
School.  


Introduce public art projects in the park and along the creek:•   Stakeholders 
have suggested a highway-scaled, public art project that could include a 
landscape element along the IH 35 edge, in order to screen the freeway, and 
to give a very visible, and landmark identi ty to the park and the emerging 
creati ve district along Waller Creek. 


Near Term Investment Recommendati ons:  As part of the Waller Creek District 
Master Plan, it is recommended that Palm Park be revitalized as part of a major 
public works investment focused between Lady Bird Lake and Seventh Street.  


Raise the awareness and use of the park for special events and • 
celebrati ons:  Pending the implementati on of longer-term improvements 
in Palm Park and along Waller Creek, the park should be used for special 
events as much as possible, with suffi  cient investment required to ensure 
its att racti veness for special event rental.  Palm Park is located in a low-
sensiti vity area in terms of amplifi ed sound, being next to IH 35 and 
relati vely distant from existi ng residenti al development, so it could be an 
appropriate venue for amplifi ed music, such as South-by-Southwest (SXSW).  
A group called Springscape is currently circulati ng a proposal to use the park 
as a venue for a six-week set of multi -use att racti ons, beginning in spring 
2011.  Under this proposal, Springscape sets up multi ple tents, pavilions, 
gardens and areas that host a large array of att racti ons for both children (art, 
slam poetry, circus and performance camps, etc.) and adults (daily happy 
hours at the “Waller Bar”, outdoor dining, live and DJ music, etc.).  This kind 
of seasonal use and other special events could have a near term benefi cial 
eff ect on the park, as well as provide revenue to PARD for the park’s 
enhanced maintenance.  Most importantly, special events at Palm Park could 
help transform the image of this litt le-loved park to something that would 
att ract people from all over the city, parti cularly families with children.
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2.  Waterloo Park


Locati on and History:  Waterloo Park is bounded by East Twelft h Street (formerly 
College Avenue) on the south, Trinity Street to the west, West Fift eenth Street 
(formerly North Avenue) on the north and Red River Street on the east.  In the 
1928 City Plan, the Waterloo Park area was recommended as part of a parkway or 
boulevard to connect the northeast porti on of Austi n with the CBD, but it was not 
unti l 1978 that the City acquired property for the park, as well as for the adjacent 
Waller Creek Greenway.    


Ownership and Management:  PARD owns and maintains Waterloo Park, and its 
numerous annual events are facilitated through one full-ti me PARD staff  acti ng as 
special events coordinator.


Existi ng Conditi ons and Constraints:  Waterloo Park is ten acres, the largest non-
greenway park in the Downtown, yet probably one of the more underuti lized and 
disconnected in the system.  Its northeast downtown locati on feels somewhat 
isolated, as there is no residenti al populati on, only major insti tuti ons in the 
surrounding areas (UT, State Capitol Complex, Brackenridge Hospital Complex).  
Waterloo Park’s mature trees and its eastern edge with a meandering Waller Creek 
are its greatest open space and natural assets.  There is signifi cant topography in the 
park, resulti ng in areas that are diffi  cult to occupy and low-lying fl ood-prone areas 
below street-level view, creati ng an insecure feeling in much of the park.  Waterloo 
Park has some dilapidated 1980s improvements, such as elevated wooden decks, a 
stepped north-south promenade and public restrooms that will be removed as part 
of the Waller Creek Tunnel Miti gati on Project.  Commemorati ve statuary is collected 
near its parking area in the southern part of the park, which will be relocated 
elsewhere.  As in other parts of the Waller Creek corridor, Waterloo has a signifi cant 
homeless encampment, which dissuades other day-to-day users from enjoying it.  


Framing Uses and Acti viti es:  In the area north of Waterloo Park, just south 
of Fift eenth Street , there are two buildings which now belong to the City’s 
Neighborhood Housing and Community Development (NHCD) Department.  One is 
a three-story building, formerly the Ronald McDonald 
House, which will be retrofi tt ed for supporti ve housing 
units.  The second, located at the corner of Fift eenth and 
Trinity streets is the small, one-story historic Hauke House 
that will be used to support NHCD acti viti es located in 
the larger building.  These uses are certainly not ideal 
ones to energize and complement the park, however, 
there is an opportunity to construct new building(s) to 
their south, which would front the new Fourteenth Street 
promenade and create a positi ve edge for the park with 
acti ve pedestrian uses (e.g., cafe, tavern, bike stati on/
shop, etc.)  (Note, however, that a porti on of this area is 
within the 100-year fl oodplain, as it is upstream from the 
inlet structure.)


Waller Creek traverses 
Waterloo Park, but 
the existing paths 
and infrastructure are 
degraded and poorly 
maintained.







6 2   D O W N T O W N  A U S T I N  P L A N             
               


Unfortunately, most of the abutti  ng development on the 
west, south and east do not provide acti ve park-oriented 
uses, including: the State parking garages along Trinity 
Street, the Texas Workforce Commission Building on 
Twelft h Street, and the Brackenridge Hospital garage 
and campus east of Red River Street. However, just 
beyond these garage edges is a large day and night-ti me 
populati on of employees and State Capitol and hospital 
visitors.  In additi on, once the creek is revitalized with 
a bett er-connecti ng and more accessible trail system, 
there will be higher levels of acti vity within and next 
to the park.  New bicycle lanes are planned for Red 
River, as well as a “super-route” (a bicycle route with 


superior comfort and sense of safety as well as a direct route to major desti nati ons) 
for Twelft h Street, and a multi -use trail through Waterloo Park that will link UT to 
Downtown.  Capital Metro has several bus stops surrounding the open space, which 
also generate acti vity and eyes on the park.  With these improvements, Waterloo is 
positi oned to become a more successful acti vity hub. 


Current Acti viti es and Programs:  Waterloo Park is a major venue for special events 
and celebrati ons, rented by PARD to private organizati ons and non-profi t users.  In 
2008, the park accommodated 15 events over a total of 18 days, including:   


3M Half-Marathon (January)• 
SXSW Arti st Village (March)• 
Keep Austi n Beauti ful (April)• 
Lone Star State JAM (April)• 
Spamarama (April/May)• 
Blues on the Green (Summer) • 
Ice Cream Festi val (August)• 
Hot Sauce Festi val (August)• 
Waterloo Disc Golf Tournament (October)• 
Octoberfest (October)• 
FunFunFun Fest (November)• 
Turkey Trot (Thanksgiving)• 


The Waterloo Parkland Miti gati on Project:  Waterloo Park is soon to become the 
site of the tunnel inlet structure for the Waller Creek Flood Control (Tunnel) Project.   
As part of the required miti gati on for this interventi on in parkland, the Tunnel 
Project includes a “Miti gati on Plan”, which calls for the following acti ons to be 
completed by late 2014, when the tunnel is operati onal:


R• emove all existi ng structures and parking south of Fourteenth Street.


Build inlet structure facility with new public parking/plaza area•  accessible 
from Twelft h Street.  Create a shaded rooft op terrace to serve as a gathering 
place (dining and dancing “under the stars”, an event rental facility, and a 
great place to eat lunch, catch breezes and views).


Waterloo Park is used for 
many events throughout 
the year.
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Waterloo Park Miti gati on Plan (Prepared by Waller Creek Tunnel Team)
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Create a deep lagoon interfacing with the round • 
inlet structure, capturing Waller Creek fl ood waters from 
upstream. 
 


Create wetlands area in southeast corner of park,•  
next to Waller Creek.


Re-grade the open area of the park to create a • 
fl att er, ellipti cally-shaped Events Green with stage area 
and perimeter walkway. 


Build a new pedestrian bridge to cross the lagoon,•  
connecti ng the eastern edge of the park with the Events 


Green. 


Create a multi -use pathway system through the park•  that can connect the 
Trinity/Fift eenth Street corner to the Red River/Twelft h Street corner, using a 
newly developed promenade, and using the old Fourteenth Street ROW and 
historic bridge to traverse the park in the east-west directi on.


Build a new public restroom building.• 


Preserve existi ng trees or, if necessary, relocate into other areas of the • 
park. 


While PARD has approved the Miti gati on Plan with roughly two million dollars 
worth of improvements, many community members, including the Parks Leadership 
Team, the Waller Creek Advisory Committ ee and others have appealed to the City 
and to PARD to take the ti me to prepare a more comprehensive master plan for 
the park, and a more detailed design plan that can fully address its special role in 
the Downtown and the city.  Responsive to these concerns and in agreement with 
putti  ng forward the extra eff ort required to ensure that Waterloo Park achieves its 
potenti al for a signature downtown park, PARD is convening a series of community 
workshops to be led by Project for Public Spaces, that will begin later this year and 
culminate next Spring in a concept plan and program.  


Recommendati ons to Leverage the Miti gati on Project Improvements:  Many 
stakeholders parti cipati ng in the DAP and Waller Creek Master planning processes 
have viewed Waterloo Park as a not-to-be-missed opportunity to create a signature 
park similar in stature to Millennium Park in Chicago or Discovery Green in Houston.  
This vision calls for Waterloo Park to conti nue to accommodate City-wide and 
regional events, but in a more functi onal and commodious way, allowing for bett er 
park circulati on, accessibility, ameniti es and improved staging, loading and servicing 
of events.  The following long term recommendati ons should be considered to 
extend and complement the improvements called for in the Miti gati on Plan, and 
to ensure that the plan facilitate such future features and acti viti es, (e.g., through 


Millennium Park provides 
a state-of-the-art 
performance space 
as well as many other 
amenities that attract 
thousands of visitors on a 
daily basis.
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Waterloo Park Improvement Concept
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grading, uti lity infrastructure, etc.), even if these are not able to be delivered by the 
Miti gati on Project itself. 


Develop a café/retail building along the north edge of the Fourteenth • 
Street promenade. 


Create family-friendly and child-oriented ameniti es.• 


Create more gently sloped or terraced banks down to the creek on both its • 
east and west sides.


Create a “healing garden” as an amenity to Brackenridge Hospital visitors • 
and pati ents.


Implement Great Streets improvements on all four boundary streets of the • 
park. 


Create a safe mid-block crossing on Red River Street aligned with the • 
Fourteenth Street bridge to bett er connect the hospital to the park, and 
allow cyclists to transiti on from the park path to the in-street bike lanes on 
Red River.
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3.  House Park Skate Park and Austi n Recreati on Center 


Locati on and History:  House Park is located in the extreme northwest corner of 
Downtown, at the intersecti on of the Lamar Boulevard/Shoal Creek Boulevard and 
West Fift eenth Street.  The City of Austi n porti on of “House Park” is actually very 
small and was donated to the City by E. M. House in 1903, and in 1931, W. T Caswell 
built the Austi n Athleti c Club as a private club.  This building became property of 
PARD and in 1970, its name was changed to the Austi n Recreati on Center.  During 
the Memorial Day Flood of 1981, the building sustained extreme damage.  By 1986, 
PARD opened a new facility north of the existi ng parking lot from the old building.  
The ailing 1931 structure was recently demolished to make way for PARD’s new 
skate and BMX park, designed by New Line Skate Parks, Inc.  


Ownership and Management:  The City of Austi n owns the Austi n Recreati on Center 
Building, and owns the small tract where the Skate Park will be constructed.  The 
balance of the land associated with House Park is owned by AISD, including the 
stadium facility and surface parking lot.  PARD and AISD have an agreement about 
the joint use of the surface parking lot.  PARD will build and manage the new skate 
park, which was noted as a priority in PARD’s Long Range Plan. 


Existi ng Conditi ons and Constraints:  Because this park is located in the extreme 
edge of Downtown, next to two busy arterial roads (West Fift eenth and Lamar), and 
because it is has almost no open space associated with it, House Park cannot truly 
be considered a Downtown-serving park.  Its consti tuency is Central Austi nites rather 
than Downtowners.  The park is mostly known for the AISD-owned stadium which 
supports high school football and most recently, Aztex semi-professional soccer club 
matches, both bringing in spectators from all over Austi n.  PARD’s Austi n Recreati on 
Center provides a great variety of acti viti es and classes with its indoor gym and 
classrooms, such as marti al arts, basketball, volleyball, dance, Jazzercise, indoor 
soccer, etc.  To the south of the central surface parking lot and the future skate park, 
Austi n Community College (ACC) has recently completed a new parking garage for its 
students, located immediately south of the future Skate Park.  However, the additi on 
of what promises to be a landmark skate and BMX park, and with House Park’s 
connecti on to the Shoal Creek Greenway and trail system, 
House Park will be brought into focus as a much more 
signifi cant desti nati on.  As House Park and its environs 
comprise a large area of densely-programmed public 
acti viti es, with many diff erent kinds and ages of users 
arriving from all parts of town, PARD staff  has noted the 
need to improve the transportati on and parking, both on 
site and surrounding the park.  


The Austin Recreation 
Center provides a variety 
of activities and classes 
for Central Austinites.
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House Park Skate Park and Austi n Recreati on Center Existi ng Conditi ons
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Long Term Vision and Recommendati ons:   House Park and the adjacent AISD-
owned recreati onal spaces are already maximized in terms of programmed acti viti es.  
What appears to be most needed is a more well-defi ned and aestheti c, on-site 
circulati on system, for buses and vans, private vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians.  If 
some of the surface parking and drives could be reduced in size and given over to 
landscaped areas and islands, it would increase the visual appeal of the park.  In 
additi on, the park edges along Shoal Creek and Lamar boulevards should be planted 
with street trees and receive a true “Great Streets” treatment, befi tti  ng a park edge.


Near Term Investment Recommendati ons:  PARD, ACC and AISD should work 
together to conduct an overall master plan for the jointly-used overall site and its 
environs that addresses transportati on and parking (as described above), open 
space, connecti vity, “re-capturing of open space”, etc.  The PARD Long Range Plan 
calls for constructi ng a playscape associated with the Austi n Recreati on Center.  This 
should be integrated into the joint master planning process.


The new skate and BMX 
park  will generate daily 
activity and attract 
people from all over 
Austin.
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C.  Historic Squares


As part of the Edwin Waller’s 1839 original city plan, four public squares were 
designated, each occupying an enti re city block, and each located in the center of 
a “quadrant” of the new city, south of the designated Capitol Building site and on 
either side of Congress Avenue, the main ceremonial street connecti ng the Capitol 
with the river.  Waller used William Penn’s utopian city plan for Philadelphia as a 
model, rather than the traditi onal Spanish city layout of nearby San Antonio.  Civic 
uses were planned to surround or frame the squares, reinforcing their intended role 
as community gathering places, as well as public open spaces.  Today, only three of 
these squares remain:  Brush Square, Republic Square and Wooldridge Square.  The 
fourth square in the northeast quadrant of the Waller Plan (known herein as “the 
Northeast Square”), was sold in the 1960s and is now occupied by the First Bapti st 
Church.  The four squares were not immediately developed as public parks or open 
space, however each has a unique history and evoluti on.  


The three remaining historic squares are actually owned by the State of Texas who 
allows the City use of the parks.  PARD manages and maintains the historic squares. 
 


1.  Brush Square 


Locati on and History:  In 1888, Brush Square was 
named aft er a prominent Austi n merchant, who 
may have stored cott on on the site.  It is bounded 
by East Fift h Street (formerly Pine Street) to the 
north, East Fourth Street (formerly Cedar Street) 
to the south, Neches Street to the east and 
Trinity Street to the west.  The 1839 Waller Plan 
designated the half-block to the north of Brush 
Square for a public market, and it appears that 
it served as such, perhaps overfl owing into the 
square itself.9  An 1872 map of Austi n designates 
this same half-block as a “Railroad Depot for 
Passengers”, providing for the newly established 
(1871) rail service to Houston and Galveston.  
Although a depot was never constructed here, the 
“Depot Hotel” was built in the block immediately 
east of it, facing Fift h Street. 


By 1894, the enti re square was used by the 
Alliance Cott on Yard, and a “public square” was 
shown on the Sanborn insurance maps on the half 
block to the north.  Reference to this square 


       9  Serovy and Holleran.  Brush Square History and Design   
                Study. UT Historic Preservati on Program.  February 2008.


The 1839 Waller Plan 
designated four squares, 
three of which remain 
today.


Capitol
Square


Northeast
Square


Wooldridge
Square


Brush
Square


Republic
Square
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disappeared by 1900, while Alliance Cott on Yard 
conti nued use of the space.  In the fi rst 1928 City 
Plan and zoning ordinance for Austi n, Brush Square 
was described as a “neighborhood park”.  The Plan 
recommended that a new fi re stati on be built in this 
vicinity, and by 1939 a public fi rehouse was constructed 
within the northeast corner of Brush Square, where it 
remains today and operates as the downtown-serving 
Fire Stati on #1.  It also houses a small collecti on of 
arti facts known as the Austi n Fire Museum.  Several 
additi ons to the original structure have since been 
made, including a large, fenced-in surface parking lot 
to its south.  As a result, almost the enti re western half 
of Brush Square is occupied by the Fire Department.  The building is likely eligible 
for listi ng in the Nati onal Register of Historic Places, for its architecture and its 
signifi cance as a civic building.   


In 1934, the O. Henry House/Museum, (built in 1888 and occupied for two-years 
by the short-story writer William Sydney Porter and his family), was moved to the 
northeast quadrant of Brush Square, next door to the Fire Stati on.  It was moved 
from nearby Fourth Street, and was eventually renovated by PARD as the O. Henry 
Museum, interpreti ng the life and ti mes of O. Henry (Porter’s nom de plume). The 
O. Henry House was listed on the Nati onal Register of Historic Places in 1973, for its 
associati on with the writer and for its architecture.  In 2002 the Susanna Dickinson 
House was moved to the northeast corner of the Square.  The house and detached 
kitchen belonging to Dickinson, the sole Anglo survivor of the batt le at the Alamo, 
were discovered during demoliti on of existi ng structures on the site of the present 
Conventi on Center Hotel, in the block east of Brush Square.  The Friends of Brush 
Square group is restoring the house and kitchen as the Susanna Dickinson-Hannig 
Museum, which should be complete by 2010.  The house was determined to be 
eligible for the Nati onal Register due to its associati on with a signifi cant historical 
fi gure.    


In 2009, Capital Metro completed its temporary terminus stati on for the Metro Rail, 
the 30-mile commuter rail line linking Leander to downtown Austi n, with service to 
begin in 2010.  The transit agency has miti gated for the removal of trees and made 
streetscape improvements on the south edge of the square, including new street 
trees and benches.  Capital Metro buses will meet the commuter rail train during 
morning and evening commute hours, with bus stops located on Fift h Street, Trinity 
Street and Fourth Street.  


Constructi on of the Lance Armstrong Bikeway has recently been completed within 
the Fourth Street right-of-way, at the curb edge of the Conventi on Center sidewalk 
across from Brush Square.  The Bikeway is a signature facility with dedicated lanes, 
designed for cyclists commuti ng into Downtown from east and west.  


The Austin Fire 
Department building and 
parking lot occupy most 
of the western half of the 
block.
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Existi ng Conditi ons and Constraints:  Although Brush 
Square is dedicated parkland, it is dominated by the 
existi ng structures and the fi re stati on parking lot, which 
signifi cantly detract from the sense of open space.  
The residual open space is underuti lized and is in poor 
conditi on.  The Fire Stati on operati ons and its parking 
lot parti cularly limit the possible acti viti es, functi onality 
and beauty of this space.  There are excepti onal Live 
oak trees on the Square, clustered to the south of the 
O. Henry and Susanna Dickinson houses, creati ng a 
shady canopy that will help to defi ne an “interpretati ve” 
courtyard  currently being developed through the City’s 
Arts in Public Places (AIPP) Program.  This space will 


provide a setti  ng for the educati onal programs of the two museums.   There is a 
three to fi ve-foot grade change from the higher mid-block point of the square down 
to Fourth Street which will need to be addressed in the fi nal park planning and 
design.


Framing Uses and Acti viti es:  The Conventi on Center on the south, the Hilton Hotel 
and Residences to the east, the Marriott  on the west and The Avenue Loft s to the 
north together create a positi ve and uninterrupted “frame” - perhaps the strongest 
one present in the downtown parks system.  The Metro Rail line, its connecti ng 
buses, the Hilton taxi stand and the Lance Armstrong Bikeway all come together to 
make Brush Square an important transportati on hub, bringing much acti vity and 
giving many visitors their fi rst impression of Downtown.  Several organized acti viti es 
contribute to the current programming of the open space, including the annual 
O. Henry Pun-Off , the SXSW festi val and live music and tented, private parti es.  
With the renovati on of the Susana Dickinson House and the adjacent courtyard 
improvements, Brush Square is honing its identi ty as a cultural desti nati on, which 
is reinforced by its proximity to the Conventi on Center.  Already an att racti on for 
students visiti ng the museum, conventi oneers and tourists, the park improvements 
will also allow park and museum visitors to relax in a more inti mately-scaled outdoor 
space, a place altogether rare in Downtown and in Austi n.  


Long Term Vision and Recommendati ons:  A signifi cant amount of thinking about 
Brush Square’s future has already occurred, thanks to the eff orts of the Friends 
of Brush Square.  Over the last few years, this group gathered input from many 
stakeholders, including PARD, APF, Capital Metro, Austi n Conventi on and Visitors 
Bureau (ACVB), the Hilton, the Fire Department, local residents and others, in an 
eff ort to develop an appropriate role and identi ty for the park, which was arti culated 
within a slide presentati on developed in 2009.10  The vision of the Square is that 
of “a nature tonic for city people and a culture club for neighbors and visitors”.  
This encapsulates the desire to create a relaxed, welcome-to-all, naturalisti c and 
blooming landscape, and a place that serves smaller-scaled events of a cultural 


10  Miller and Schonzeit.  Brush Square Park:  Design Evoluti on 2008-2009 (Powerpoint presentati on 
with fi lm clips.)


The annual O. Henry 
Pun-Off  attracts a large 
crowd to Brush Square 
and creates a lively 
atmosphere.
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Brush Square Existi ng Conditi ons
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nature, (e.g., live music, teaching, public art and art-making, writi ng, gardening, 
etc.).  Of paramount importance is that Brush Square functi on as a casual respite 
and refuge on a daily basis.  While stakeholders are very supporti ve of SXSW as part 
of the vital Austi n scene, many have reservati ons about its use for private, tented 
recepti ons and parti es, which some see as incompati ble and indiff erent to the park.  
Long term recommendati ons include:


Find a new locati on for the Austi n Fire Department (AFD)•  so that the 
full potenti al of Brush Square can be realized.  Ulti mately, the fi re stati on 
building should be repurposed as a community-oriented building such as a 
“Firehouse Café and Museum”, with an outdoor dining terrace overlooking 
the open space.


Introduce an open green on the southern half of the block,•  once the 
AFD parking lot is removed.  This space could accommodate Conventi on 
Center and hotel functi ons, as well as private events, such as weddings and 
birthdays, but also be designed to serve casual, daily users.  


Near Term Investment Recommendati ons:  Although the full potenti al of Brush 
Square cannot be realized unti l Fire Department operati ons cease in the Square and 
its parking lot is removed, there are opportuniti es for interim improvements that 
would greatly enhance the role and appearance of the park: 


Work with the AFD to reduce the footprint of the parking lot:•   The Friends 
of Brush Square, APF and PARD have initi ated discussions with the Fire 
Department to reduce the size of the parking lot, which would provide for 
a larger open lawn, making the Square feel more “whole”, and allowing it 
to functi on as a more viable public space.  Introducti on of att racti ve metal 
fencing and landscaping around the parking lot should be part of the plan. 


Introduce acti viti es that enhance the neighborhood and social appeal • 
of the space.  In additi on to its role as an events space for the Conventi on 
Center and nearby hotels, acti viti es that strengthen its neighborhood appeal 


should be introduced.  For example, a bocce ball court in 
the linear space along Fourth Street has been suggested 
as a way to help to acti vate this edge and bring a new 
consti tuency of stewards to the square.  


Provide for outdoor dining vendors within or • 
adjacent to the park:  During the DAP Brush Square 
workshop, the desire for quick lunch food was expressed, 
which, in the near term, could be in the form of mobile 
food vendor(s) that could possibly use the bus loading 
areas (which are vacant except during morning and 
evening commute hours), thereby not intruding on the 
already limited space of the park.  This locati on would 


Brush Square is an ideal 
location for a bike rental 
facility, similar to the 
Paris Velib program 
below.
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provide a convenient food opti on for the adjacent 
Conventi on Center users and would promote an 
exchange of acti vity between the Conventi on 
Center and park.  Eati ng in the park would 
require litt le capital investment (i.e., only limited 
landscaping, furnishings and a drinking fountain) 
and would be the type of daily acti vity that could 
help establish the park as a more positi ve public 
space.


Consider the introducti on of bicycle rental • 
faciliti es: The additi on of a bike rental facility 
(similar to the highly successful Velib program in 
Paris) would be parti cularly appropriate at Brush Square, as it could extend 
the commuter rail system, connect cyclists directly to the Lance Armstrong 
Bikeway and the future Waller Creek multi -use paths, promote tourism by 
bike and reinforce the message of Austi n as a bike-forward community.


Introduce a double row of shade trees along the Fourth Street edge:  • A 
double-row of shade trees with seati ng for transit patrons (as well as park 
visitors) is recommended to create an appropriate buff er/edge between the 
park and the transit operati on.   The introducti on of a low seat wall along 
the sidewalk should be designed in anti cipati on of the ulti mate grading of 
the park, once the AFD is relocated.  (See possible on-street bus transfer 
stati on layout in Wooldridge Square secti on.)


Introduce a raised deck area to protect the live oak tree: •  Similar to the 
deck being implemented in Republic Square, this feature could also be a 
place for casual eati ng (moveable tables and chairs), as well as a stage for 
events.


Take immediate acti on to improve tree health and provide irrigati on • 
throughout the park.


As in New York City’s 
Bryant Park, an open 
and fl exible lawn could 
accommodate both 
casual, daily users and 
events of diff erent sizes.
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Brush Square Long Term Improvement Concept
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Brush Square Near Term Improvement Concept
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2.  Wooldridge Square


Locati on and History:  Wooldridge Square is located in the northwest quadrant of 
the original city plan, southwest of the Capitol Square site.  It is bounded by Tenth 
Street on the north (formerly Mulberry Street), Guadalupe Street on the east, Ninth 
Street on the south (formerly Ash Street) and San Antonio Street on the west.  In the 
Waller Plan, the Square was planned to be fl anked with churches on its south and 
was desti ned to serve as the focal point of Austi n’s fi rst residenti al neighborhood.  
However, for 70 years, the dedicated public square did not become a park, and in 
the early 20th century, it was used as a dump, perhaps because of its depressed 
physical form.   


In 1909, Austi n’s Mayor Wooldridge initi ated and completed the eff ort to transform 
the space into a true park and civic space, including a series of ponds created by 
damming the existi ng brook running through the park.  In the following year, a 
pergola-covered bandstand was dedicated, and the Statesman newspaper remarked 
on the park’s “suitability for public speaking” as well its capacity to “comfortably 
seat between 2,000 and 3,000 people”, noti ng that “in all parts of the park the 
slightest word or faintest note of music could be heard”.11    Upon its completi on, 
Friday evening concerts were held at the bandstand for over 20 years, and the park 
became the preferred forum for politi cal speeches and rallies.  In the 1928 City 
Plan, Wooldridge Park was described as a “neighborhood park” and was considered 
att racti ve and well-kept, a beauty spot and breathing place”.  In 1971, a Texas 
Historical Marker was dedicated at the Park. 


Existi ng Conditi ons and Constraints:  The most remarkable physical characteristi c 
of Wooldridge Square is its depressed topography, forming a steep bowl and an 
amphitheater-like shape.  Mature trees in clusters throughout most of the park 
create a pleasant environment, although the southwest quadrant, which is the 
deepest part of the bowl, is fairly barren with eroded slopes where runoff  is 
funneled to a large area drain.  Today, the historic wooden bandstand/pavilion sti ll 
stands near the center of the depressed area of the park.  It has been repaired 
and somewhat altered through the years, but sti ll maintains its architectural 


integrity.  A lockable storage area has 
been built underneath the bandstand.  
A random mix of furnishings are 
scatt ered throughout the park:  picnic 
tables, benches, a few trash bins.  The 
park’s main users are transient, who 
congregate to meet the Mobile Loaves 
and Fishes van, which serves lunch and 
dinner from San Antonio Street every 
day.  


              11  Harpman, Sowell, Koenig.  Wooldridge Square  
          Site Study.  The University of Texas at Austi n School  
          of Architecture.  2007.


Wooldridge Square has 
a history of being used 
as a gathering space, 
like the dedication of the 
bandstand in 1910.  
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Framing Uses and Acti viti es:  The block to the south 
of Wooldridge Square was obtained from the Texas 
Legislature in 1913 for a public library, which was 
completed in 1933 and served as Austi n’s central library 
unti l 1979.  The building now houses the collecti on of 
the Austi n History Center (AHC), which has become a 
stakeholder and a “Friend of Wooldridge Park”.   The AHC 
has held events in the park and would like to engage it 
more, but the relati ve topography of the two sites makes 
it diffi  cult for acti vity to fl ow between the two areas.  


The Travis County downtown campus, on the other hand, 
is teeming with employees, judges, jurors and all kinds of 
services throughout buildings on the north, east and west sides of the Square.  The 
County sees the park as the heart of their future, revitalized downtown campus, 
and appreciates being identi fi ed with Wooldridge Square.   On the north face of 
the Square, the County’s 1930 Art Deco style Herman Marion Sweatt  Courthouse is 
the architectural gem of their campus, a great civic building which addresses both 
the Square and Guadalupe Street.  The Courthouse was expanded in the 1950s and 
1960s, a jail and an annex were added, and San Antonio Street, between Tenth and 
Eleventh was closed in order to consolidate the complex of buildings and facilitate 
the secure movement of prisoners.  The building was recorded as a Texas Historic 
Landmark in 1993.  In 2001, the high-rise Blackwell-Thurman Criminal Justi ce Center 
was constructed to the west. 


Currently, the County is undergoing a faciliti es assessment and master planning 
process for its complex, with the intenti on of building signifi cant new court faciliti es 
in this vicinity.  Several of their properti es may be redeveloped (e.g., the Holt, 
USB, Ned Granger and Rusk Buildings), however, Capitol View Corridors severely 
limit building heights on the enti re block to the east of Wooldridge Square.    The 
southern half of the block to the east of the park is owned by Bank of America and 
is used as a drive-through banking facility.  It is unlikely that this half of the block will 
redevelop, as the maximum height of buildings on this site ranges from nine to 25 
feet.  


On the half-block to the west of the park, Travis County constructed a fi ve-story 
parking garage for employees.  On the half-block to the south of the parking garage 
is a single-family home that appears to be unoccupied.  This quarter-block site is one 
of the few sites around the park with an opportunity for higher density uses that 
could create a more vibrant and acti ve edge to the park.   


Current Programs and Acti viti es:  Wooldridge Square has some regular acti viti es, 
but the overall programming of the park is lacking.  Currently, programmed acti viti es 
include:  Saturday giant chess, summer concert series, Cinco de Mayo celebrati ons 
and Juneteenth celebrati ons.


The Travis County 
Courthouse faces the 
square and creates 
an opportunity for an 
exchange of activity 
between the park and 
building. 
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Wooldridge Square Existi ng Conditi ons
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Long Term Vision and Recommendati ons:  The newly formed group “Friends of 
Wooldridge Square” is in the process of developing a vision for the park.  Although 
a consensus positi on has not yet been established, some common themes are 
emerging:  the natural character of the park with its rolling topography and its 
mature tree clusters should be maintained; the historic and cultural signifi cance 
of the square should be preserved and highlighted, including the central gazebo; 
and its traditi onal role as a space for smaller-scaled acti viti es, such as “giant chess”, 
theatrical performances, concerts and civic celebrati ons, should be enhanced.  
The usability and accessibility of the park should be improved and redevelopment 
around the square should be promoted to create a stronger populati on of park users 
and stewards.  Long-term investment recommendati ons include the following:


Create a more usable and accessible meadow in the southwest quadrant • 
of the park, through sensiti ve re-grading that would allow for more direct 
pedestrian access to the park from the sidewalk.   The current grade-change 
discourages use of this part of the park.  Re-grading will require careful 
treatment to preserve existi ng trees and to provide for drainage.  For 
example, the constructi on of a bio-fi ltrati on meadow, which would “fi ll” 
the space and provide for a more sustainable method of drainage could be 
considered.   


Create an accessible path through the park, from the southeast to the • 
northwest corner.  As part of the grading improvements of the park, it would 
be possible to create an accessible walkway suitable for mobility-impaired 
people, in compliance with the Americans with Disabiliti es Act (ADA).  A 
path with less than a fi ve percent slope, not requiring handrails, should be 
designed as part of the natural setti  ng of the park and its topography. 


Enhance opportuniti es for the use of the northeast quadrant of the • 
park for informal amphitheater seati ng:  Grading improvements should 
be undertaken to enhance the viability and comfort of the “bowl” for 
performance seati ng.  Considerati on should be given to slope re-grading 
and/or the introducti on of terraced seati ng that could make the venue 
more suitable and comfortable for community-
oriented events.  


Preserve the existi ng bandstand as part of • 
a more viable and accessible stage area.  
The current bandstand is diffi  cult to access, 
dissuading many event organizers from choosing 
Wooldridge Square as a venue.  An expanded 
central stage area should be created, while sti ll 
allowing the bandstand to be an important focal 
point in the park, whether it is located “center 
stage” or in another strategic positi on in the 
park.  


Giant chess is one of the 
few activities that attracts 
people to the park on a 
regular basis.
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Introduce a more acti ve plaza and café on the northwest corner of the • 
park:  The fl att er topography in the vicinity of 10th and San Antonio Streets 
off ers the opportunity to introduce acti viti es that the County Courthouse 
and garage are unable to provide.  It is recommended that this area be 
designed as a small informal plaza and gathering space, preserving the 
existi ng tree canopy, and introducing a small concession or café that can 
acti vate the park.  Such a facility could serve County employees, jurors and 
park visitors, and help provide permanent oversight and “eyes” on the open 
space.


Near Term Investment Recommendati ons:  Recognizing that these long-term 
recommendati ons may take a period of ti me to be funded and implemented, the 
following near-term acti ons are proposed:


Introduce an aff ordable, quick food off ering in the park,•  through mobile 
carts, a food van or semi-permanent kiosk at the northwest corner of the 
park, where there is a fl at space and shade that could provide a place for 
dining on moveable furnishings.


Make moveable tables and chairs available for public use.•   (These could be 
stored under the bandstand.)  


Introduce Great Streets and transit improvements: •  If Capital Metro 
implements improved and more frequent bus service along Guadalupe 
Street as planned, Great Streets improvements should be made in concert 
with bus shelter constructi on.  Special care should be taken to assure that 
the pedestrian circulati on of the park and the public right-of-way does not 
confl ict with that of bus patrons and that the transit area is clearly defi ned 
within the public right-of-way rather than spilling into the park.  (See the 
proposed on street bus transfer stati on on the following page.)


Work with Travis County to construct public restrooms.•   Considerati on 
should be given to constructi ng public restrooms within the footprint of the 


County’s existi ng San Antonio parking garage, as part of a 
larger downtown strategy to provide public restrooms in 
public garages near public parks and major desti nati ons.   
Rather than freestanding structures that consume 
open space area and create management and nuisance 
issues, parking garages could provide the opportunity to 
integrate restrooms at less cost and impact.


Informal amphitheater 
seating would enhance 
Wooldridge Square as 
a gathering place for 
events and performances. 
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Wooldridge Square Improvement Concept
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Develop interpreti ve exhibits that celebrate the history of Wooldridge • 
Square:  Through the AIPP, and with the support of the Austi n History 
Center, Travis County and Capital Metro, a series of photographic 
interpretati ve exhibits should be developed to tell the story of Wooldridge 
Square and the surrounding area.


Take immediate acti on to improve tree health, and provide irrigati on • 
throughout the park.


Possible On-Street Bus Transfer Stati on Layout


Assign bus routes to parti cular 
stops to promote certainty 


and effi  ciency.


Distribute stops along 
the block face to avoid 


crowding.


Maintain unobstructed 
sidewalk zone of at least 


10 feet.
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3.  Republic Square


Locati on and History:  Republic Square is the southwestern square in Waller’s 
1839 City Plan.  This full block square is bounded by West Fift h Street on the north 
(formerly Pine Street), Guadalupe Street to the east, West Fourth Street to the south 
(formerly Cedar Street) and San Antonio Street to the west.  Waller proposed the 
half-block site to the south for a courthouse, which was eventually built in 1855, 
and a jail in the southern half of this block, which was never constructed.  The park 
contains the historic Aucti on Oaks in the southwest corner, where the 1839 and 
1840 aucti ons of the lots depicted in the 1839 Waller Plan were held.  The park was 
integral to the life of the Mexican community who sett led and worked in this area in 
the mid to late 19th century.  Their church, Our Lady of Guadalupe Cathedral, was 
built in the 1890s on the block north of the square, and key events and celebrati ons 
from the church spilled out into the park.  By 1925, the square was described as a 
“redeeming spot”, and was apparently very well-kept, covered with grass, various 
kinds of shrubbery and several large shade trees.  It was furnished with “seats” and 
was well-used by the neighborhood.12   


In the 1928 City Plan for Austi n, the Square was described as a “neighborhood 
park” and by 193513, reference to the park as “Hemphill Square” is found.  In the 
1950s, the City of Austi n removed curbs surrounding the park and constructed a 
public parking lot.  In the 1970s, the Sierra Club and PARD began work on plans for 
the restorati on of the park functi on in the square, making the Aucti on Oaks and a 
new fountain its focal points.  In 1974, the restored park was opened and named 
Republic Square, in tribute to the Republic of Texas.  In 2002, PARD began Diez y 
Seis celebrati ons, as an acknowledgement that these celebrati ons were held in the 
Square from the 1870s to 1927.  


Existi ng Conditi ons and Constraints:  Republic Square is currently undergoing the 
fi rst phase of a major revitalizati on.  The fi rst phase removed the berms created in 
the 1970s project, nurtured the Aucti on Oaks back to health, removed street trees 
in poor health and built a deck that will protect their roots and provide a gathering 
place and stage area.


Framing Uses and Acti viti es:  The Square suff ers today 
from litt le immediate occupati on of the abutti  ng 
properti es, however, there is an interesti ng mix of new 
developments taking shape around it.  The Federal 
Government has begun constructi on of a major new 
courthouse on the full bock to the west.  This project will 
close San Antonio Street to public vehicular traffi  c, but 
will sti ll allow pedestrians and bicycles to fl ow through.  
This street closure will enhance the connecti on between 
this new civic building and the park and will allow for 


12  From The Mexican Populati on of Austi n, Texas publicati on.
13  From 1935 Sanborn insurance maps.


A deck around the 
historic Auction Oaks was 
built to protect the roots 
and provide a gathering 
space.
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Republic Square Existi ng Conditi ons (Park Design by TBG)
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public open space acti viti es and events to be staged in the vacated 80-foot right-of-
way.  The Sustainable Food Center, which currently conducts their Saturday Farmers 
Market in the park and in Fourth Street, will take place in the San Antonio right-of-
way, as well as in the park in the future.   On the blocks to the northwest and north 
of the Square, two high-rise, mixed-use development featuring residenti al and hotel 
respecti vely are planned.  On the half-block to the east, another mixed-use high-rise 
residenti al project is planned, and on the Austi n Museum of Art (AMOA)-owned 
block to the south, an offi  ce tower next to a new home for AMOA is envisioned.


Current Programs and Acti viti es:  Republic Square has been the most successful 
downtown park in terms of ongoing programming and care.  Currently, the following 
acti viti es take place regularly:


Saturday Farmers Market by Sustainable Food Center• 
Movies in the Park• 
Diez y Seis celebrati ons• 
Yoga in the Park• 
Austi n City Limits bus staging and public queuing for transit to Zilker Park• 
2009 Solar Concert series• 


Long Term Vision and Recommendati ons:  A comprehensive planning process for 
Republic Square has already been conducted to establish a new organizati onal 
framework that will “reset” the park and allow this revitalized park to evolve 
through ti me.  Thanks to the sustained community involvement eff orts of PARD, APF, 
DANA, DAA and others, the programming and planning eff orts of Project for Public 
Spaces (2006-2007) funded by the Federal GSA, and a master plan and fi rst phase 
park design developed by TBG Partners, constructi on is now underway to realize the 
fi rst phase of a multi -phase project.  The park’s key focal point is the historic Aucti on 
Oaks, separati ng and disti nguishing them from other landscape elements in the park 
by a large, open lawn area running northwest to southeast.  Ulti mately, a large grove 
of trees on the east edge of the park will create a shady refuge from the downtown 
urban environment.  The park will feel complete at the end of the fi rst phase, but 
the grove and other ameniti es could be added once committ ed federal funding from 
the Courthouse is received.


As a result of additi onal stakeholder input through this 
master planning process, additi onal recommendati ons 
are off ered for considerati on at Republic Square: 


Seek funding to implement the full program of • 
improvements for the Square.  


Construct Great Streets improvements on all • 
three street sides of the park, including the 
to-be-determined parks family of furnishings. If 
Capital Metro implements improved and more 
frequent bus service along Guadalupe Street as 


Since the opening of the 
Farmers Market in 2003, 
thousands of shoppers 
visit the market every 
Saturday.
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Republic Square Improvement Concept
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planned, Great Streets improvements should be 
made in concert with bus shelter constructi on, at 
least on the Guadalupe Street edge, and ideally 
on all street frontages of the park.  Special care 
should be taken to assure that the pedestrian 
circulati on of the park and the public right-of-way 
does not confl ict with that of bus patrons and 
that the transit area is clearly defi ned within the 
public right-of-way rather than spilling into the 
park.  (See possible on-street bus transfer stati on 
layout in Wooldridge Square secti on.)


Introduce food-vending within or adjacent to • 
the square:  The northwest corner of the park at Fift h and San Antonio 
streets makes an ideal locati on for a food vending and eati ng terrace area, 
easily accessible by Courthouse workers, jurors and visitors, and visible 
from Fift h Street.  Mobile food carts with movable chairs and tables are also 
recommended.  In additi on, considerati on could be made for a permanent 
food-vending concession building or kiosk along the edge of the square that 
could also provide storage for movable furnishings.


Provide public restrooms:•   There are no public restrooms in close 
proximity to Republic Square.  As part of an overall downtown program, it 
is recommended that restrooms be constructed in public parking garages 
where they can be more easily overseen and managed, and where they 
do not consume or impact public open space.  At Republic Square, it 
is recommended that the City work with the State to construct public 
restrooms in the existi ng State-owned parking garage on San Antonio Street.


An aff ordable food 
off ering and moveable 
tables and chairs would 
help attract users 
throughout the day.







9 0   D O W N T O W N  A U S T I N  P L A N             
               


D.  Downtown Neighborhood Parks


Neighborhood Parks, consisti ng of Duncan Park and UT’s Centennial Park.  These 
parks generally functi on to provide recreati onal opportuniti es for a specifi c 
residenti al neighborhood, and thus are more family-focused, with playgrounds, 
picnicking, swimming, tennis or basketball, as well as unprogrammed open space 
areas.  Duncan Park’s neighborhood is sti ll emerging, with many new apartments 
and condos nearby, while Centennial Park’s “neighborhood” is really the southern 
part of the UT Campus, parti cularly the School of Nursing. 


Duncan Park


Locati on and History:  Duncan Park is approximately 5.7 acres and is comprised 
of areas north and south of West Ninth Street between West Avenue and Lamar 
Boulevard.  The park is bounded by Shoal Creek to the west, West Tenth Street 
to the north, and offi  ce and residenti al uses to the east and south.  Duncan Park 
was outside the limits of the 1839 Waller Plan, and an 1887 map of Austi n showed 
the site undeveloped.  By 1900, West Tenth Street extended westerly from West 
Avenue and the surrounding areas to the north and west had been developed with 
residenti al dwellings.  The City of Austi n began acquiring a porti on of the park in 
1929 and conti nued acquiring the remaining parcels through 1974.  In the 1980s the 


porti on of the park south of West Ninth Street began to 
be used as a BMX bicycle jumping/trail park.  The BMX 
park was built by the users with minimal involvement by 
the City of Austi n and conti nues to be used as an acti ve 
BMX park today. 


Ownership and Management:  Duncan Park is owned 
by the City of Austi n and maintained by PARD.  The BMX 
users (a community cooperati ve called the Local Diggers 
Union) manage and maintain the half of the park located 
south of West Ninth Street.  


Existi ng Conditi ons and Constraints:  Duncan Park north 
of West Ninth Street is approximately 3.7 acres and is 
comprised mostly of unprogrammed open space.  A large 
part of the park contains an open lawn scatt ered with 
benches and picnic tables.  Most of the lawn is located 
within the 100-year fl oodplain.  The lawn transiti ons 
into a heavily wooded slope to the east and a slope with 
clusters of trees to the north.  The overall grade change 
on the north and east sides of the park is approximately 
12 to 14 feet.  The Shoal Creek Hike and Bike Trail runs 
parallel to the creek, providing a linear but inconsistent 
stream of acti vity in the park.  The lack of programming 
in the northern porti on and the homeless populati on 


The southern portion 
of Duncan Park has 
continuous activity with 
the BMX park (above), 
while the northern 
portion contains mostly 
unprogrammed open 
space (below).







                  P A R K S  A N D  O P E N  S P A C E  M A S T E R  P L A N             9 1


Duncan Park Existi ng Conditi ons
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both contribute to the underuti lized conditi on of the 
park.  


The porti on of the park south of West Ninth Street 
is almost two acres and is enti rely located within the 
100-year fl oodplain.  This BMX park has signifi cant daily 
acti vity and creates a unique att ractor, but the heavy use 
has resulted in erosion, damaged trees and compacted 
soils.  The site has a gentle slope towards the creek and is 
dott ed with hundreds of dirt mounds.  Signifi cant stream 
bank erosion has occurred along the Shoal Creek edge.  
The unsafe street level connecti on between the north 
and south areas of the park results in poor connecti vity 


between the two areas.  


Framing Uses and Acti viti es:  The surrounding residenti al and offi  ce uses to the 
north, east and south contribute to the neighborhood character of the park, but 
the sloped terrain to the north and east create a visual barrier into the park.  Shoal 
Creek and the hike and bike trail provide a positi ve edge to the west, but the current 
trail use is errati c and does not create a consistent stream of acti vity.  Commercial 
uses line the western edge of Shoal Creek between West Ninth and Tenth streets 
and include Shoal Creek Saloon, Emerald Coff ee and a gas stati on/convenience store.  
Both Shoal Creek Saloon and Emerald Coff ee open to the creek, but the existi ng 
vegetati on largely obstructs views to Duncan Park.  The strongest views into the 
park are from the Nokonah condominium building along the western banks of Shoal 
Creek at West Ninth Street.  The park is somewhat isolated from the downtown 
urban fabric due to the steep slope along the eastern edge and Shoal Creek along 
the western edge.  Although the park is less than a block east of Lamar Boulevard, 
there are very poor visual and pedestrian connecti ons between the two.


Current Acti viti es and Programs:  There are very few organized acti viti es that 
occur in the park and the majority of these are associated with the BMX park and 
Shoal Creek trail.  Daily acti vity at the BMX park and along the trail is common, but 
the other areas of the park generally have very low use.  The Local Diggers Union 
organizes acti viti es in the BMX park during Cinco de Mayo, Fourth of July and 
Halloween.14  The overall lack of programming has resulted in an underuti lized and 
quiet neighborhood park.


Long Term Vision and Recommendati ons:  In PARD’s Long Range Plan, the 
redevelopment of Duncan Park is ranked as the eighth of the top nine prioriti es 
for Planning Area 1.  As a neighborhood park, Duncan Park should be programmed 
to serve the surrounding area and the expected increase in residents; a high 
priority for the surrounding Original Austi n Neighborhood Associati on (OANA) is 
bringing residents back to the neighborhood.  Given the park’s central locati on 
along the downtown stretch of Shoal Creek, the park should also provide acti viti es 


14  htt p://www.progressiveparkdesign.com/public/store.html


Shoal Creek Saloon opens 
to the creek, but provides 
limited views into the 
park because of existing 
vegetation.
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and a resti ng place for people using the Shoal Creek trail.  Improvements that 
are made to the park should help serve the users and promote positi ve acti vity.  
Recommendati ons include: 


Install a well-designed children’s play area•  near the Shoal Creek trail, with 
good access to Ninth and Tenth Streets.


 
Construct a restroom building•  with good visibility and access from Ninth 
Street and the Children’s play area. 


Integrate an off -leash dog area•  adjacent to the slope at the eastern edge, 
near Ninth Street.  This locati on would minimize confl icts with other users, 
and the adjacent sloped, wooded area would provide a buff er between 
the off -leash area and the bordering properti es.  The off -leash area should 
include a fence with a double gate, an appropriate surface material within 
the off -leash area, landscape screening around the fence, benches for dog 
owners and a dog drinking fountain.  Separate areas for large and small dogs 
should also be considered.


Create stronger pedestrian connecti ons•  between the trail, sidewalks, 
restroom and acti viti es.


 
Create a stronger connecti on between Lamar Boulevard and Duncan Park.•   
For example, City-owned land at the northeast corner of Lamar Boulevard 
and West Ninth Street could be integrated into the park design, providing an 
opportunity to create a Lamar Boulevard address to the park.


Consider acquiring the tract of land at the southeast corner of Henderson • 
Street and West Ninth Street, between Henderson Street and Shoal Creek.  
The enti re tract is located within the 100-year fl oodplain, and the City of 
Austi n has already installed some trail connecti ons within this area.  A 
stronger connecti on between the street and trail and a community garden 
to serve the surrounding residents are possible uses for this land.  In 
additi on, a community garden partnership with 
the Sustainable Food Center and nearby Whole 
Foods could be pursued, which could help create 
a bett er connecti on between the park and the 
Market District acti viti es at Fift h/Sixth streets 
and Lamar Boulevard.


A children’s play 
area would serve 
the surrounding 
neighborhood and 
provide a much needed 
family-friendly activity in 
downtown parks.
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Duncan Park Improvement Concept
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Near Term Investment Recommendati ons:  Near term 
improvements in the northern porti on of the park should 
aim to att ract users and provide an appealing landscape 
to visit.  


Introduce an irrigati on system•  in the open lawn 
area.  This would provide an opportunity to 
create an inviti ng and green park during the hot 
summer months.   


Maintain vegetati on along Shoal Creek•  to open 
views to the creek and the adjacent uses.  


Introduce a safe crosswalk on West Ninth Street•  between the northern and 
southern porti ons of the park to promote acti vity between the two areas.


A change of programming for the BMX porti on of the park is not recommended, but 
near term improvements should be made to this area to reduce the environmental 
impact on the land and creek and improve pedestrian safety and access.  The lack 
of ground cover in the park and heavily compacted soils create increased runoff  and 
erosion at the edge of Shoal Creek. 


Create a vegetated buff er along the Shoal Creek edge.• 


Implement stream bank stabilizati on•  along the heavily eroded banks.


Install a low wall or vegetated barrier along the Ninth Street sidewalk•  
to contain the acti vity in the BMX park and keep the sidewalk open for 
pedestrians.


Ensure a positi ve pedestrian and bike connecti on between Duncan Park • 
and the House Park skate park.


An off -leash area would 
serve nearby residents.
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E.  Park Furnishings and Signage


Downtown Austi n lacks a standard system of parks furnishings and signage.  These 
elements, if well-designed and systemati cally used, will contribute to the identi ty 
and branding of downtown parks and open spaces, bolstering a both a sense and 
pride of place.  
 
1.  Park Furnishings


Park furnishings have the potenti al to enhance user experiences.  Consistent and 
high-quality furnishings in downtown parks provide comfort for and impart a sense 
of respect to the user, as well as a sense of familiarity with the place.  Near term 
recommendati ons should focus on working with PARD to develop a comprehensive 
set of guidelines for a “family of furnishings” in downtown parks.  These guidelines 
should include standards for high-quality park furnishings (benches, picnic tables, 
moveable seati ng and tables, water fountains, waste and recycling bins, light 
fi xtures, railings, bollards, fences, bicycle racks and shelters, bus shelters, etc.), 
installati on standards, criteria for locati ng furnishings, space and trail illuminati on, 
maintenance and operati ons, and possible excepti ons or acceptable variati ons to the 
standards.  These guidelines should build upon the near term recommendati ons and 
standards. 


Interim Recommendati ons and Standards:  Unti l the above set of guidelines can be 
fully developed, vett ed and adopted, the following “interim” standards are off ered 
for considerati on to guide small investments that may be needed immediately to 
replace and/or supplement existi ng public parks furnishings. 


Seati ng
A tried-and-true bench recommendati on for Austi n’s downtown parks • 
would be the “Central Park” bench.  It is a traditi onal park bench off ering 
aestheti c and sustainable design, durability, aff ordability, ti melessness 
and adaptability to diff erent confi gurati ons.  (The Central Park bench is 
manufactured by Kenneth Lynch & Sons #3238-P bench type “B” and 


has been used at Mueller’s Lake Park and Southwest 
Greenway in Austi n, where it has been fi tt ed with Ipe 
(wood) slats on the standard concrete frame.)


For moveable chairs and tables, the classic “Bryant • 
Park” furniture is recommended, parti cularly for use in 
the historic squares.  Other types of moveable chairs 
and tables may be used in other parks, providing a more 
contemporary and even playful image, as appropriate to 
the immediate setti  ng. 


The Central Park bench 
is a classic park bench 
that has a strong park 
character.
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Trash and Recycling Receptacles
The recommended trash/recycling receptacle • 
for downtown parks is that already in use in 
Downtown Great Streets Program.  Its color 
could be diff erenti ated from the Great Streets 
receptacles (which are silver) to refl ect a parks-
oriented color, such as the classic dark green that 
signifi es “park furnishing”.  (This trash receptacle 
is manufactured by Fair Weather Site Furnishings 
(TR-12, green), and can be tailored to become a 
recycling receptacle. 


Drinking Fountains
At all drinking fountain locati ons, at least one • 
bowl shall be accessible per American with 
Disabiliti es Act (ADA) standards.   


The recommended drinking fountain is a pedestal • 
type that incorporates an accessible (ADA) bowl.  
An att ached pet fountain should typically be 
added.  This drinking fountain is manufactured 
by Most Dependable Fountains, Model 440-SS 
(green).


Bike Racks
The recommended bicycle rack is the simple, • 
“U”-shaped or loop rack that parks two bicycles.  It is already a Great Streets 
Program standard and preferred by the City of Austi n Bicycle Program.  It is 
manufactured by DuMore Site Furnishings, 83 Series.  A galvanized fi nish is 
preferred for bike racks, rather than a painted or powder-coated fi nish due 
to its superior durability.


The City of Austi n Bicycle Program should be consulted about appropriate • 
numbers and locati ons of racks, but these should be easily visible from 
public rights-of-way and accessible bike paths, and be located at park 
entrances, near public gathering spaces, eati ng areas, trailheads, public 
restrooms and building entries. 


The “Bryant Park” 
moveable chairs and 
tables (above) are 
recommended in the 
historic squares.  The “U” 
bike racks (below) should 
be used in all downtown 
parks and open spaces.  
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Signage and Way-Finding


The current standard City of Austi n park signs are too large in scale, especially for the 
smaller, downtown parks, however, a more compact version that retains the same 
leaf graphic could be developed that could also contain informati on such as park 
hours and rules.  A Downtown-specifi c family of signs - including both informati onal 
and way-fi nding signage - should be developed for the enti rety of Downtown.  Good 
park signage helps establish a positi ve park identi ty, provides needed informati on 
and directi on for park users, communicates a sense of public order and security and 
facilitates enforcement.
 
Guidelines should be developed for a downtown=wide way-fi nding system.  These 
guidelines should outline the planning, specifi cati on, graphic design, locati on and 
constructi on of signs throughout the various districts of downtown, including 
its parks and open spaces.   An over-arching “Downtown identi ty” should be 
established for the signage program, but districts and parks could each have some 
unique att ributes.  For example in the public parks, as menti oned above, the PARD 
leaf logo could be retained but used in a slightly diff erent way that on City parks 
signs outside the downtown. 


A family of signs would 
help provide an overall 
identity for downtown 
parks, such as this for 
Lady Bird Lake, designed 
by RVi.
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V.   I M P L E M E N TAT I O N  S T R AT E G Y


A.  Overview


City parks have become increasingly important to downtown revitalizati on eff orts.  
World-class spaces help defi ne the city’s identi ty, serve as ameniti es for residents 
and workers, and acti vate Downtown during workdays, evenings and weekends.  
However, funding and managing the transformati on of a downtown park system 
is both complex and costly.  This secti on of the master plan describes a framework 
for acti on – both short and long term – that would translate the vision for Austi n’s 
downtown parks into a reality. 


The City of Austi n must fi rst decide where to begin:  an initi al signature project will 
set the standard for quality and design of future park renovati ons and will generate 
momentum and buzz that can be leveraged in support of future projects.  Successful 
signature projects, such as Chicago’s Millennium Park, are typically centrally located 
and densely programmed with att racti ons that draw both local and regional visitors.  
Austi n has several parks with signature potenti al, including the Waller Creek Corridor 
with Waterloo Park and Palm Park, as well as the historic squares. 


To create and maintain high quality parks, substanti al one-ti me capital funding and 
ongoing operati ons and maintenance funding is required.  Public sources almost 
always account for the majority of a park’s capital funding.  The City, through PARD, 
should conti nue to serve as the primary governance and management enti ty for 
downtown parks.  To increase public funding to PARD, the City has several tools at 
its disposal, including a General 
Fund increase, adjustments 
to the Parkland Dedicati on 
Fee, adjustments to event 
and concession policies, 
and increased solicitati on 
of corporate and private 
sponsorships and donati ons. 


However, because downtown 
parks require an even higher 
level of investment and 
management oversight than 
the rest of a parks system, they 
rarely depend on public funding 
alone.  Many municipal parks 
agencies – including Austi n’s 
PARD today – work with special 
purpose enti ti es to produce 


Chicago’s signature 
Millennium Park  is 
centrally located and 
attracts local and 
regional visitors.
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supplemental funding and management capacity.  Enti ti es such as development 
corporati ons, Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) and conservancies each have 
access to fi nancial resources that are not as readily available to municipal parks 
departments, and which can execute capital projects and manage and program open 
spaces in ways that complement the resources of government agencies.  


Therefore, PARD should seek to partner with one or more special purpose enti ti es 
for the purpose of executi ng park revitalizati ons Downtown, and potenti ally also for 
management and/or programming of downtown parks.  The nature of this enti ty 
– public-private development corporati on, private BID organizati on, or non-profi t 
conservancy or friends group – and the nature of its role and relati onship to PARD 
should be further determined in reference to priority projects and the range of 
available funding sources.   As part of the Downtown Austi n Plan, the creati on of 
such an enti ty is being considered to facilitate the implementati on of the phased 
set of recommendati ons and improvements, so this enti ty could be charged with 
implementi ng and managing the priority signature park or parks. 


In additi on, Austi n should enhance partnerships with local business organizati ons 
and non-profi ts interested in improving the quality and acti vati on of downtown 
parks.  In some cases bringing these sources to bear depends on shared 
management arrangements; in other cases, the enti ti es simply support the parks 
department in managing parks.  In additi on to enhancements to the public role and 
capacity, this chapter presents the strengths of partnering with a range of special 
purpose enti ti es to meet constructi on, maintenance and/or programming needs for 
park transformati ons.


Funding Source Management Entity Capital Operating


Potenti al Funding Source
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B.  Implementi ng World Class Parks


Recent transformati ve park projects have relied on major capital investments, design 
excellence, and a commitment to a high standard of operati ons, maintenance and 
park programming.  Successful downtown projects have ranged from large, city-
building parks, including Millennium Park in Chicago, Discovery Green in Houston 
and the High Line in New York City, to those that have renovated and revitalized 
existi ng parks serving key downtown neighborhoods, including Bryant Park in New 
York City, Post Offi  ce Square in Boston and Patriots Square Park in Phoenix.  Today 
these parks serve a range of users, whose presence – or extended presence – bring 
acti vity, investment and spending to downtown real estate.  Millennium Park in 
Chicago sees millions of visitors a year who subsequently visit other downtown 
Chicago insti tuti ons and retailers, and has helped to fuel a residenti al development 
boom Downtown.  The High Line in New York has att racted approximately 
150,000 visitors per month since it opened in June and catalyzed major real estate 
investments in New York’s West Chelsea neighborhood even before its opening.  
Other downtown parks bring workers outdoors for lunch and moti vate them to stay 
Downtown during the evening for events and acti viti es. 


As organizers and catalysts of downtown revitalizati on, these projects have 
contributed to precisely the goals the City of Austi n has established for its master 
plan: they enhance Downtown’s livability in ways that are respectf ul of a city’s 
history and culture, and secure the Downtown’s economic and competi ti ve positi on 
at the center of the region.  By prioriti zing parks and open spaces within the 
Downtown Plan, Austi n has acknowledged that the public realm is and will be both 
an important amenity for businesses and residents, and a highly visible aspect of the 
city’s nati onal identi ty.  


A common element of the transformati on process for these downtown parks has 
been a reliance on alternati ve funding, executi on and management approaches.  
For a variety of reasons, citi es that have successfully transformed their urban 
parks have found it necessary to modify the conventi onal model of funding 
capital improvements through the parks department’s capital budget and funding 
operati ons and maintenance exclusively through 
municipal general funds.  Successful models have 
included:


Millennium Park•  in Chicago, where Millennium 
Park Inc. raised capital funds for and developed 
the park’s capital assets, and the Chicago Parks 
Department serves as the operati ons and 
maintenance enti ty, with programming support 
from Millennium Park, Inc.   


Millennium Park has 
helped to catalyze a 
residential development 
boom in downtown 
Chicago.
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Discovery Green• , a 12-acre public park created in downtown Houston 
from 2004 to 2008 through a collaborati on between the City, the Houston 
Downtown Park Corporati on and the Discovery Green Conservancy, a 
501(c)(3) corporati on, with a 50-year contract to develop and manage the 
park.  The site was selected because of its ability to strengthen connecti ons 
between the Conventi on Center, Minute Maid Park and the Toyota Center.  
In additi on, the City wanted to create a public space that would serve as 
a community desti nati on and provide both acti ve and passive recreati on 
opportuniti es.  The Conservancy raised $54 million of the total $125 million 
development cost of the Discovery Green park and its underground parking 
garage.  The annual operati on and maintenance cost is $1.5 million, which is 
split evenly between the City of Houston and the Conservancy.    


Post Offi  ce Square• , a 1.7-acre plaza and 1,400-space underground parking 
garage in Boston, Massachusett s, began development in the early 1980’s.  
The real-estate market was booming in downtown Boston and development 
space was at a premium, but a blighted three-story concrete parking 
garage stood in the heart of the revitalized fi nancial district.  One local 
developer founded Friends of Post Offi  ce Square, a civic organizati on of 
businesses located near the site, with the intenti on of buying the garage 
and redeveloping and managing it as a park.  Friends of Post Offi  ce Square 
consulted with the Parks Department and the Boston Greenspace Alliance to 
develop the plans.  With the strong support of the Boston Redevelopment 
Authority, Friends of Post Offi  ce Square secured the development rights 
from the City of Boston.  The garage opened in 1990 and the park in 1992.  
Aft er the debt has been paid, the City of Boston will receive all profi ts for 
use in other parks.  The total capital cost of the plaza and garage totaled $90 
million ($1 million provided by Friends of Post Offi  ce Square, $29 million 
from preferred stock and a $60 million loan). 


Fountain Square• , a historic square in the heart of Cincinnati , renovated 
between 2004 and 2006 by Cincinnati  Center City Development Corporati on 
(3CDC) in partnership with the City of Cincinnati .  The $49 million renovati on 


Discovery Green (left) 
was created through 
a collaboration 
between the City, the 
Houston Downtown 
Park Corporation and 
the Discovery Green 
Conservancy.  Post 
Offi  ce Square (right) 
was developed through 
a civic organization of 
businesses.
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included $13 million in new markets tax credits, a $15 million mortgage, 
an $8 million Cincinnati  Equity Fund, a $4 million State of Ohio Urban 
Redevelopment Loan, $4 million from the City of Cincinnati  and $5 million 
from corporate and philanthropic contributi ons.  The annual operati ons and 
maintenance costs total $425,000/year. 


The San Antonio River Museum Reach•  is a 7,200 linear foot extension of 
the downtown Riverwalk that has been planned for many decades and 
was completed in 2009.  The San Antonio River Commission, a group of 
citi zens and community leaders, guided the project, in terms of community 
outreach, encouraging private land donati ons to the river corridor, setti  ng 
design intenti ons and recommending the highly successful design/build 
process.  The City of San Antonio created a local government corporati on 
(LGC) enti ty to become a “special project” team whose mission was to 
bring the project to fruiti on in just a few years.  The project would not have 
been possible without this focused, entrepreneurial leadership.  The LGC 
team conti nues to work with adjacent land owners and developers to bring 
appropriate development to the riverfront.  The $72.1 million capital cost 
was shared between the City of San Antonio ($52.3 million), the County 
($13.1 million), private funds ($6.5 million) and the San Antonio Water 
System ($0.2 million).


New York City’s • High Line, was developed through capital funding by the 
New York City Economic Development Corporati on which served as the 
City’s project manager and worked closely with the Parks Department and 
the non-profi t, Friends of the High Line, to build the park.  The High Line 
is now operated through a concession agreement between the New York 
City Department of Parks & Recreati on and Friends of the High Line.  The 
Parks Department made a funding commitment to match the revenues 
that Friends of the High Line generates through concession agreements 
with vendors, event rentals and programming and private philanthropic 
fundraising for both capital improvements and park programming and 
operati ons. 


Cincinnati’s Fountain 
Square (left) was 
renovated by the 
Cincinnati City 
Development 
Corporation in 
partnership with the City.  
The San Antonio River 
Museum Reach (right) 
was funded by the City, 
County, private funds 
and San Antonio Water 
System.
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The City of Boston works with the • Rose Kennedy 
Greenway Conservancy to operate and fund capital 
improvements for the new band of public parkland on 
top of the former Central Artery, created in the wake of 
the Big Dig.  In recogniti on that a potenti ally substanti al 
amount of private philanthropic funding might be 
available to fund the park’s completi on and its operati on 
and maintenance, an independent conservancy was 
created that could accept donati ons and use them to 
maintain the park. 


These innovati ve models, which have been successful 
in producing transformati ve parks and ensuring their 


maintenance to a high standard, have not eliminated, nor do they call into questi on 
the role of, municipal parks departments; rather, they have supplemented the 
departments with additi onal enti ti es capable of:


Accessing funds from a range of sources not conventi onally available • 
to parks departments.  For instance, private fundraising campaigns have 
proven most eff ecti ve when led by a non-profi t foundati on or conservancy, 
which can ti e campaigns to specifi c capital improvements or to programming 
that is more likely to att ract contributi ons.  Other funding sources require 
specifi c statutory authorizati on inconsistent with a parks department 
mandate, such as collecti on and use of Business Improvement District 
funds, or issuance of tax increment fi nancing for improvements within 
redevelopment areas.


Working at the intersecti on of real estate development and improvements • 
to public infrastructure.  Special purpose enti ti es can be tasked with 
undertaking public improvements to infrastructure, including parks and 
open spaces, and working to execute public-private real estate development 
projects that leverage the value of those improvements, oft en within a 
priority geographic area.


Addressing management challenges arising from the unique context of • 
downtown parks.  Signature downtown parks have unique characteristi cs 
and user groups, oft en requiring specifi c skills for maintenance, 
programming and marketi ng that are not needed to the same extent 
within a robust neighborhood parks system across a city like Austi n.  
Supplementary enti ti es can bring these skills to bear in an effi  cient and 
focused manner, without being duplicati ve.


These innovati ons in American public policy and governance are increasingly 
being adopted in citi es across the country, a trend likely to conti nue as municipal 
governments seek to leverage sti mulus and other infrastructure reinvestment funds 
to catalyze downtown redevelopment.  What follows is a set of recommendati ons 


The High Line was 
fi nanced by the New 
York City Economic 
Development 
Corporation.
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that would form the basis of such a system in service of the Downtown Parks and 
Open Space Master Plan.


C.  Priority Parks Projects


Transforming parks takes ti me; Austi n should focus on a few key eff orts fi rst.  Initi al 
projects will set the standard for quality, generate momentum, and establish a 
design and constructi on process which can all be leveraged in support of future 
projects. 


The following projects should be given the highest priority, since they • 
have the greatest potenti al to transform the urban environment, catalyze 
private investment, and galvanize public interest and support:


Waller Creek Corridor Improvements:  The proposed surface improvements 
for Waller Creek call for the restorati on of the riparian corridor and the 
creati on of a linear greenway linking UT with Lady Bird Lake.  More than any 
other proposed project, this has the potenti al to transform and repositi on 
the eastern half of Downtown by creati ng an att racti ve new amenity and 
desti nati on, and a positi ve environment in which to develop new uses 
and acti viti es.  It is recommended that highest priority be given to the 
implementati on of the fi rst phase of these improvements in conjuncti on 
with the completi on of the Tunnel project in 2014.  


Palm Park Restorati on:  Palm Park is an historically important gathering 
place and community amenity, but has been separated from its base 
of users by the interstate highway.  The surrounding neighborhood has 
maintained a strong interest in reconnecti ng to, reclaiming and revitalizing 
this space.  Prioriti zing this park would set the tone and build momentum 
for future work and provide the focal point for surrounding redevelopment.  
It could also be used as an event space for conventi on center events, thus 


The Waller Creek corridor 
improvements should be 
given high priority.
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generati ng additi onal acti vity and income.  It is recommended that Palm 
Park be improved as an integral part of the Waller Creek Improvement 
project.


Waterloo Park:  Waterloo Park is also in need of a surface grade makeover, 
and is the appropriate size and locati on to be transformed into a 
signature, festi val style downtown park.  Although some improvements 
will be implemented as part of the Tunnel Miti gati on Project, a more 
comprehensive master plan and design process should be undertaken to 
ensure that the full potenti al of the open space is not precluded.  


Wooldridge and Brush Squares:  The downtown squares are unique in 
that they primarily serve the downtown businesses and workers, as well 
as a growing live-work populati on.  Republic Square is already undergoing 
a fi rst phase improvement project, but Wooldridge and Brush are in need 
of reinvestment to serve as versati le ameniti es for a Downtown that is 
acti ve 18 hours a day, seven days a week.   Priority should be given to the 
enhancement of these two squares.   At Brush Square, recommended 
interim improvements should be pursued pending ulti mate relocati on of 
the Fire Department.  At Wooldridge Square, the recommended program 
of interim improvements aimed at making it a more usable and accessible 
space should be given highest priority.  


D.  Overall Funding Needs


To create and maintain high quality parks, it is anti cipated that substanti al one-
ti me and ongoing funding will be required.  The cost of implementi ng the capital 
improvements for all of the downtown parks at once could be in the range of $45 
to $55 million dollars. Downtown parks also require an increased level of operati on 
and maintenance due to their density of design and frequency of use, and enhanced 
programming due to the Downtown Austi n Plan’s aspirati ons for acti vati on. This 
total funding requirement indicates the need for an increase in overall capital and 
operati ons funding sources, rather than a single, one-ti me soluti on.  


Base O&M Funding for Downtown Parks.  To achieve the Plan goals, the standard 
level of maintenance and programming should be raised for all downtown 
parks.  This should be aff ected immediately, before undertaking any major capital 
investments in signature parks.  If the level of care given to Austi n’s downtown 
parks and open spaces was enhanced to the level of nati onal leaders in urban park 
systems, operati ons and maintenance costs for downtown Austi n parks would need 
to increase from $6,700 per downtown acre to between $10,000 and $20,000 per 
acre.  This would result in a doubling or tripling of base funding for the downtown 
parks. 
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O&M Funding Needs for Signature Parks.  As part of the DAP Parks and Open 
Space Master Plan, Austi n is considering creati ng one or more signature parks.  
Because this park could have a world-class level of design, be very densely and 
acti vely programmed and host a high volume of visitors, Austi n can expect that the 
operati ons and maintenance costs of the park will be signifi cantly higher than O&M 
spending per acre at other downtown parks.  Operati ng budgets for signature parks 
range widely, but are consistently well above the city-wide average. 


Typically, the annual O&M cost for highly-ameniti zed, downtown urban parks ranges 
from seven to 10 percent of its capital cost, and this level provides a good target 
budget with which Austi n can begin its planning for potenti al signature parks. Below 
are projected O&M budget ranges for potenti al signature parks:


Park Acres Annual O&M O&M/Acre


Discovery Green, Houston 12 $ 1,485,000 $124,000


Rose Kennedy Greenway, Boston 27 $ 4,500,000 $167,000


Brooklyn Bridge Park, NYC 85 $ 16,100,000 $189,000


The Forks, Winnipeg 56 $ 11,139,000 $199,000


Millennium Park, Chicago 25 $ 8,381,000 $342,000


Bryant Park, NYC 8 $ 3,671,000 $459,000


Park Capital Cost Acres Annual O&M O&M/Acre
Low High Low High


Waller Creek $ 30,000,000 5.3 $ 2,100,000 $ 3,000,000 $ 396,000 $ 566,000
Palm $ 6,000,000 2.4 $ 420,000 $ 600,000 $ 175,000 $ 250,000
Wooldridge $ 5,000,000 1.8 $ 350,000 $ 500,000 $ 194,000 $ 278,000
Brush $ 3,000,000 1.8 $ 210,000 $ 300,000 $ 117,000 $ 167,000
Total $ 44,000,000 11.3 $ 3,080,000 $ 4,400,000 $ 221,000 $ 315,000


*Note totals include base O&M funding
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E.  Strategies For Enhancing Public Funding


While additi onal sources of funds should always be pursued in order to achieve 
maximum leverage, local public revenues remain the essenti al component of a 
strong parks system.  Citi es such as Minneapolis, Seatt le and Chicago have exemplary 
park systems resulti ng from decades of sustained public commitment to their parks 
departments. 


In the short term, the City of Austi n will derive the bulk of new public funding 
for both capital investment and O&M from publicly-controlled sources, including 
base funding from the general fund, bond funding and parkland dedicati on fees 
derived from new development.  It can be assumed that the more innovati ve 
earned sources, such as concession and event revenues and corporate and private 
sponsorships, become more substanti al funding streams aft er progress is made on 
some signature parks and when these become known as great places, with high-
quality design and ameniti es. 
 
For example, the Chicago Park District uses an innovati ve combinati on of municipal 
General Obligati on bonds, lease revenues from parking garages, TIF fi nancing and 
philanthropy for its capital projects.  On the operati ng side, the District receives 
75% of its operati ng budget through property taxes; the remainder is funded by a 
combinati on of fees from privati zed uses, earned income, and philanthropy. 
To facilitate the growth and capture of new funding, PARD should be enabled and 
encouraged to pursue longer and more robust concession agreements, as well 
as philanthropic and corporate and private sponsorships, including in exchange 
for naming rights of park assets.  The City should also enable PARD to keep all 
concession and sponsorship revenue within the downtown parks system to 
demonstrate the direct impact of these sources.


General Fund:  A general fund increase for downtown parks is a necessary 
component to achieve the scale of transformati on to which Austi n aspires.  PARD 
has experti se in operati ng and maintaining parks, but lacks the higher level of 
resources needed for Downtown, given the system-wide needs.  An increase in 
funding for downtown parks would provide a substanti al return on investment 
through increased property values, as high-quality open spaces support a growing 
residenti al, worker and visitor populati on.  A public funding increase is parti cularly 
important at the outset because initi al investments will increase the potenti al for 
future earned and philanthropic income. 


If a General Fund increase is not suffi  cient or feasible, increased public funding for 
capital investments could be obtained through a General Obligati on bond issuance in 
support of the Downtown Austi n Plan infrastructure improvements.  In the coming 
months, the DAP will speak to an overall strategy, within which, priority parks and 
open space investment will be addressed.
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Enhanced operati on and maintenance funding should also be itemized through a 
special assessment or built into local property taxes.  Minneapolis dedicates 17.5% 
of property taxes to its Parks Board, an independently elected, semi-autonomous 
body responsible for maintaining and developing the Minneapolis Park system.  
In 2000, Seatt le implemented a special “levy lid lift ” for parks projects, including 
Olympic Sculpture Park, which was built over a transportati on way.  Over its fi rst 
eight-year term, the Pro Parks Levy generated $198 million for parks acquisiti on, 
development, maintenance and programming, through an average additi onal cost to 
property owners of $0.35 per $1000 assessed value annually.  The Levy was recently 
renewed under similar terms. 


Austi n should provide additi onal funds to PARD for both master plan capital 
investments and annual operati ons & maintenance funding for downtown parks. 
Funding for capital improvements for the downtown parks through a bond 
issuance in support of the Downtown Austi n Plan is likely to be required.  A special 
assessment for parks should also be considered.


Parkland Dedicati on Fee:  The Parkland Dedicati on Fee, which generated $2.6 
million in 2008, applies to multi family properti es only.  Developers must dedicate 
fi ve acres of parkland per 1,000 new residents, or pay $650 per new residenti al unit, 
and the funds must be spent on capital projects within two miles of the project.  
Austi n’s Downtown falls within Zone 5, which will receive approximately $16,000 for 
24 new units in 2009, refl ecti ng the overall market slowdown. 


Unti l two years ago, the fee only applied to developments that required subdivisions 
of land, such as typical suburban developments - multi family buildings on single lots 
were not included.  The City esti mates that during the last seven year development 
cycle, about nine million square feet of new development was produced Downtown.  
Of this new space, about 70 percent was multi family residenti al .  Assuming standard 
unit sizes of approximately 1,000 square feet per unit, if the fee had applied to 
multi family buildings at the ti me, it would have generated about four million dollars 
in parkland dedicati on fees, suffi  cient for a modest capital budget.  If commercial 
uses had also been included,15  they would have generated an additi onal 1.8 million 
dollars.


Because downtown parks are an important amenity and driver of value • 
for offi  ce and commercial users, the Parkland Dedicati on Fee should be 
expanded to include commercial property uses in Zone 5. 


Concessions:  When carefully executed, commercial uses can enhance and 
acti vate public spaces.  On-site uses that pay rent or fees, including recreati onal 
opportuniti es, mobile vendors and cafes, as well as hotels and meeti ng faciliti es, 
provide important ameniti es to park users and increase acti vity year round.  Austi n’s 
parks currently generate three million dollars in on-site earned income, representi ng 
about six percent of PARD’s annual budget.  The most successful park systems in 


15  Assuming and holding constant a $650 per 1,000 square foot fee. 
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comparable citi es earn as much as one-third of their budget from concessions, 
demonstrati ng a substanti al opportunity for Austi n system-wide and parti cularly 
Downtown.  However, all concession revenue from Austi n’s parks is currently 
channeled directly into the General Fund, thus eliminati ng the incenti ve for PARD to 
invest ti me and money in increasing concession revenues.


Assuming that revenues can be retained within PARD, the department should start 
with a small, high-profi le commercial use in a signature park in order to test the 
market potenti al and develop management competency.  One potenti al site for a 
permanent structure is in the north end of Waterloo Park, where the pathway inside 
the vacated Fourteenth Street ROW cuts this porti on of the park away from the 
main parkland area.  Commercial uses along this edge of the park, such as shops 
and a cafe would generate income and help to acti vate this park, as well as provide 
for lunch, happy hour and dinnerti me opportuniti es, especially for the many nearby 
Brackenridge employees and visitors, State employees and UT students. 


In additi on, mobile food carts present an excellent opportunity to provide 
concession ameniti es almost immediately and at no cost to the City.  Street cart food 
has already become a popular subculture in Austi n, and anecdotal evidence suggests 
unmet demand for workday meals.  Austi n street cart vendors currently pay 400 
dollars per year for permits.  While this is likely not a signifi cant source of income, 
concession ameniti es can generate acti vity, and Austi n’s squares could be positi oned 
as mealti me desti nati ons for downtown workers.  
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Revenues generated within parks should be • 
retained for use within the downtown parks, 
including permits for vendors, ground leases 
from permanent structures, as well as event 
revenues.  Changing this policy would require 
PARD to work with the City’s Budget Offi  ce to 
develop a new agreement and present it to City 
Council for approval.


The City should allow long-term concession • 
agreements with vendors in order to enable 
them to make larger capital investments in 
their physical faciliti es. Typical long-term park 
concession agreements uti lize 20 to 30 year 
terms. 


The City should work with the Parks Department • 
and other aff ected City departments to create 
new vending “pads” within parks, and in parking 
lanes adjacent to the downtown squares.  Permit revenues from new pads 
should be dedicated to the parks themselves.  If the concept is successful, 
increasing the permit fee for park locati ons should be considered in the 
long-term. 


Events:  Most events in downtown Austi n are free, such as the movies and yoga in 
Republic Square.  Entry fees for large events, such as concerts, include one dollar 
for the host park.  Austi n’s largest event, Austi n City Limits (ACL), has a unique 
relati onship with the City.  The event brings 75,000 people to Zilker Park for three 
days and generates three million dollars in gross revenues.  C3, the management 
company, pays:


-  $25,000 for the rental of Zilker Park to the General Fund
-  $30,000 in damage/replacement costs to the General Fund
-  $60,000 for turf specialist positi on to PARD 
-  In additi on, C3 donates 8.5 per cent of ti cket sales (~$250,000) to the Austi n  
Parks Foundati on for park grants and projects 


Large events are not the only way to generate revenue and acti vity.  Festi vals 
that bring together the local community can become hugely successful aff airs.  In 
additi on to the “Fridays at 5” style programming common in many downtowns, 
some citi es have developed annual events that contribute to a strong local brand.  
For example, the Boston CyberArts Festi val, Memphis in May (barbecue and blues 
festi val), the Syracuse Internati onal Film Festi val, Brooklyn’s Atlanti c Anti c and 
Charleston’s Spoleto all draw thousands of local and regional visitors and generate 
millions of dollars in economic acti vity each year. 


Concession amenities 
can generate activity and 
revenue in the downtown 
parks.
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PARD should pursue increased revenues by facilitati ng more events and • 
charging higher fees.  While this may include additi onal department-run 
acti viti es, PARD can maximize the returns on its monetary and administrati ve 
costs by encouraging other enti ti es to organize events and charging either 
a fl at or per-ti cket fee for park use and event cleanup.  The fees should 
be structured on a sliding scale that acknowledges the non-profi t basis of 
certain events.


Corporate and Private Sponsorships:  As public ameniti es with a large and diverse 
visitor base, downtown parks can oft en capture considerable income from corporate 
sponsorships.  Sponsorships in exchange for naming rights for park assets are an 
eff ecti ve vehicle and can be att ached to items ranging from fountains and gardens 
to amphitheaters and subway stati ons.  Sponsors use naming rights for adverti sing 
and public relati ons purposes; the value of naming rights is based on the projected 
number of “views” by visitors.  This can be seen in Millennium Park’s Lurie Gardens, 
Icahn Stadium on Randall’s Island, and the Long Center for the Performing Arts in 
Austi n. In all of these cases a public project received sponsorship through a family 
donati on.  By contrast, the Dell Diamond Stadium in Round Rock successfully 
obtained support from private businesses.  Toronto’s waterfront parks have been 
parti cularly ambiti ous in this type of fundraising, and Waterfront Toronto projects 
$300,000 per year in naming rights revenues for its 150 acres of new parks.


Austi n’s existi ng Facility Naming Policy enables the Department of Public Works to 
approve dedicatory names for faciliti es that serve the public, and for special features 
within those faciliti es.  Parks are specifi cally identi fi ed within the policy as good 
candidates for naming. 


The City should seek sponsorships for signature items in its revitalized • 
parks, such as fountains, event lawns and gardens.  The City’s Facility 
Naming Policy is silent on the City’s ability to charge for naming rights; 
therefore PARD should develop its own rubric of opportuniti es and fees.  
PARD’s applicati ons to Public Works should then indicate how the proceeds 
will be used for the capital or maintenance costs of the item being named. 


 Because capital campaigns are extremely ti me-intensive, they are an ideal area for 
collaborati on with a non-profi t partner, as discussed below. 


F.  Roles for Special Purpose Enti ti es


Downtown parks oft en require a higher level of maintenance and programming 
due to intensity of use and the increase of ameniti es (water features, hardscape, 
buildings, etc.) requiring more care.  This secti on provides an overview of common 
special purpose enti ti es and describes the new funding sources each enti ty could 
feasibly bring to bear in Austi n.
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Austi n should encourage the growth of a network of public-private and non-profi t 
park-supporti ng enti ti es, whose role would be to support and “top up” the eff orts of 
PARD.  A local government corporati on is under considerati on as part of the overall 
Downtown Austi n Plan, and could be tasked with supporti ng park development.  
PIDs are parti cularly eff ecti ve at obtaining sponsorships, engaging local business 
and residents and programming events and acti viti es.  A non-profi t would also be a 
means to raise substanti al support from communiti es or consti tuencies surrounding 
key downtown park networks, including the Waller Creek District and/or Palm Park, 
in the form of in-kind services (park volunteers) and philanthropic giving.  


Local Government Corporati ons:  Local and State governments have the power to 
create dedicated agencies, with varying levels of authority, to lead special projects.  
These are parti cularly applicable where the value of surrounding development 
is enhanced by the projects, and the government seeks to reserve a porti on of 
incremental public revenue generated by this value to fund the improvement.  
Under Texas State law, Austi n could create a local government corporati on with an 
associated Tax Increment Reinvestment Zone (TIRZ) or a Tax Increment Financing 
(TIF) district , one of whose responsibiliti es could be complementi ng PARD’s 
capacity and funding for the development of signature downtown parks.  A local 
government corporati on has the ability to channel a variety of public and private 
funding sources, including bonds issued against tax revenue increments in the TIRZ.  
A local government corporati on would implement the plans of the TIRZ, which could 
include any number of public infrastructure, open space and other priority projects.


For example, Houston’s Uptown Development Authority implements and manages 
the plans of the Uptown Tax Increment Reinvestment Zone (TIRZ) and can channel 
the funds available through the TIRZ.  The TIRZ and Development Authority can 
issue bond fi nancing against future tax increments to support private projects and 
project manage associated public infrastructure projects on behalf of the City. These 
enti ti es are currently implementi ng 235 million dollars in transit infrastructure 
improvements within the District.


However, while TIRZ or TIF funding is under considerati on as a mechanism for other 
redevelopment acti viti es Downtown, it may not be a feasible source of capital 
funds for priority park projects in the short term.  There is currently a TIF for the 
fl ood control project-related improvements along Waller Creek, including some 
parks miti gati on around the inlet and outlet structures.  The TIF district will capture 
increased property values in the surrounding area.  Because of this, additi onal 
sources of capital funding would likely be needed for the Waller Creek Greenway 
and Waterloo Park. 


A Special Purpose Development Corporati on, structured as a local • 
government corporati on, should be pursued to fi nance and assist in the 
development of signature downtown parks.  While TIRZ fi nancing may not 
be adequate for parks in the short term, a Development Corporati on could 
sti ll draw upon other capital funding sources associated with downtown 
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development, including fees from the Downtown Density Bonus Program 
and funds from other government enti ti es.  If tax increment fi nancing 
is sought as a funding source, the Development Corporati on should be 
associated with a new TIRZ. 


Public Improvement Districts (PIDs):  Austi n has two PIDs, the East 6th Street 
PID and the Downtown Austi n PID.  The Downtown PID funds the DAA, which 
was created in 1993 and funds economic development and marketi ng acti viti es, 
park maintenance, and clean and safe programs in Downtown.  In 2009, the DAA 
contributed 20,000 dollars towards the Aucti on Oaks restorati on project, and 25,000 
dollars to the Austi n Parks Foundati on, which provides programming and advocacy. 
The current PID assessment is $0.10 /$100 AV, resulti ng in a two million dollar 
annual budget. 


In order to maximize revenues from all possible sources, many comparable citi es 
have insti tuted graduated rates based on degree of benefi t, as calculated in terms 
of a building’s proximity to the downtown core, or its use, size, or street frontage.  
In graduated systems, rates range from nominal fees for parking lots and residenti al 
uses in many citi es, to as high as $0.47 for commercial uses in the center of Waikiki.


The DAA should consider increasing the PID rate and/or insti tuti ng a • 
graduated system that covers more property uses.  A $0.01 increase in 
the current assessment would generate $200,000 per year.  While the PID 
was reapproved by the City Council in 2007 for another fi ve-year period, it 
would actually require approval of a majority of business owners to increase 
the fee. If passed, the incremental funding should be set aside for the park 
fundraising and programming acti viti es.


Non-profi ts:  Philanthropic organizati ons such as conservancies and friends groups 
can raise substanti al support from private communiti es in the form of philanthropic 
giving and in-kind services (park volunteers).  Fundraising campaigns, led by local 
non-profi ts in partnership with parks, are oft en used to obtain additi onal funds 
for signature projects.  These campaigns typically include two components.  The 
community component solicits small donati ons from park users through events or 
memberships, while the stakeholder component reaches out to prominent local 
businesses, insti tuti ons and foundati ons for large sponsorships.


Successful capital campaigns depend upon a few strong champions from 
diff erent sectors who provide leadership and visibility from the beginning, as 
well as signifi cant staff  support to manage outreach and plan fundraising events.  
Consti tuency-building is very ti me intensive.  The most successful conservancies, 
such as the Rose Kennedy Greenway Conservancy, Friends of the High Line 
and Millennium Park Inc., use 15 to 25 per cent of the funds raised for further 
development eff orts.
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Parks organizati ons are generally more successful at raising funds for high profi le 
capital projects and programming than for routi ne operati ons.  However, some 
conservancies such as the Rose Kennedy Greenway and Millennium Park’s Lurie 
Gardens, have successfully raised funds for both capital and operati ng needs 
though “legacy” contributi ons, in which a capital gift  is coupled with a contributi on 
dedicated to the ongoing maintenance of the capital item. 


The City should work with the Austi n Parks Foundati on, the Downtown • 
Austi n Neighborhood Associati on, and other local non-profi ts, to expand 
their fundraising capacity and develop a capital campaign for the fi rst 
downtown park to be redeveloped. 


All capital campaigns should be structured such that a porti on of each • 
philanthropic contributi on is earmarked for an operati ng endowment. 


PARD should also draw upon the DAA’s and local foundati ons’ experti se • 
to help identi fy opportuniti es for naming rights in downtown parks, set 
appropriate target prices and reach out to individual potenti al donors. 


G.  Conclusion:  Downtown Parks Implementati on Structure


Given the explorati on of the strengths and potenti al applicati ons of a range of public, 
special purpose, and private/non-profi t enti ti es, the primary recommendati ons for 
executi on of the Downtown Parks and Open Space Master Plan are that:


Austi n should select priority projects to galvanize public interest and • 
support and create a “record of success,”  The City has several parks with 
signature potenti al, including the Waller Creek Corridor, Waterloo Park, Palm 
Park and the improvement of Brush and Wooldridge Squares.


The City, through the Parks and Recreati on Department (PARD), should • 
conti nue to control the governance, and serve as the primary management 
enti ty for downtown parks.  PARD should draw upon increased funding from 
the General Fund and Parkland Dedicati on Fees in the short term and seek 
increased concession, event and sponsorship revenues in the long term.  
PARD should also play a leadership role in structuring the proposed changes 
to the Parkland Dedicati on Fee and concession, event and sponsorship 
policies.  Lastly, PARD should establish clear rules to ensure parks remain 
public, even when another enti ty is providing supplemental programming 
or maintenance.  This can be achieved through limiti ng hours of operati on, 
types of events, etc. 
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Opti ons for leading park revitalizati ons as part of the Downtown Plan • 
include a lead role by PARD or creati on of a special purpose enti ty.  
While PARD should play a lead role for some park capital improvements, 
investments in signature parks could rely on a special purpose enti ty.  As 
discussed, a special purpose enti ty (whether public or private) would be 
an ideal vehicle for leading capital projects that require both dedicated 
public capital sources, such as TIRZ Financing or GO Bond funding, and 
private sources of capital, as well as dedicated staff  with experti se in design, 
fundraising, and/or fi nance.  The type of enti ty should be determined by its 
likely mission and funding sources – it could be a development corporati on, 
private PID enti ty such as the DAA, or a conservancy such as the Austi n Parks 
Foundati on or a new non-profi t enti ty.


Austi n should enhance partnerships with local business organizati ons and • 
non-profi ts interested in improving the quality and acti vati on of downtown 
parks.  They are important sources of support for programming acti viti es, 
excellent partners in fundraising acti viti es, and they can use special purpose 
funds such as the downtown Public Improvement District charge.


The enti ty that manages a revenue-generati ng use should be able to retain • 
the revenues for maintenance and programming uses.  This means, at a 
minimum, that PARD should retain all concession, event and sponsorship 
revenues generated in parks, and that funds generated Downtown should 
be reinvested Downtown.  This concept can also be applied at the park level; 
signature parks with more substanti al capital needs and revenue potenti al 
should be able to retain revenues for use within the park, even if it is being 
managed by a special-purpose enti ty.
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APPENDIX A







DOWNTOWN AUSTIN PLAN
Inventory of Downtown Parks and Open Spaces
Revised 1.12.10
DRAFT


KEY # PARK NAME
PROPOSED TYPE 


IN DAP
OWNER⁴


OPERATOR/ 
MANAGER


DATE 
DEDICATED/ 


CREATED/ 
ACQUIRED


APPROXIMATE 
ACREAGE


FACILITIES PROGRAMMER/PROGRAMMING
AVERAGE ANNUAL O & M 


COSTS
PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS/ PLANS


STATUS OF IMPROVEMENTS/ 
IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY/ COST


CONSTITUENTS NOTES


1


Town Lake 
Metropolitan Park 
/ Trail at Lady Bird 
Lake  (Shoal Beach 
& Waller Beach) 
(Excluding Sand 
Beach Park)


Greenway PARD PARD 1970s (?)


~13.03 ac¹ ²  
(Shoal Beach) + 
~27.9 ac² (Waller 
Beach) = Total of  
~40.9 ac


Playground, Picnic Tables & Pavilion, Water 
Fountains, Restrooms, Outdoor Showers, Runners 
Stretching Area, Boat Ramp, Fishing Pier, Hike & 
Bike Trail, Parking Areas, Pfluger Circle


The Trail Foundation: fun/fundraising 
races and walks, eg, Capitol 10K, etc.


The Trail Foundation's Vision Plan  
Priority 1: Implement Enhancement 
Plan for Trail at Lady Bird Lake; 
Priority 6: Implement MACC phases II 
& III,  Enhance Pfluger Circle with 
seating and landscaping.


Approximately $2.2 million dedicated 
to mitigation improvements from 
Waller Creek Tunnel Project funding.  
New Funds, Existing Funds, Parkland 
Dedication funds, Volunteers/Non‐
profits and Private Funding from The 
Trail Foundation.  Pfluger Circle ($40‐
60,000 cost).


The Trail Foundation


PARD Long Range Plan:  Implement 
improvements and enhancements to 
the Lady Bird Lake corridor.  Privately‐
installed playground equipment @ 
Waller Beach, near Milago Condos. 
Runtex provides water stations along 
trail.


2
Shoal Creek 
Greenbelt


Greenway PARD PARD 1970s(?)
~9.3 ac ¹ 
(Downtown)


2 Picnic Tables, Picnic Pavilion, Hike & Bike Trail
Austin Parks Foundation has held 
over 50 volunteer workdays since 
Sept 2005 from Town Lake to 34th St.


Hike and Bike:  Daily 
Service $3,160;  Demand 
$6,294; Greenbelt:  
Demand $17,642;  Mowing 
$58,188


Priority 2:  Corridor improvements 
and trail extension to Northwest 
Recreation Center


New Funds, Existing Funds, 
Volunteers/Non‐profits


PARD Long Range Plan:  Acquire land 
or recreation easements for Shoal 
Creek Trail at 5th Street.  154 trees 
with irrigation planted in Pease ‐ 
2008/09, demo restoration plots in 
stalled 2007, tons of mulch spread, 
thousands of invasive trees and 
plants removed 2005‐09.  The trail 
extension to NW Rec Center  is a 


3
Waller Creek 
Greenbelt


Greenway
PARD and private 
ownership


PARD 1977‐1982 ~5.3 ac ¹ Hike & Bike Trail
Daily Service $15,988;  
Demand $17,099


PARD Long Range Plan:  Restore and 
revitalize Waller Creek Trail and 
Corridor with pocket parks and open 
spaces.


4 Old Bakery Garden PARD PARD 1964? ~0.3 ac ¹ Gift Shop, Hospitality Desk, Historic Building/Site


Daily Service $4,406;  
Demand $44,113 (includes 
building maintenance);  
Mowing $2,827


5
Wooldridge 
Square


Historic Square State of Texas PARD
1909 dedication 
plaque, 1940 per 
COA website (?)


~1.8 ac²
Sloping Lawn, Historic Bandstand (1910), 7 Picnic 
Tables, Historic Site


Reservable for events (15 in 2008), 
Giant Chess


Daily Service $3,161; 
Mowing $1,423; Demand 
$3,959


Friends of Wooldridge Square, Travis 
County


PARD Long Range Plan:  Revitalize 
historic square.


6 Republic Square Historic Square State of Texas PARD 1839 ~1.8 ac² Fountain, Historic Auction Oaks, Historic Site


Reservable for events (11 in 2008), 
Saturday Farmers Market year round, 
Austin Parks Foundation‐sponsored 
(APF) movies in the park


Daily Service $4,279; 
Mowing $4,467; Demand 
$1,248


Improvement Plans by TBG, Phase 2 
pending ‐ summer 2009 ‐ southern 
berm removal and deck/stage 
installation ‐ $230K budget from APF


Currently underway, New Funds, 
Parkland Dedication funds.  Budget in 
2007:  $501,215.   Phase 1 ‐ 
completed ‐ $230K in improvement 
funded by APF ‐ Auction Oaks, berm 
removal, stone bollards enclosure 
installed, 8 new trees planted, 2 
trees transplanted.  


Friends of Republic Square
PARD Long Range Plan:  Revitalize 
historic square.  


7 Brush Square Historic Square State of Texas PARD 1968 ~1.8 ac ¹
O. Henry House (Museum) moved to site in 
1950s(?), Historic Susanna Dickenson House 
moved to site in 1990s, Fire Station built in 1930s.


3 events (12 event days) in 2008


Daily Service $1,746; 
Mowing $1,154; Demand 
$1,341 (Brush) & $836 (O. 
Henry House)


Benches, trash cans, irrigation 
mulching installed in 2007‐2008, 
pending parking lot reconfiguration 
currently in discussion with AFD.


First phase of improvements was 
under $18K, parking lot possible 
reconfiguration pending, pending 
AIPP project for Susanna Dickinson 
House, future commuter rail stop.


Friends of Brush Square, ACCVB
PARD Long Range Plan:  Revitalize 
historic square.  


8 Symphony Square Plaza
PARD & Serranos 
Restaurant


PARD 1982 ~1.7 ac²
Stone Amphitheatre and Stage, Hike & Bike Trail 
at creek level, Historic Site, 2 small surface 
parking lots off Red River St.


Theatrical Events, Music, Art (?), 
Symphony Box Offices & 
Administrative Offices 


Service $6,147;  Demand 
$1,992


Symphony staff noted difficulty in 
programming events and staffing 
offices due to derelict character of 
creek area.


9 Duncan Park Neighborhood PARD
PARD & BMX 
Users(?)


1929‐1974 ~5.3 ac²
5 Picnic Tables, Hike & Bike Trail, BMX Park south 
of 9th St.


Not a reservation site
Service $9,180; Mowing 
$9,390; Demand $6,624


Tree work, picnic tables and clean‐up 
funded by APF grant in 2008‐2009.


Work completed and done by the 
Kabele School via an APF grant.


PARD Long Range Plan:  Redevelop 
Duncan Park (south of 9th St.).  


10 Waterloo Park City PARD PARD 1978
~10.01 ac ¹ 
(excluding 
MHMR site)


13 Picnic Tables, Hike & Bike Trail, Playground, 
Picnic Pavilion, Restrooms, Surface Parking, 
Commemorative Statuary & Monuments


Reservable for events (15 events in 
18 days in 2008)


Daily Service $25,915;  
Demand $52,373;  Mowing 
$11,718


Mitigation plan for Waller Creek 
tunnel includes re‐grading, irrigation, 
new restrooms, new trail system, 
tunnel inlet structure, pond, etc.


Approximately $1.7 million dedicated 
to mitigation improvements from 
Waller Creek Tunnel Project funding; 
Park would close for 2 years during 
inlet structure construction (2012 ‐ 
2014)







KEY # PARK NAME PROPOSED TYPE OWNER⁴
OPERATOR/ 
MANAGER


DATE 
DEDICATED/ 


CREATED/ 
ACQUIRED


APPROXIMATE 
ACREAGE


FACILITIES PROGRAMMER/PROGRAMMING
AVERAGE ANNUAL O&M 


COSTS
PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS/ PLANS


STATUS OF IMPROVEMENTS TIME/ 
IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY/ COST


NOTES


11 Palm Park City PARD PARD 1929 ~2.4 ac²
1 Picnic Table,  Hike & Bike Trail, Swimming Pool, 
Historic Pavilion/Picnic Shelter with Restrooms, 2 
Multi‐Purpose fields


Not a reservation site
Daily Service $14,185, 
Mowing $3,743, Demand 
$13,401


Proposed site of Springscape, April 
2010 (arts venue benefitting Palm 
Park and APF)


Old tennis Court removed, soil and 
mulch added ‐ 2008 via APF and 
Texas Gas donation, split rail fence to 
block parking on southern side of 
park installed 2009 ‐APF ($2K)


PARD Long Range Plan:  Master plan 
and implement Sir Swante Palm Park. 
Historically, park was extension of 
Palm School and was used principally 
by Hispanic community. 


12 City Hall Plaza Plaza ? ? 2004 ~0.7 ac ¹
Limestone boulders, stage, canopy of 
photovoltaic cells, time capsule


Live from the Plaza concerts


13
House Park Skate 
Park & Austin 
Recreation Center


City City of Austin PARD 1939  ~1.3 ac⁴ Austin Recreation Center and future skate park
BMX and skate park under design 
funded by CIP (?).


BMX and Skate Park construction to 
begin May 2009.


Austin Recreation Center Playscape 
project is not currently funded but 
would require $200‐$250K


14
Regent's Plaza 
(6th & Colorado)


Plaza
University of 
Texas System


University of 
Texas (?)


1971? (Building 
restored that 
year)


~0.4 ac ¹ Fountain, tables and chairs (2006 improvements)


15 Centennial Park Neighborhood
University of 
Texas


University of 
Texas 


1983 ~2.7 ac ¹ Time capsule, plaques, bermed and flat lawns


16 Capitol Square City State of Texas
State 
Preservation 
Board


1888 ~22 ac ³
Monuments, seating, walkways, historic visitor 
center building, sloping lawns


Texas Book Festival, rallies, public 
gatherings, speeches


Grounds are inaccessible to the 
public by auto due to security design 
for Capitol Square.


17
Hobby Building 
"Plaza"


Plaza State of Texas State of Texas 1990 ~0.2 ac ¹ Water feature


18
Texas Law Center 
"Plaza"


Plaza State of Texas State ? ~0.6 ac ¹
Water feature, structured planting areas, 
walkways


19
Texas Historical 
Commission 
"Open Space 1"


Plaza State of Texas State ? ~0.2 ac ¹ Large trees


20
Texas Historical 
Commission 
"Open Space 2"


Plaza State of Texas State ? ~0.07 ac ¹ Large trees


21
William B. Travis 
Building "Plaza"


Plaza State of Texas State ? ~0.5 ac ¹
Gazebo, tables and seating, large cypress trees, 
newspapers, food court in adjacent building


22
Congress Ave. 
(Between 10th St. 
and 11th St.)


Garden State of Texas State ? ~0.3 ac ¹ Structured planting area, brick walkways


23
Woodmansee 
Plaza


Plaza Travis County Travis County ? ~0.5 ac ¹ Large trees, seating


24
Pickle Building 
"Plaza"


Plaza USGSA USGSA 1965 ~0.8 ac ¹ Benches
Blue Lapis Light (dance) 
performances


25 Sand Beach Park City City of Austin PARD planned ~4.6 ac ¹
Biofiltration Pond, Lance Armstrong Bikeway, 
AIPP


Pfluger Bridge Extension, AIPP


26 IBC "Plaza" Plaza Frances Danforth ? ~2000? ~0.09 ac ¹ Seating, Trees, Sculpture


27
Chase Bank 
"Plaza"


Plaza
Travis Realty 
Corporation


? 1974 ~0.3 ac ¹ Seating, Trees


28
301 Congress 
"Plaza"


Plaza
NOP 301 
Congress LP


? 1986 ~0.2 ac  ¹ Cypress Trees, Loading Zone


29
100 Congress 
"Plaza"


Plaza
Metropolitan Life 
Insurance Co.


CB Richard Ellis  1993 ~0.2 ac  ¹ Water feature and seating


30
One Congress 
"Plaza"


Plaza
TPG‐One 
Congress Plaza 
LLC


Thomas 
Properties Group


2007 ~1.03 ac ¹
250‐foot‐long waterfall and terraced lawn with 
extensive landscaping and seating at basement 
level


TOTAL 117.3
Notes:


1.  None of the City of Austin‐operated downtown parks has individual O&M budgets.
2.  Daily Service Includes:  Retrieving litter, clean out garbage cans, servicing/cleaning restrooms, shelters, grills, replenish hygienic products, check amenities and maintaining playgrounds and structures for safety and repairs
      Mowing Includes:  Mowing/trimming of grass/weeds (14‐day mowing cycle)
      Demand/Requests Includes:  Work orders initiated by internal or external customers for any service, inspections, repairs or products not covered by daily maintenance and mowing schedules
3.  New Funds:  CIP bond funding
      Existing Funds:  previous bond sales, grants, park impact fees
      Parkland Dedication Ordinance:  Land is dedicated at a rate of 5 acres per 1000 new residents or a fee is paid based on $640 per living unit.
4.  All acreages are approximate.  Many discrepancies exist between the sources listed below.


(Sources:   ¹City of Austin GIS information,  ²City of Austin website, ³State Preservation Board, PARD Long Range Plan, Information, documents received from PARD staff, ⁴TCAD)







DRAFT
DOWNTOWN AUSTIN PLAN
Desired Activities and Amenities Per Downtown Park
Prepared by ROMA Austin and the City of Austin
10.14.09


Mobile Food 
Vendors


Walk‐Up Food 
Service/Café/Kiosk


Sit‐Down 
Restaurant Picnicking 


Farmers 
Market Non‐Music  Live Music


Community 
Garden/ 
Orchard 


Ornamental 
garden


Native 
Planting Area / 


Display
Permanent 
Public Art


Transitory/ 
Temporary Art 


Installation
Art 


Creation
Off‐Leash 


Area
Water Feature, 
Splash Fountain


Organized 
Active 


Sporting/ 
Recreation 


Non‐Organized 
Active Sporting/ 


Rec. 


Organized Non‐
Active Sporting/ 


Rec. 


Non‐Organized  
Non‐Active 


Sporting/ Rec.


Other (i.e. 
skate park, 


etc.) Playground Day Camp


Environ‐
mental 


Education
Youth 
Sports


Bike Parking/ 
Bike Station Other


Greenways


Lady Bird Lake


X X
X ‐ At intake 


for Green
X X X X X X X X


X ‐ Bird 
Watching at 
Waller Creek


X X X


Shoal Creek


X X


X ‐ Along 
Skateboard 
Connection 


Between Duncan 
and Skate Park


X


X ‐ 
Connection 


Between 
Skate Park 
and BMX


X ‐ Duncan 
Park


X


X ‐ Library 
(Oriented to 


Creek, LAB), Bike 
Rental


Waller Creek


X
X ‐ Sabine 


Street


X ‐ 
Symphony 


Square, 
Waterloo 


Park


X ‐ 
Symphony 


Square, 
Waterloo 


Park


X X
X ‐ Riparian 


Corridor
X X X


X ‐ Palm Park, 
6th‐7th St 


Water Feature 
to Mitigate 
Canal‐effect


X


X ‐ Creek 
Restoration, 


Urban 
Ecology


X ‐ 4th Street 
Convention 


Center Parking, 
Symphony Plaza


City‐Wide Parks


Waterloo Park


X


X ‐ 
Hospital/State  


Visitors and 
Employees


X X X X
X ‐ Healing 


Garden


X ‐ Frisbee Golf 
Tournament, 
Marathons


X
X ‐ Remote‐


Control Sailboats
X X ‐ Play Area X


Palm Park


X ‐ Coordinate 
with 


Convention 
Center


X ‐ Coordinate with 
Convention Center


X X X X
X ‐ Visible from 


IH 35
X


X ‐ Water Play 
Area, Pool?


X
X ‐ Yoga, Trail 
Connection to 


Waller
X ‐ Carousel X X


X ‐ Native 
Plantings, 


Stormwater 
Treatment, 


History


X X X ‐ Bike Rentals?


X ‐ Cultural, 
Historic 


Recognition / 
Monument, 


Shade 
Structure


Sand Beach
X X X X


X ‐ AIPP, Solar 
Installation


X X X X


House Park
The Squares


Republic Square


X ‐ Temporary 
(Farmers 
Market 


Vendors)


X ‐ Long Term X X X X X X
X ‐ Edible 


Landscape, 
Fruit Trees


X ‐ 
Educational 
Opportunity 


(SFC)


X ‐ Temporary 
Exhibitions 


(South Side)
X X


X ‐ Commercial 
Ventures?


X
X ‐ Bike Rental / 
Mellow Johnny's


Brush Square


X ‐ Temporary 
X ‐ Kiosks on Bus 
Lanes, Catering


X X X ‐ Acoustic X X
X ‐ Tree 


Protection
X X ‐ AIPP


X ‐ Museum 
Programming


X X ‐ Bike? X X ‐ Coffee
X ‐ Historic 
Dickenson 


House


X ‐ Similar to 
Wildflower 


Center
X X ‐ Bike Rental  


Wooldridge Square


X ‐ Short‐Term 
at Least


X ‐ Long‐
Term


X X X X X


X ‐ 
Biolfiltration 


and Rainwater 
Harvesting


X ‐ Interpretative 
Elements 
(History)


X
X ‐ Educational, 


Rainwater 
Treatment


X ‐ Giant Chess, 
Permanent Tables


X ‐ Children's 
Activity Area 


(not play 
equipment)


X ‐ 
Raingarden, 
Biolfiltration


Northeast Square
Neighborhood Parks


Duncan Park


X X
X ‐ Especially 
Along Creek


X ‐ Area 
Against 


East Edge / 
Slope


X  X ‐ BMX, yoga X ‐ BMX X


Other
Public 


Gatherings 
and events 


Passive 
Visitation


Private 
Rental 
Uses


Food/Eating Performance Gardening Art Recreation Youth‐Oriented Activities
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Background
The Phase One Issues and Opportunities report of the Downtown Austin Plan (DAP), issued in 
February 2008, provided a diagnostic assessment of Downtown in terms of place-making, 
sustainability, mobility, diversity, affordability, and economic viability.  This Downtown 
Transportation Framework  report along with the Urban Rail Connections Report issued in July 
2008, comprise two additional studies that have been undertaken as part of the Phase One DAP 
effort to address mobility, the key challenge facing Downtown and the region.  The goal of the 
Urban Rail Connections Study was to identify and evaluate potential alignments for urban railUrban Rail Connections Study was to identify and evaluate potential alignments for urban rail
that could connect key destinations within the Downtown and Central City, and in so doing, 
extend the reach of the Metro Rail system which is expected to come on line in March 2009.  


The purpose of this study is to develop an initial Transportation Framework Plan for the 
Downtown core, taking into consideration the recommendations of the Urban Rail Connections 
Study and the findings of the Issues and Opportunities report.  Rather than a final 
recommendation on Downtown circulation the Framework Plan is intended as a starting pointrecommendation on Downtown circulation, the Framework Plan is intended as a starting point
that can provide the basis for more detailed District planning and ongoing discussions with the 
community and key stakeholders in Phase Two of the DAP, which will begin in the Fall 2008.  
The Transportation Framework Plan builds on previous studies including, most notably, the 
2001Downtown Great Streets Master Plan.  The goal for the DAP Transportation Framework 
Plan is to establish a balanced multi-modal system for automobile, transit, bicycle and pedestrian 
circulation, that improves access to and mobility within Downtown, while recognizing the need 
for streets to be places for people to enjoy and linger as well as to move on and through Thefor streets to be places for people to enjoy and linger, as well as to move on and through. The
overall Downtown Framework Plan - part of Phase Two – will examine and finalize the 
recommended improvements and establish a phasing and financing program.
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Phase Two of the DAP will begin later in Fall 2008 and, although the entire scope has not been 
finalized, it is projected to include:
• Downtown Framework Plan
• Affordable Housing and Density Bonus Programs 
• Parks and Open Space Framework Plan
• Priority District Plans• Priority District Plans


Note:  The DAP Study Boundaries are:  IH 35 on the east; Lady Bird Lake on the south; Lamar 
Boulevard on the west; and  Martin Luther King, Jr., Boulevard on the north.
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The DAP Phase One report observed that the lack of a comprehensive transportation 
system was undermining Downtown Austin’s ability to achieve its full potential as the 
commercial and cultural center of the region.  The auto-dominant nature of the existing 
transportation system, and the lack of robust mass transit, continues to limit mobility to, 
and access within, the core and has resulted in an environment that is largely 
inhospitable to pedestrians and cyclists.
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The DAP Phase One Report noted that even as density occurs, the automobile is still evidenced as the 
dominant factor in the design of the Downtown environment including its buildings, neighborhoods 
and streets.  Typically, about one-third of the square footage of Downtown buildings is built as car 
parking.  Entire blocks are devoted to drive-through banks and parking garages.  A typical downtown 
street devotes more than three-quarters of its right-of-way to the car, leaving only a small proportion 
for pedestrians and bikes.  The one-way street system gives priority to efficient through-movement 
over convenient and calm circulation. 
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In March 2008, a two-day technical workshop was conducted to develop a first draft of the 
D T i F k l i l di h d l f i i i l hDowntown Transportation Framework plan, including the development of an initial phase
“urban rail” project that would connect rail Downtown to key destinations.  The three, key 
destinations were:
• Mueller Redevelopment
• Austin-Bergstrom International Airport (ABIA)
• Zilker Park


The technical group consisted of: 
• The consultant team, including ROMA Design Group, LTK Engineering for rail planning and  
both Kimley-Horn and WHM/HDR for general transportation planning and traffic operations;
• City of Austin staff (Bike & Pedestrian, Urban Design, Traffic Engineering, Downtown 
Redevelopment staff);
• Capital Metro staff and rail consultant Parsons Brinckerhoff; and• Capital Metro staff and rail consultant, Parsons Brinckerhoff; and
• Others (State Preservation Board staff, Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(CAMPO) staff, Austin-San Antonio Intermunicipal Commuter Rail District (ASAICRD) staff).


While the technical group emerged with a rough framework for both the Urban Rail Connections 
study and the Downtown Transportation Framework, subsequent efforts focused first on 
developing more detail on the urban rail connections proposal.  After an April 2008 Town Hall 
Meeting where community input was sought, the consultant team further refined and presentedMeeting where community input was sought, the consultant team further refined and presented
to the City Council the recommendation for a 15.3-mile starter streetcar line.  (See 
www.cityofaustin.org/downtown for the July 24, 2008 Urban Rail Connections presentation to 
the City Council.)
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The 15.3-mile streetcar “starter line” is proposed to connect Downtown with key Central City 
destinations (Capitol Complex, UT, Mueller, ABIA, Long Center), and in so doing, to extend 
the reach of Capital Metro’s “Metro Rail” first commuter rail line which will begin service in 
March 2009.  Increasing the availability of high-quality transit service both to and in the 
Downtown was deemed critical to the sustainability of downtown - and the region.  This 
Downtown Transportation Framework Plan report knits this first phase, urban rail proposal into 
a Transportation Framework Plan that considers all modes of Downtown transportation.  
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A key premise of the Downtown Transportation Framework Plan is that streets must be viewed 
as more than movement corridors.  Streets set up and condition the way we actually see and 
understand the city, how it is organized, where we find places, how we participate in city life.  
The quality of “street life” is key to our rapport with and our enjoyment of the city and fellow 
citizens.  The integrated design of the right-of-way (ROW) or space of the street, from property 
line to property line, must be a deliberate act of design that incorporates an understanding of the 
function of the street, both from mobility and human activity perspectives.  This overall ROW 
design is referred to as the “streetscape”, which integrates all modes of circulation (pedestrian, 
bicycle, transit, vehicular) with landscape, street furnishings and lighting, places for outdoor 
cafes, etc. 
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Streets and alleys account for about 44% of all Downtown space and comprise the majority of 
the publicly owned space or the “public realm” As such great attention and care must bethe publicly-owned space, or the public realm . As such, great attention and care must be
devoted to making streets work both as movement corridors, as well as places for the public life 
to unfold.  The DAP Transportation Framework Plan recommendations aim to maintain the  
existing automobile capacity where it is needed on downtown streets, but also to achieve greater 
mobility for the pedestrian, cyclist and transit user.  However, the public ROWs are limited in 
size and have many competing demands and functions, such as:
• High-quality, shaded public walkways
• Civic corridors:  parades, events, markets, etc. 


Sid lk f ti l• Sidewalk cafes, meeting places
• Entertainment zones
• Advertising, public announcements corridors 
• Movement corridors (pedestrians, bikes, cars, buses, trains, taxis, trucks) 
• Utility corridors
• Service corridors
• Drainage corridors


Essential to making the streets in Downtown great is providing wider sidewalks with shade.  The 
planting of street trees humanizes the downtown environment, makes walking and biking far 
more comfortable, helps to reduce the urban heat island effect and has even been shown to calm 
traffic.  Planting rows of trees in sidewalks requires a wider sidewalk, irrigation and drainage -
often requiring the relocation of underground utilities, the moving of the curb and gutter system, 
and along with it storm sewer inlets.  Sufficient access to underground utility corridors needs to 
be incorporated into the streetscape design that allows for proper maintenance of all utilities.  
While sometimes complex and generally expensive, the civic investment in quality streetscapes 
i ti l i D t l ki h i i d ll th ti iti dis essential in Downtown place-making; enhancing economic and all other activities and uses 
along a street - even driving.  
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The Downtown Great Streets Master Plan (GSMP, 2001) was the first transportation plan that 
put the pedestrian first.  It recommended:


1. Converting most streets to two-way (the 5th/6th and Guadalupe/Lavaca remained as one-way 
pairs);
2. Designating six key street types (shown above), based on the adopted Downtown Austin 
Design Guidelines’ transportation hierarchy, of mode importance:


• Pedestrian
• Transit UserTransit User
• Bicyclist
• Automobile User; and


3.  Reserving a minimum of 18-feet for sidewalks, with or without “duck-in” parking.  (“Duck-
in” or “pull-out” parking is parallel parking that is carved into the 18-foot sidewalk width, 
therefore leaving a total of 10 feet clear for the through sidewalk zone.  Trees, street lighting, 
traffic signal poles and sidewalk furnishings (trash bins, bike racks, benches, etc.) are located in 
the eight-foot wide curbside zone between duck-in parking spaces and at the intersections andthe eight-foot wide curbside zone, between duck-in parking spaces and at the intersections and
pedestrian crosswalks, where the sidewalk returns to the full 18-foot width.  (See street cross 
sections on page 10.)
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In the last eight years, Great Streets sidewalks have been implemented in the downtown by both 
the public and private sector.   To encourage developers to build Great Streets sidewalks as 
properties redeveloped Downtown, the City established a Great Streets Program, whereby the 
City reimburses a certain amount of the sidewalk cost, if built to the Great Streets standards, 
including providing the specified furnishings:  benches, bike racks, waste bins.  The City sets 
aside 30% of the parking meter revenues collected in the lower CBD as “the Great Streets 
Program Fund”.  About $400,000 to $500,000 per year has been generated since the Council 
resolution creating this revenue stream in 1998.  This rewarding of voluntary participation in the 
Great Streets Program has proven to be an effective way of implementing Great Streets, as most 
developers have chosen to comply. 
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Some examples of streetscapes that were implemented with assistance from the Great Streets 
Program are Plaza Lofts, the Convention Center Hotel and Parking Garage, the Frost Bank 
Tower, the 404 Rio Grande Apartments, and the West 5th Street cluster of drive-through banks 
between Nueces and Rio Grande Streets.  However, this opportunistic implementation approach 
has not created continuous lengths of Great Streets, thus the impact has not been as profound as 
when implemented as a public capital improvement project, or as part of a public/private 
development agreement, as was the case with the six blocks anchored by the City Hall block.
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In its public/private partnership with Computer Science Corporation, the City required that Great 
Streets sidewalks be built around the three blocks where CSC buildings are located, as part of 
the Second Street District Plan.  The City Hall project, also constructed the improvements 
around its new facility in the heart of the new district.  The City of Austin has completed the first 
phase of the Second Street Improvement Project according to the Great Streets Master Plan.  The 
entire street was converted to two-way operations and the segment between Colorado and San 
Antonio Street was constructed with a 32-foot sidewalk with a double row of trees on the north 
side and 18-foot sidewalks on the south.  The Second Street Great Streets improvements will 
extend east to the Convention Center at Trinity Street and west through the Seaholm District to 
West Avenue.


Since Second Street was initiated, the City of Austin has gone on to implement Great Streets 
improvements along Cesar Chavez Boulevard, converting this one-way roadway to two-way and 
constructing a promenade along the Lady Bird Lake edge.   The City is also proceeding with the 
design and construction of Great Streets improvements along Brazos Street, which are expectedg p g , p
to be completed by 2010.  
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The DAP Transportation Framework Plan updates and refines the earlier Great Streets Master 
Plan, incorporating new ideas and realities that have emerged since 2001, including:
• Implementation of various Great Streets projects, both public and private;
• Integration of Capital Metro’s first phase of Metro Rail along East Fourth Street;
• The DAP Issues & Opportunities Report, with its proposal for district planning and priority 
use streets (retail, entertainment, civic);


• The DAP Urban Rail Connections Study, which proposes streetcar operations on DowntownThe DAP Urban Rail Connections Study, which proposes streetcar operations on Downtown
streets;


• The Dillo Task Force plan, which has concentrated this service along key corridors;
• The 2008 Austin Bicycle Plan Update and Lance Armstrong Bikeway project refinements;
• Seaholm & Green Water Treatment Plant redevelopment initiatives; and  
• The Waller Creek Tunnel Project and upcoming District Master Plan.  


13







A new Downtown Transportation Framework Plan has emerged.  Building on the Great Streets 
Master Plan, the Plan calls for the grid of Downtown streets to function as a coordinated 
circulation network for all modes of transportation, with all streets providing an attractive 
pedestrian environment, and certain streets prioritized for particular functions.  (See composite 
map of street per priority mode above.)


The remainder of this report describes the recommendations for each transportation mode in the 
following order:


• Pedestrian
• Automobile
• Transit (Rail, Bus, Dillo)
• Bicycle
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Pedestrian Priority Streets/Paths
As set forth in the Downtown Great Streets Master Plan, the pedestrian environment of all
streets in the Downtown should be improved with wider sidewalks, generous tree canopies and 
hi h li li h i d f i hi Th Pl d h Dhigh quality street lighting and furnishings.  The Plan recommends that most Downtown streets 
should achieve the 18-foot minimum “Great Streets” sidewalk width.  Second Street, Cesar 
Chavez, Congress Avenue and Sixth Street should meet or surpass these standards, as these 
streets are the spines of key retail, civic and pedestrian-oriented districts.  The Waller Creek 
corridor, once the flood improvement tunnel is constructed, has the potential to become the 
major, north-south pedestrian spine linking Lady Bird Lake to Symphony Square and Waterloo 
Park, and potentially even farther north—to and through The University of Texas.  This corridor 
will be the focus of the City of Austin’s Waller Creek District Master Plan effort, which will y ,
begin in late 2008.  During Phase Two of the DAP, this and other district plans will be 
completed in the Downtown, where priority uses (retail, entertainment, etc.) are determined, 
other streets or street segments may emerge as “pedestrian priority” and be designed 
accordingly.


A new bridge across Lady Bird Lake is also proposed as a southern extension of Trinity Street to 
the south shore near the Austin American Statesman/Cox-owned tract, where it is expected that 
significant redevelopment will occur in the next ten years This is discussed below under thesignificant redevelopment will occur in the next ten years. This is discussed below under the
Automobile Circulation section (page 38). 
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Congress Avenue
As the central spine of the Downtown, Congress Avenue has many functions.  It is 
the symbolic gateway and “forecourt” to the Capitol and the most important 
ceremonial street of the City (and the State), serving as a venue for parades, 
festivals and civic celebrations.  It is the historic “main street” of Austin, once 
featuring a continuous frontage of shops and department stores, and now serving as 
the City’s most prestigious corporate office address It is also one of the principalthe City s most prestigious corporate office address. It is also one of the principal
transportation corridors in the Downtown:  its 120-foot wide right-of-way once 
accommodated Austin’s historic streetcar routes.  Currently, it is a two-way street 
with six vehicular lanes and curbside diagonal curbside parking on most blocks.  It 
is a major corridor and transfer street for Capital Metro bus and Dillo routes.


The Downtown Transportation Framework Plan recommends that Congress Avenue 
be enhanced in a manner that is befitting of this role.  The street should be viewed as 
more than an arterial for auto movement, but as a multi-modal corridor that is one of 
the most important public places in the City.  With the potential introduction of 
streetcar service, and with retail and cultural activity resurgent, consideration should 
be given to the reconfiguration and enhancement of the street, which has not seen 
any significant improvements in nearly twenty-five years.  Pedestrian enhancements 
should strive to:  increase sidewalks widths to promote promenading as well as 


d f d l i h l f i f h
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outdoor cafes; develop a consistent tree canopy that also frames views of the
Capitol; improve the grading and sidewalk drainage of the street; and reduce the 
negative effects of fast-moving cars and buses.    







Congress Avenue is the preferred north-south alignment for Downtown urban rail service, 
reflecting its historic role as a multi-modal trolley street, where all of the City’s inter-urban 
streetcar lines converged.  As described in the Urban Rail Connections Study (July 2008), 
the urban rail project is considering both exclusive-running (dedicated) trackway, as well as 
a streetcar option, where the rail tracks would share lanes with automobile traffic.  On 
Congress Avenue, there are several alternative streetscape designs that could be considered 
for each of these rail options.  The first two (Options 1 and 2)  assume that the streetcar will 
share a vehicular lane with the automobile; and the second two (Options 3 and 4) explore a 
dedicated rail trackway in the center of the street.  All four options aimed to maintain and 
even maximize curbside parking along Congress Avenue.


Option 1:  Shared Median-Running with Diagonal Parking: This option maintains the 
street’s existing sidewalks (13 feet in width), curb and diagonal parking and proposes 
t t i i th iddl l ith t l l tf Th t t ld f tistreetcar service in the middle lane with a central platform.  The street would function as a 


five-lane roadway with two lanes in each direction and a center-turn lane, interrupted only 
by transit platforms, which would be located at intervals of about every third block.  A 
bicycle facility is not included in this option, as the angle parking creates an unsafe 
condition for bicyclists.  (Note:  This is the option that Capital Metro proposed as part of its 
earlier 2006-2007 “Future Connections” streetcar proposal.)
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O ti 2 Sh d Sid R i R il ith P ll l P ki Th d ti lOption 2: Shared Side-Running Rail with Parallel Parking: The second option also
proposes a five-lane roadway with a center turn lane, but calls for the streetcar to run in the 
curbside automobile lane.  In this option, although the diagonal parking would be replaced 
with parallel parking, there would be no loss of parking because of the relative inefficiency 
of the current angle parking layout.  In fact, there could be a gain of up to 34 spaces 
assuming relatively continuous curbside parallel parking, interrupted by intersection bulb-
outs and streetcar platforms. Sidewalks in this option would be 21 feet in width.  This option 
does not include a bicycle facility, as the side-running rail would conflict with bicyclists 
traveling in the outer lanes and result in bicyclists making dangerous rail crossings at anglesg y g g g g
less than 45 degrees.


Of the two shared-running options, the principal advantage of the first option (and 
corresponding disadvantage of the second) is the minimal construction impact and 
disruption that would occur, since construction of rail would be confined to the center lanes 
of the street, with the sidewalks and parking areas remaining largely intact.  A key 
disadvantage of the first alternative is the reduction in vehicular capacity that would occur 
with the outside lane providing access and maneuvering to the diagonal parking.  The p g g g p g
second side-running option has some key advantages, including:


• Wider sidewalks (21 feet, rather than 13 feet) 
• Less visual obstruction of the axial Capitol view since overhead electrical lines 


would be along the side of the street, rather than in the center.
• Less physical obstructions for parades and other events that use the street, since 


there are no raised platforms/medians in the center of the street.
• More convenient and direct passenger access to streetcar from sidewalk platforms.
• Potential for increased curbside parallel parking
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• Potential for increased curbside, parallel parking.







Option 3:  Exclusive Median-Running Rail with Split, Side Platforms: This option places 
the dedicated trackway in a center median, with adjacent “split” platforms (rather than a 
central platform), located on either side (“farside”) of the intersection.  Passengers would 
access the platforms at intersection crosswalks.  Since curbside parking could only occur at 
locations where there is no platform or left turn lane, some loss of existing spaces would 
result.  Sidewalks would be 16 feet in width, less than the 18 feet recommended by the Great 
Streets Master Plan for a typical street.  The outside vehicular lane could be striped as a 
“sharrow” lane, indicating to motorists that bikes are present on the street, and are allowed 
to “take the lane”, as discussed further in the Bicycle Circulation section below.
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Option 4:  Congress Ave. Exclusive Median-Running, Single Center Platform: Like Option 
3, this alternative has a dedicated trackway in the center of the street, but instead of two 
farside platforms, Option 4 proposes a single, centrally-located platform serving both 
directions of streetcar travel.  Two vehicular lanes would be provided in each direction, one 
of which could be striped as a bike “sharrow” lane.  This option would allow for a 
continuous 18-foot sidewalk, consistent with the Great Streets Master Plan, and is the 
preferred of the two dedicated trackway options, from a pedestrian standpoint.  Its principal 
disadvantage is the limited left-turn capacity.


Selection of a preferred alternative for Congress Avenue will be further informed by the 
DAP Phase Two District Planning in the CBD, and will be finalized as part of the detailed 
design and engineering of the streetcar project.


21







Second Street
Second Street is the first major Great Streets project implemented by the City of Austin as part 
of the public/private redevelopment of the six-block Second Street Retail District, which 
includes the new City Hall.  The street is designed as a pedestrian-priority, retail and civic 
corridor with a 32-foot wide promenade along the north side of the street, an 18-foot sidewalk 
along the southern curb and parallel parking along both curbs.  Cafes spill out onto the wide 
promenade.  Although only two blocks of the street have been completed, the ultimate intent is 
for the street to stretch across the Downtown connecting the Convention Center at Trinity Streetfor the street to stretch across the Downtown, connecting the Convention Center at Trinity Street
with the redeveloped Green Water Treatment Plant and Seaholm Power Plant sites at West 
Avenue:  a distance of ten blocks.   
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As development proceeds along the Second Street corridor, it will be important for new projects 
to reinforce the pedestrian character and vitality of the street.  Drop-offs, driveways, curb-cuts, 
and other elements that interrupt the pedestrian and retail continuity of the street should be 
avoided.  Ground level uses should be designed to accommodate viable and continuous retail or 
restaurant uses along the street front, with appropriate retail depths (e.g., no less than 45 feet), 
and floor-to-floor heights (e.g., of at least 18 feet).  Lobbies, service areas or other activities that 
reduce the energy and animation of the street should be avoided.
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East Sixth Street 
East Sixth Street is Downtown Austin’s historic commercial street, lined with 19th and early 20th


century mercantile buildings.  Known originally as Pecan Street, the seven block segment of the 
street between Congress Avenue and IH 35 has evolved into an entertainment district, with 
many bars and clubs attracting students and young people.  Crowds are so intense, and behavior 
sometimes so unruly, that the street is closed to vehicular traffic on weekend evenings.  The 
excessive number of single-purpose bars has had negative impacts on the street and the 
Downtown; many live music venues have been “priced” out of the area and have been forced toDowntown; many live music venues have been priced out of the area and have been forced to
locate elsewhere (including nearby Red River Street); and the daytime life and vitality of the 
street has suffered.  The Downtown Austin Alliance (DAA) has taken a proactive role in trying 
to attract a more diverse mix of businesses and retailers along the street, and Phase 1 of the 
Downtown Austin Plan has recommended that policies and incentives be developed to increase 
the number of live music venues, that could broaden the appeal of the street to all age groups.
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In spite of the intensive levels of pedestrian activity, the sidewalks along East Sixth Street are 
only 10 feet wide.  The roadway currently operates as a four-lane one-way roadway that takes up 
three-quarters of the 80-foot wide right-of-way.  As discussed below (Automobile Circulation), 
it is recommended that the street be maintained as a one-way westbound entry into the 
Downtown, but with wider sidewalks and a narrower roadway section.  As shown above, it is 
proposed that the street follow the prototypical dimensions of the Great Streets Master Plan, with 
18-foot wide sidewalks and a 44-foot wide roadway.  Operation of the street would include two 
westbound lanes of 14-feet in width, permitting the right-hand lane to be striped as a “sharrow” 
lane and also allowing for enhanced safety for vehicular maneuvering, drop-off and loading 
operations.  Two curbside parking areas could be managed to provide for commercial and/or 
musicians’ loading and unloading.  There may be opportunities for the 18-foot wide sidewalks to 
expand into the parking area to provide 26-foot wide sidewalks for outdoor café tables or street 
performance areas. (The specific design and treatment of the street will be refined as part of the 
Phase Two DAP District Planning.) 
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Waller Creek
Clearl the most significant opport nit for increasing and enhancing the pedestrian and openClearly , the most significant opportunity for increasing and enhancing the pedestrian and open
space system of Downtown is made possible with the construction of the City and County-
sponsored, Waller Creek Tunnel Project, which will remove much property from the 100-year 
flood plain and improve the southernmost one-mile segment of the creek.  In so doing, the 
Waller Creek corridor can provide an attractive and active pedestrian promenade providing 
continuous access between Lady Bird Lake and The University of Texas, with linkages to other 
Downtown open spaces, such as Waterloo Park and Palm Park, and beyond to East Austin at key 


i f IH 35crossings of IH 35.
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Regional Access to Downtown
h l d d b i h li i i A i O l fThere are natural and man-made barriers that limit access into Downtown Austin. Only four


vehicular bridges cross the Colorado River within and at the edge of Downtown:  at Lamar 
Boulevard, South First Street (the Drake Bridge), at Congress Avenue (the Ann W. Richards 
Bridge) and at IH 35.  The two main freeways on each side of Downtown have few on/off ramps 
serving Downtown:  Loop 1 (MoPac) has only three exits (Cesar Chavez, West 5th and Enfield 
Road (Fifteenth), and IH 35 has five exits (Cesar Chavez, East 6th, East 11th, East 15th, East 
MLK).  Most of the streets from the north do not feed directly into the Downtown grid, because 
of the interruptions of the Capitol and The University of Texas.  The UT campus, northeast of 
Downtown has a street system that is largely non-public, and the West Campus to the northwest 
of Downtown has a shift of the street grid at MLK, limiting the connectivity between these two 
areas.  Only Lamar Boulevard, Guadalupe and Red River streets provide good, non-freeway 
access to the Downtown from the north.  In addition to these man-made barriers, the north-
south-running Waller and Shoal creeks have also interrupted the continuity of certain east-west 
streets, notably West 7th and 11th streets.


As the region’s population has increased and expanded outside the central city, Loop 1 and IH 
35 have become highly congested, particularly during peak periods.  The few entry points into 
Downtown have become chokepoints.  The limited physical space of Downtown allows few 
opportunities for the construction of new roadways or for the expansion of existing ones to 
increase vehicular capacity.   As discussed in the DAP Urban Rail Connections  Study (July 
2008), significant access capacity improvements to the Downtown will depend upon the 
implementation of a more robust transit system, including urban rail and bus-priority streets.  
There are currently no HOV lanes or transit priority streets in Austin, so buses share congested 
roadways with automobiles, reducing their potential for providing competitive travel times.    
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Because of these “pinch points” there are only a few major corridors that carry the bulk of traffic 
to and through the Downtown These include:to, and through, the Downtown. These include:


• Cesar Chavez, Lamar, and Martin Luther King, Jr. boulevards along the southern, 
western, and northern edges of Downtown, and the IH 35 frontage roads along the  
east edge; 
• East Seventh Street, providing access from East Austin, and serving as a principal 
gateway from the Airport; 
• West Fifteenth Street, which connects IH 35 to Loop1 via Enfield Road, and provides 
direct access to the Capitol;


C A idi f th th d i th Cit ’ ( d• Congress Avenue, providing access from the south, and serving as the City’s (and
State’s) principal ceremonial street.
• In addition to these corridors, Downtown has two major pairs of one-way streets that 
provide north-south and east-west connectivity through the Downtown:  Lavaca and 
Guadalupe streets, and Fifth and Sixth streets. 


As noted above in the Pedestrian Circulation section, a new bridge across Lady Bird Lake is also 
proposed as a southern extension of Trinity Street to the south shore near the Austin American 
Statesman/Cox-owned tract, where it is expected that significant redevelopment will occur in the p g p
next ten years.  The bridge is intended to:
• increase vehicular access to and from Downtown, linking the convention Center directly to 
south shore hotels, both existing and future ones,
• provide great and scenic pedestrian and bicycle connectivity between Downtown and South 
Austin, and
• enhance considerably the connectivity of the Town Lake Trail system, linking to the proposed 
boardwalk and trail improvements currently being planned by the City.
(The cross section design and type of bridge as well as its general alignment are very conceptual(The cross section design and type of bridge, as well as its general alignment are very conceptual
at this stage, but could include one lane each way for vehicles, dedicated bicycle lanes and wide 
sidewalks.)
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Despite limited vehicular capacity along the main arterials leading into the Downtown mostDespite limited vehicular capacity along the main arterials leading into the Downtown, most
streets within the core have plenty of vehicular capacity.  Many streets are wider than they need 
to be to meet traffic needs, and as a result devote only a small portion of the right-of-way to the 
pedestrian or to the cyclist.  These streets are unpleasant places to walk, and do not support the 
level of activity that is characteristic of a vibrant mixed-use downtown.    
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As downtown evolves into a mixed-use district urban residents as well as workers look to theAs downtown evolves into a mixed-use district, urban residents as well as workers, look to the
downtown street system to provide more than a conduit for the movement of cars. Reducing the 
speed of traffic, and providing space for other modes of travel including walking, biking and 
transit, can create a more livable and sustainable environment.   
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Downtown’s one-way street network does not contribute to the creation of a livable peopleDowntown s one way street network does not contribute to the creation of a livable people
place. The one-way system can encourage faster-moving traffic and can make way-finding 
difficult.  One-way street systems can force drivers to follow out-of-direction routes to their 
destinations, causing an increase in both the number of turning movements required and vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT). The direct result of this is an increase in traffic volumes on a given 
segment or intersection, with a corresponding degradation in air quality within the downtown.


A national study of one versus two-way street systems completed in 2000 concluded that two-y y y p
way street networks create safer and more predictable pedestrian crossings than one-way 
networks.  The study notes:


“The conventional wisdom has always assumed that one-way streets were safer and 
more comfortable for pedestrians to cross than two-way streets.  Superficially, it would 
seem that crossing the single direction of traffic on a one-way street is always preferable 
to crossing a two-way street.  As is often the case, the conventional wisdom is wrong.  
In fact, crossing a one-way street presents greater difficulties to the pedestrian than 


i Th l i li i h b f diffcrossing a two-way street.  The explanation lies in the greater number of different
vehicle/pedestrian conflict sequences (hereinafter “conflict sequences”) that are 
encountered in crossing the one-way street.  Any given conflict sequence consists of:  
(1) the kind of turning movement that the vehicle is engaged in, (2) the direction (left-to-
right or vice versa) in which the vehicle path intersects with the pedestrians and (3) the 
location of the vehicle with respect to the pedestrian’s field of view, at the beginning of 
the vehicle movement….” 


(S D t St t A St li O l O W N t k ?(Source: Downtown Streets. Are we Strangling Ourselves on One-Way Networks?
Walker, et al, 2000)
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One-way street networks do not create good retailing environments, as the single direction of 
travel limits views to storefronts of businesses.  As a vehicle stops at or enters an intersection, 
the driver has excellent visibility of the storefronts on the far side of the cross street, but the 
nearside stores are largely “eclipsed” from view. 


(Source: Downtown Streets: Are we Strangling Ourselves on One-Way Networks?  Walker, et 
al, 2000).
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“Eclipsing” occurs on cross-street storefronts along the nearside of the intersection relative to the 
direction of travel, and where downtown street networks contain many one-way streets, the 
accumulated negative impacts are significant, as seen in this example from downtown New 
Haven, Connecticut.  New Haven is studying the conversion of its one-way streets to two-way, 
as are many other communities, like Richmond, Virginia, Dayton, Ohio, Birmingham, Alabama 
and Atlanta, Georgia.  Other cities that have successfully converted one-way streets to two-way 
streets in their downtown areas include: 
•Santa Monica, CA
•Berkeley, CA 
•Pasadena, CA
•Sacramento, CA
•Colorado Springs, CO
•Lubbock, TX
•Tampa, FL
•Milwaukee, WI,
•Columbus, OH
•Toledo, OH
•Raleigh/Durham, NC
•Wilmington, NC
•Charleston, SC
•Perth, Western Australia
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Many of Austin’s downtown streets are one-way.  Studies over the past fifteen years, including 
the four Regional Urban Design Assistance Teams (RUDATs) conducted by the AIA, have all 
concluded that the one-way street system should be reconsidered.  The Great Streets Master Plan 
also made the same conclusion.  Since that time, Second Street and Cesar Chavez Boulevard 
have been converted to two-way travel, an improvement that has simplified east-west travel 
through Downtown, and one that has little noticeable negative impact on Downtown mobility.
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Because of their importance for north-south and east-west connectivity, it is recommended that 
Lavaca and Guadalupe streets and Fifth and Sixth streets be maintained as one-way couplets.  In 
addition, Trinity Street between Cesar Chavez Boulevard and Seventh Street is also 
recommended to be maintained as a one-way street segment, because of the heavy bus and drop-
off activity at the Convention Center.  All other streets are recommended for conversion to two-
way traffic, which could be implemented over time, in stages.  
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The proposed Downtown Transportation Framework Plan recognizes that certain streets have a 
i i bil d id D i ddi i ipriority to move automobiles and to provide access to Downtown, in addition to creating a 


positive pedestrian environment, and providing for other transportation modes.  North-south 
automobile priority streets, include:  Lamar Boulevard, Lavaca and Guadalupe streets, Congress 
Avenue (south of Seventh) and Red River (north of Cesar Chavez).   East-west automobile 
priority  streets include Cesar Chavez Boulevard, Fifth and Sixth streets, Seventh and Eighth 
streets (east of Guadalupe), 15th Street; and Martin Luther King, Jr., Boulevard.  


While not an automobile priority street a new bridge across Lady Bird Lake is also proposed asWhile not an automobile priority street, a new bridge across Lady Bird Lake is also proposed as
a southern extension of Trinity Street to the south shore near the Austin American 
Statesman/Cox-owned tract, where it is expected that significant redevelopment will occur in the 
next ten years.  The bridge is intended to:
• increase vehicular access and mobility to and from Downtown, linking the Convention Center 
directly to existing south shore hotels, the TxDOT employment campus and new development,
• provide great and scenic pedestrian and bicycle connectivity between Downtown and South 
Austin andAustin, and
• enhance considerably the connectivity of the Town Lake Trail system, linking to the proposed 
boardwalk and trail improvements currently being planned by the City.


(The cross section design and type of bridge, as well as its general alignment are very conceptual 
at this stage, but could include one lane each way for vehicles, dedicated bicycle lanes and wide 
sidewalks.)
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But even with their role as vehicular priority corridors, it is important that Downtown streets be 
designed to accommodate more than just the automobile.  The Great Streets Master Plan 
developed a standard cross section for Downtown streets, which provides considerable 
versatility.  With a 44-foot roadway width and 18-foot sidewalks for most of the 80-foot wide 
rights-of-way within the Downtown, a significant portion (45%) of the public right-of-way 
(ROW) is maintained for pedestrian movement and the type of activities that make the 
Downtown an interesting and engaging place to be.  The section provides for many operational 
options, including: 
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• Four travel (vehicular) lanes in one direction.
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• Two-way operations with two lanes and curbside parallel parking.
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• Two-way operations with three lanes (including a continuous center turn lane) and
bike lanes at the curbsides.
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• And where necessary, pull-outs for curbside parking, valet service and commercial loading.


It is this basic “Great Streets” cross section that is recommended as the starting (or continuing) 
point for the design of Downtown streets.  The following provides the recommended design for 
the key vehicular corridors within the Downtown Transportation Framework Plan.
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As the major north-south arterials within the Downtown, Guadalupe and Lavaca Streets are
programmed both as vehicular and transit priority streets.  In addition to providing vehicular 
connectivity through much of the city, the one-way pair is also proposed as the principal bus 
trunk line through Downtown.  As such, it is recommended that the streets be maintained as a 
one-way couplet, with four through-lanes.  The right-hand lane on both streets is proposed as a 
bus-only (“diamond”) lane, and the second lane from the right as a “sharrow lane”, or shared 
bike and vehicular lane. 


The bus lane would be striped as a diamond lane, which gives priority to bus transit, but allows 
for right-hand vehicular turns for bikes and cars.  Buses would also use this lane to stop and pick 
up passengers.  The shared lane marking, “sharrow” lane, is intended to accommodate the 
experienced commuting cyclist and to notify drivers that bikes are present on the street.  
Sharrows also guide the bicyclist into the appropriate lane and help bicyclists better position 
themselves within the lane.  (See Bicycle Circulation for further discussion.)  


The cross section for these streets could be consistent with the Great Streets section, providing a 
44-foot wide roadway and 18-foot wide sidewalks.  Alternatively, it may be desirable for the bus 
lane to be designed with a 12-foot wide lane (rather than 11 feet), which would reduce one of the 
sidewalks to 17 feet in width.  Curbside parking would be removed from the street; however 
opportunities for drop-off and valet service would be provided in “pull-outs” along the street.
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West Fifth and Sixth streets are also recommended to be maintained as the east-west, one-way 
pair through Downtown.  The typical cross section for these streets follows the Great Streets 
prototype, with four through-lanes on a 44-foot wide roadway and 18-foot wide sidewalks.  
Wider roadway sections are required to accommodate left turn lanes at the Lamar Boulevard 
intersection.  Like Guadalupe and Lavaca streets, curbside parking would be prohibited; drop-off 
and valet service would occur in “pull-outs” as needed.  It is also proposed that the right-hand 
lane on each street be operated as a “lane to provide the experienced, commuting cyclist with 
another direct, east-west the D
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East Fifth Street, east of Brazos Street, has significantly less traffic volume than the western 
segments that link Loop 1 with the Downtown, and as such the street is programmed with two 
through-lanes and curbside parking along each side.  Parking will be removed at intersections to 
provide for left and right-turn lanes as needed, but the 18-foot wide sidewalk will remain 
constant, in keeping with the higher volumes of pedestrian activity in this part of Downtown.  As 
with West Fifth Street, the right-hand lane is proposed as a “sharrow” lane.  
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Like East Fifth Street, East Sixth Street (east of Brazos Street) has significantly less traffic 
volume than its western segment.  As discussed above in the  Pedestrian Circulation section, this 
street, once known as Pecan Street, is the historic commercial street of Downtown Austin, with 
many 19th and early 20th century mercantile structures along its length.  It has evolved into an 
entertainment district with many bars and clubs; on weekend nights it is often closed to traffic to 
accommodate the significant throngs of revelers.  


Th ti f thi t f E t Si th h t 14 f t id t l l (The cross section for this segment of East Sixth has two, 14-foot wide travel lanes (one
designated as a “sharrow” lane), and curbside parking.  The extra-wide travel lanes are 
recommended to provide for increased maneuverability around delivery and musician unloading 
vehicles.  (This cross section has been very successful in Berkeley’s Fourth Street retail district.)  
It is recommended that the curbside parking lane be programmed for commercial loading and 
unloading during business hours.  It is also possible and desirable for the curbside parking lane 
to be made part of the sidewalk to provide for outdoor cafes and seating.  


A more detailed design plan for East Sixth Street should be undertaken as part of a revitalization 
strategy for the area, and in concert with the adjacent businesses and property owners.  This 
could occur as part of the DAP Phase Two district planning process. 
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Seventh Street is an important east-west corridor in Downtown Austin, providing connectivity 
with East Austin and serving as a gateway to Downtown from the airport.  This gateway role is 
undermined by its current operation as an eastbound one-way street, forcing westbound traffic 
east of IH 35 to divert one block north to Eighth Street to enter the Downtown.  This Framework 
Plan recommends that Seventh Street be converted to two-way operation to provide continuity 
across IH35, and to allow it to also operate as an important east-west bus street connecting to the 
north-south Guadalupe/Lavaca Street couplet, where Capital Metro’s major north-south bus 
routes are proposed to be relocated.


There are two options for the design of Seventh Street, which will require further evaluation and 
traffic modeling.  Option 1, shown above, proposes a five-lane (56-foot wide cross section, with 
two through-lanes in each direction and a continuous center turn lane.  Sidewalks would be 12-
feet in width.  Parking would be eliminated along the street.  As shown, this section departs from 
the prototypical Great Streets cross section in order to accommodate the left turn movements.
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A second option for Seventh Street would employ the Great Streets cross section as the typical 
condition along the street, eliminating the continuous left turn lane in the center of the street.  In 
this option, it is assumed that the street could be widened to accommodate left turns at selective 
intersections (e.g., Guadalupe, Lavaca), and prohibited at most locations.  While this option, 
with its wider 18-foot sidewalks, is viewed as the preferred condition for pedestrians and transit 
patrons, it could constrain automobile and bus mobility too much, and as such, requires further 
study and analysis.  Some parking could be provided along streetscape in “duck-ins”.
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Eighth Street is also proposed to be converted from one to two-way operation.  In conjunction 
with Seventh Street, it provides important connectivity between IH 35 and the Downtown core.  
As shown, the cross section employs the Great Streets prototype, with two through-lanes in each 
direction and 18-foot wide sidewalks.  Parking would be prohibited along this street, with valet, 
drop-off and loading accommodated in occasional “pull-outs”.
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Congress Avenue 
In addition to its ceremonial and symbolic role, Congress Avenue is a major north-south street 
providing vehicular connectivity between South Austin and the Downtown and Capitol.  The 
existing 120-foot right-of-way today consists of six vehicular lanes  (three in each direction), 
diagonal parking along both sides, and sidewalks of 13 feet in width.  At intersections sidewalks 
are widened to nearly 30 feet as” bulb-outs”.   Because of parking maneuvering, and the heavy 
bus volumes, the street operates with two effective through-lanes in each direction.  


Congress Avenue is the preferred north-south alignment for Downtown urban rail service, 
reflecting its historic role as a multi-modal trolley street, where all of the City’s inter-urban 
streetcar lines converged.  As described in the Urban Rail Connections Study (July 2008), the 
urban rail project is considering both exclusive-running (dedicated) trackway as well as a 
streetcar option where the rail tracks would share lanes with automobile traffic.  On Congress 
Avenue, there are several alternative roadway designs that could be considered for each of these 
rail options.   


Option 1:  Shared Median-Running Rail Conserving Diagonal Parking: This option proposes 
that Congress Avenue be configured as a five-lane roadway, with the center lane serving for left 
turn movements and for rail platforms, and the adjoining lanes providing shared vehicular and 
streetcar service.  This option would retain the existing diagonal parking and sidewalks in their 


t fi ti (C tl th 148 ki C A th t ldcurrent configuration.  (Currently there are 148 parking spaces on Congress Avenue that would
be retained with this option.)
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Option 2: Shared Side-Running Rail with Parallel Parking: The second option also proposes aOption 2: Shared Side-Running Rail with Parallel Parking: The second option also proposes a
five-lane roadway with a center turn lane, but calls for the streetcar to run in the curbside 
automobile lane.  In this option, although the diagonal parking would be replaced with parallel 
parking, there would be no loss of parking because of the relative inefficiency of the current 
layout.  In fact, there could be a gain of up to 34 spaces (from Cesar Chavez to Eleventh Street) 
assuming relatively continuous curbside parallel parking, interrupted by intersection bulb-outs 
and by streetcar platforms.  Sidewalks in this option would be 21 feet in width.


Of the two shared-running options the principal advantage of the first option (and corresponding 
disadvantage of the second) is the minimal construction impact and disruption that would occur, 
since construction of rail would be confined to the center lanes of the street, with the sidewalks 
and parking areas remaining largely intact.   A key disadvantage of the first alternative is the 
reduction in vehicular capacity that would occur with the outside lane providing access and 
maneuvering to the diagonal parking.  The second side-running option has some key advantages,g g p g g p y g ,
including:


• Less visual obstruction of the axial Capitol view since overhead streetcar electrical 
lines would be along the side of the street, rather than in the center.
• Less physical obstructions for parades and other events that use the street.
• More convenient and direct passenger access to rail from sidewalks.
• Potential for increased parking• Potential for increased parking.
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Two additional options with dedicated rail have been developed for Congress Avenue:Two additional options with dedicated rail have been developed for Congress Avenue:


Option 3:  Exclusive Median-Running Rail with Split, Side Platforms: This option places the 
dedicated trackway in a center median, with passenger platforms alongside, located on either 
side (“farside”) of the intersection.  Passengers would access the platforms at intersection 
crosswalks.  Since curbside parking could only occur at locations where there is no platform or 
left turn lane, some loss of existing spaces would result. Sidewalks would be 16 feet in width,, g p ,
less than the 18 feet recommended by the Great Streets Master Plan.  The outside vehicular lane 
could be striped as a “sharrow” lane, indicating to motorists that bikes are present on the street, 
and are allowed to “take the lane”, as will be discussed further in the Bicycle Circulation section.
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Option 4:  Congress Ave. Exclusive Median-Running, Single Center Platform: Like Option 3, 
this alternative has a dedicated trackway in the center of the street, but instead of two farside 
platforms, Option 4 proposes a single, centrally-located platform serving both directions of 
streetcar travel.  Two vehicular lanes would be provided in each direction, one of which could be 
striped as a bike “sharrow” lane.  This option would allow for a continuous 18-foot sidewalk, 
consistent with the Great Streets Master Plan, and is the preferred of the two dedicated trackway 
options, from a pedestrian standpoint.  Its principal disadvantage is the limited left-turn capacity.
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Where there is no platform, curbside parallel parking could be placed along the street.  It is 
estimated this parallel parking could increase the existing on-street diagonal parking count by up 
to 30 spaces.  Of the two dedicated trackway options, the principal advantage of Option 3 (side 
platforms) is that left turn lanes could be accommodated at most intersections, whereas in Option 
4, they would need to be largely prohibited.  (At the same time,  prohibition of left turns could 
provide for more efficient transit operations and less delay time at the intersections.)  
Advantages of Option 4 include:
• Wider sidewalks consistent with the Great Streets standard;Wider sidewalks consistent with the Great Streets standard;
• Wider passenger platforms protected from vehicular traffic;
• Potential gain of on-street parking.


The ultimate design of Congress Avenue, and the other streets designated for rail service within 
the Downtown will depend on whether the City elects to pursue a dedicated or shared trackway.  
This decision ill be made as the rail project proceeds into more detailed engineering andThis decision will be made as the rail project proceeds into more detailed engineering and
design.
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The above table provides a relative comparison of key attributes of the four Congress Avenue 
options.  The attributes are briefly defined below:p y
Pedestrian Accommodation:  compares the width of sidewalks and the comfort of the transit 
user as a pedestrian.
Traffic Operations:  compares number of through and left-turn lanes, as well as whether the 
vehicular lanes are shared with rail.
Transit Operations:  compares exclusive versus dedicated rail lanes, as well as the higher level 
of transit delay due to the friction of right-turning autos and parallel parking/loading spaces.
Bicycle Accommodation:  compares the level of facility provided.
On-Street Parking Impact:  compares number of spaces gained.
Capitol Views/Parades Impact:  compares impacts on the Capitol views due to overhead 
electrical cables, as well as the impediment that raised medians in the center of the Avenue 
would have on parades. 


Notes:
1.  13’-0” sidewalks   2.  21’-0” sidewalks   3.  16’-0” sidewalks   4.  18’-0” sidewalks


5.  Four thru lanes, center left turn lane/platform   6.  Four thru lanes, center left turn lane  7.  Four thru lanes and 
dedicated left turn lane  8.  Four thru lanes, no center left turn lane


9.  Shared median-running rail   10. Shared side-running rail   11. Exclusive median-running rail  12. Exclusive 
median-running rail


13. No sharrow, median-running rail   14. No sharrow, side-running rail   15. 11’-0” sharrow   16. 11’-0” sharrow


17. Existing angle parking remains (148 spaces)   18. Gain of 34 spaces  19. Gain of at least 3 spaces  20. Gain of 3 
spaces 
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The network of alleys that were part of the 1839 Waller Plan still provide the best location for 
building servicing activities, such as deliveries, loading, waste collection.  In addition, they 
create a secondary open space and circulation network that is also an asset to be conserved 
through time.  Some cities are actually revitalizing alleys and creating building entrances from 
them that make for unique retail and entertainment districts.  Finally, the alleys serve to break 
down the scale of the downtown block, allowing for a finer grain of development to occur, and a 
more articulated building mass.  The City should adopt a clearer, stronger policy to conserve 
alleys in the future, as was recommended in the Downtown Austin Design Guidelines, which 
were adopted by City Council in 2000.


(Further study of loading policies and use of alleys will be conducted during the district planning 
process.)
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The DAP Urban Rail Connections Report (July 2008), proposes an initial phase 15.3-mile 
streetcar project to connect Downtown with key Central City destinations (Capitol Complex, 
UT, Mueller, ABIA, Long Center).  As mentioned, the purpose of this line is to extend the reach, 
and so, effectiveness, of the first regional Metro Rail line which will debut next year.  The 
proposed alignment is shown on the following Transit Priority Street Map, and other modes have 
been located and designed to be compatible with and optimize this initial streetcar service.
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Transit Priority Streets
There are currently no HOV lanes or transit priority streets in Austin, so buses must share 
congested roadways with automobiles, reducing their potential for providing competitive, 
commuter travel times.  The Transportation Framework Plan calls for transit to be concentrated 
along particular streets to provide priority routes, more predictability and “legibility” within the 
Downtown, as well as to allow for convenient transfers between routes and modes. 


West 3rd and West 4th streets, Congress Avenue, and San Jacinto Street are envisioned as rail 
streets, as described in the DAP Urban Rail Connections Report.  It is proposed that the major 
north-south bus routes be consolidated along Lavaca and Guadalupe streets, and for major east-
west routes to be concentrated along Seventh, Fifteenth and Martin Luther King Boulevard.  


Overlaying the bus routes, Capital Metro’s Dillo recently revised routes provide a circulator 
f nction accommodating the short trips ithin and across the Do nto n This ser ice co ldfunction, accommodating the short trips within and across the Downtown. This service could
maintain the two existing routes:  on the Congress Avenue corridor with a loop around the 
Capitol; and along the Fifth and Sixth Street corridors between Red River Street and Bowie 
Street.  Alternatively, when streetcar service is introduced on Congress, the Dillo could be 
looped in a clockwise configuration along Brazos and Colorado Streets, thereby increasing 
transit coverage in the Downtown core. 
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Downtown Transit Transfers
Passenger transfers between the numerous bus routes, Dillo and future rail service need to be 
accommodated efficiently within the Downtown, in a way that promotes transit as a mode of 
choice rather than one of last resort.  Some cities have introduced such intermodal terminals or 
transfer centers, where major bus routes converge providing transit patrons with direct and 
convenient transfers to other city and inter-city bus lines, and often to rail or other modes.  These 
facilities can have amenities that serve the transit patron, including information and ticket sales, 
retail and food services and even day-care Such facilities require a significant amount ofretail and food services, and even day care. Such facilities require a significant amount of
downtown real estate to accommodate buses pulling off the to provide this type of  passenger 
transfer.  Charlotte, North Carolina’s Transportation Center, depicted above, is an example of 
such an off-street bus transfer facility.  
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Other cities have distributed intermodal transfers along transit priority streets or malls, referred 
to as an “on-street” transfer station.  Bus or rail routes converge along key corridors, and the 
streets are designed with amenities that provide for the comfort and convenience of the transit 


( h l b h l i i f i di i f i blipatron (shelters, benches, real time route information, district maps, water fountains, public art, 
etc.)  The advantage of these types of facilities is that bus routing can be directed along these 
corridors, avoiding circuitous or indirect routes to a single terminal, and that valuable downtown 
real estate is not required since the facilities are part of the public right-of-way.  Examples of 
such facilities can be found in Portland, Oregon where streets are designed for bus, light rail and 
street car service.


Th P l d l f i d f i h i d l f DThe Portland example of street-oriented transfers is the more appropriate model for Downtown
Austin, for a number of reasons:  
• It is generally more time-efficient to operate an in-street transfer, as it does not require buses to 
leave the street system and maneuver to park or dwell off-street.
• Buses and transfer to other modes is often clearer to the transit user, and more transfers can 
generally be accommodated, i.e., to rail, Dillo, taxi, car share, etc., as these would not typically 
be accommodated within an off-street transfer station.
• It is much less real estate consumptive than providing an off-street transfer station.  Rather than 
dedicating a single city block (or more) to a bus terminal or transfer center, transfers could occur 
at several key points where transit modes intersect:  e.g., Fourth Street and Guadalupe/Lavaca 
streets where proposed streetcar service will intersect with north-south bus routes; and Seventh 
Street at Congress Avenue and Guadalupe/Lavaca streets where east-west bus service intersects 
with streetcars and north-south buses respectively.
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Transit Priority Street Cross Sections
The following cross sections provide a description of the recommended configuration of transit-
priority streets throughout the Downtown, including: commuter rail service along East Fourth 
Street; streetcar service along West Third and Fourth Streets, Congress Avenue, Ninth and Tenth 
Streets, and San Jacinto Street; and bus priority streets along the Guadalupe/Lavaca Corridor, 
and Seventh Street.  These recommendations (some of which include options) will be further 
refined in Phase Two of the DAP as a result of more detailed district planning.


East Fourth Street Metro Rail: Metro Rail (Red Line) service will have a dedicated trackway of 
26 feet in width along the center of East Fourth Street, with a terminus station between San 
Jacinto and Brazos Street (shown above).  Vehicular traffic would be closed along this blockface 
to accommodate the trackway and the station platforms.  
(Note:  The “opening day” or first phase configuration consists of a single track and single 
platform between Neches and Trinity streets at Brush Square Capital Metro plans to extend theplatform between Neches and Trinity streets at Brush Square. Capital Metro plans to extend the
line and double-track to reach to a terminus station in the block between Brazos and San Jacinto 
streets.  This will place the platforms within a one-block walk to Congress Avenue, where the 
streetcar platform will be located.)  
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Along the IH 35 to Trinity Street segment of East Fourth Street, adjacent to the Convention 
Center, vehicular travel would be limited to the westbound direction.  The zone south of the 26-
foot wide commuter rail trackway would be dedicated to the Lance Armstrong Bikeway as a 
contra-flow, two-way bikeway.
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As recommended in the Urban Rail Connections Study, two options for streetcar service in 
Downtown should be carried forward for further evaluation and refinement during the 
preliminary design and engineering phases of the streetcar rail project. These include a shared-
running system where the streetcar shares a lane with automobile travel and a dedicated system 
where the streetcar travels in its own exclusive trackway, separate from automobile traffic. The 
following provides a description of the two options from the Seaholm District through the 
Downtown to Congress Avenue and San Jacinto Street: 


West Fourth Street: The above cross section shows the platform condition for shared-running 
rail service on West Fourth Street between Guadalupe and Lavaca Street.  This option creates 
farside platforms that are extensions of the sidewalks.


(Note:  See ROMA’s November 2008 West Third and Fourth Street Rail Study for more street 
cross-section alternatives for West Third and Fourth streets.)
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West Fourth Street: This option shows exclusive, median-running rail service on West Fourth 
Street between Nueces Street and Congress Avenue.  An eastbound and westbound platform 
would be defined within the median of the block, thus allowing for vehicular lanes on either side 
of the exclusive trackway.


(Note:  See ROMA’s November 2008 West Third and Fourth Street Rail Study for more street 
cross section alternatives for West Third and Fourth streets.)
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Congress Avenue: Four rail options are shown for Congress Avenue, two with shared lanes and 
two with dedicated trackways.  These options are described in detail in the previous section 
(Vehicular Circulation) of the report, but include: 


• Option 1 (above) a shared median-running rail conserving existing diagonal parking;
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• Option 2:   Shared side-running rail along the curbside lane, with parallel parking; 
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• Option 3:  An exclusive median-running trackway with split side platforms (located on far side 
of intersection; and 


70







• Option 4:  An exclusive median-running trackway with center platforms.  


The selection of a preferred alignment and configuration for Congress Avenue will await more 
detailed district planning in Phase 2 of the DAP, as well as the preliminary design and 
engineering of the streetcar project.  
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East Ninth or Tenth Street: From Congress Avenue, the streetcar would turn eastward on East 
Ninth Street and/or Tenth Street to San Jacinto Street.  (Tenth Street is preferred to provide more 
coverage along Congress Avenue, but the ultimate decision will depend on a more detailed 
engineering and operational analysis of the streetcar project.)   An exclusive median-running 
configuration is recommended on this two-block segment (as shown above) to accommodate 
both the streetcar turning radius from Congress Avenue and the proposed sharrow lanes along 
Ninth and Tenth streets.  Although the cross-section above depicts a platform, this short stretch 
of Ninth or Tenth Street would probably not be the optimum location for one.  Other options that 
could be considered include a rail couplet where rail could run eastbound on Ninth Street and 
westbound on Tenth Streets, thereby increasing vehicular capacity somewhat on both streets.   
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San Jacinto Street:  Similar to West Fourth Street, there are two options for San Jacinto Street: 


• Option 1:  A shared-running streetcar in the curbside lane; and
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• Option 2:  An exclusive median-running rail option with a center median platform and one lane 
of vehicular traffic on either side. 
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Guadalupe and Lavaca Streets: The Guadalupe and Lavaca Street corridors are designated as 
bus-priority streets, serving multiple routes as they pass through the Downtown and providing 
opportunities for passengers to transfer to other bus routes, Dillo routes and future rail routes.  It 
is proposed that the right-hand lane on each of these one-way streets be designated as bus-only 
lanes.   Cars and bikes would be permitted in the lanes only to turn right.  As described in the 
Bicycle Circulation section, the second lane from the right would also be designated as sharrow 
lanes to serve the commuting cyclist.  Parallel parking along Guadalupe and Lavaca can still 
occur as “duck-in” parking.  (See Appendix C.)
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Seventh Street: Seventh Street, between IH 35 and Guadalupe Street is also designated as a bus-
priority street, however, buses would share the curbside vehicular lanes along this east-west
corridor.  As described in the Vehicular Circulation section above, the street is proposed to be 
changed to two-way operation, and there are two optional cross sections under consideration for 
Seventh Street:


• Option 1:  A five-lane cross section with a continuous left turn lane and 12-foot wide 
sidewalks; andsidewalks; and
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• Option 2:  A four-lane cross section with 18-foot wide Great Streets sidewalks.  While this 
issue is preferred from the standpoint of the pedestrian and the transit patron, the key issue with 
is the limited left turn movement capacity.  Further study and analysis is needed to determine the 
constraints on automobile and bus mobility with a four lane configuration. 


77







78







79







History of Austin Bicycle Planning
Bicycle planning in Austin began in 1972 with the City Council adoption of the Proposed
Bicycle Plan.  Several other plans and initiatives were proposed and/or adopted in the 1970s and 
1980s including the Austin Tomorrow Plan in 1979,the Austin Area Bicycle System: Interim 
Report in 1975, Austin Bikeway Plan in 1980 and the Austin Bicycle Plan in 1986.  In 1991 the 
first edition of the Austin Bicycle Map was published, and the Austin Bicycle Safety and 
Mobility Task Force was created.  In response to the Task Force recommendations, the City of 
Austin re-instigated the Bicycle Coordinator position in 1994 and adopted an updated AustinAustin re instigated the Bicycle Coordinator position in 1994 and adopted an updated Austin
Bicycle Plan in 1996 (Part 1 – policy and procedural manual) and 1998 (Part II – facility 
recommendations).  


The facility recommendations in the 1998 plan identified desired bicycle facilities and routes 
throughout the city.  The plan established a recommended bicycle network at a conceptual level, 
but little design work was conducted that studied facilities in the actual rights-of-way and curb-
to-curb conditionsto-curb conditions.
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Bicycling in Austin Today
Only 3 2 percent of central city employees (area between Oltorf Street FM 2222 PleasantOnly 3.2 percent of central city employees (area between Oltorf Street, FM 2222, Pleasant
Valley Rd., and Loop 1) bicycle to work, according to the 2000 Census.  Despite Austin’s many 
bicycle advocacy groups and Capital Metro’s provision for bikes on buses, biking to and in the 
Downtown remains very challenging and often dangerous.  While some transportation funding 
exists for bike facilities from the most recent bond package, most of it is not dedicated to 
Downtown, where the ability to walk and bike safely is critical to maintaining a vibrant 
downtown.  Easy access for bicycles and quality bicycle facilities within downtown are key to 
ensuring non-motorized mobility and a more sustainable environment within the downtown areaensuring non-motorized mobility and a more sustainable environment within the downtown area.
The lack of facilities (bike stations with lockers, showers, etc.) and coherent, high-quality bike 
routes discourage commuting.  


However, progress has been made citywide.  Over the last ten years, since the adoption of the 
Austin Bicycle Plan, approximately half of the policy recommendations and a third of the 
facility recommendations have been implemented.  In May 2007, the City received a Silver 
Level Bicycle Friendly Community designation from the League of American BicyclistsLevel Bicycle Friendly Community designation from the League of American Bicyclists.


The 2008 Bicycle Route Map shows the existing routes/desired facilities and level of difficulty 
in Downtown.  Few of the routes in the downtown area actually contain bicycle facilities and 
several of the routes are dangerous for bicycling due to lack of facilities, poor maintenance 
and/or barriers along the route.  In an effort to update bicycle policy and facility 
recommendations, the City of Austin is in the process of updating the Bicycle Master Plan which 
should be complete in early 2009 This effort has been closely coordinated with the DAPshould be complete in early 2009. This effort has been closely coordinated with the DAP
Transportation Framework Plan.  The updated plan aims to provide a high-quality bicycle 
network throughout the city that accommodates all levels of bicyclists:  one that considers bike 
circulation in relation to other modes of transportation.  
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Existing bicycle facilities within downtown are limited, resulting in a dangerous and poorly 
connected network through the core of the city.  Trinity and San Jacinto streets are the only 
significant corridors with on-street bike lanes in the entire Downtown study area.  The 
recreational, off-street trail system is more successful and includes:


• the popular Town Lake Trail which provides good connectivity along Lady Bird Lake, but is 
very congested with all types of users traveling at many different speeds (dogs on leashes, 
children, strollers, walkers, etc.; 
• the Shoal Creek trail, which despite interruptions in the vicinity of Fifth Street, has great 
potential to link Downtown with neighborhoods to the north and west; and 
• although limited in width and posing significant grade and sight line challenges, portions of the 
Waller Creek corridor may also have potential for off-street biking.  


There are several new projects and initiatives, which will improve the Downtown bike 
environment significantly:g y
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The Lance Armstrong Bikeway (LAB), now under construction, is a six-mile long, east-west 
commuter route from US 183 on the east to Loop 1 on the west.  The bikeway will consist of a 
combination of off-street concrete trails, on-street striped bike lanes, potential sharrows and on-
street signed bike routes.  The presence of continuous and high-quality bikeways, like the LAB 
and amenities can play a significant role in converting some car commuters to bike commuters.
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The Pfluger Bridge Extension and the Underpass of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks, will 
provide a much needed connection between the hike-and-bike trail along Lady Bird Lake / 
Lamar Boulevard Corridor and Downtown.  The Pfluger Bridge Extension project is expected to 
be completed in 2009, an it is not known when the Underpass will be completed, as the project is 
currently on hold.
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The Street Smarts Task Force was convened in March 2007 with the mission “To create and 
promote the best environment for the friendly co-existence of bicycle riders and other 
transportation users in Austin”.  The overall recommendations include improving infrastructure, 
education, safe behavior and law enforcement and the establishment of a board or commission to 
oversee bike initiatives.  The infrastructure recommendations focus on eliminating existing 
barriers and creating a comprehensive network of on-street and off-street facilities that are well-
integrated with other modes of transportation.
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Off-street multi-use trails are important facilities for both the commuter and recreational 
bicyclist.  The trails in and around Downtown provide great east-west and north-south 
connections through the city and accommodate all levels of bicyclists.  The “gap” in the Shoal 
Creek trail south of Fifth Street needs to be addressed by the City’s acquisition of an access 
easement.  Maintaining a strong network of multi-use trails is important in promoting bicycle 
travel and improving bicycle safety.  
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Bicycle Priority Streets
Downtown streets should be designed to provide a safer and more comfortable environment for 
the recreational as well as the commuting bicyclist.  The DAP Transportation Framework Plan 
proposes a network of bike-priority streets along Bowie, Henderson, Nueces, Colorado, Trinity, 
Third, Fourth, Eleventh and Eighteenth streets.  The bicycle priority streets include:  separated 
bikeways, a bicycle boulevard, dedicated bicycle lanes (without adjacent on-street parking) and 
dedicated bicycle lanes separated from parallel parking by a shy space/buffer zone.  These 
streets provide direct linkages to the system of off-street hike and bike trails along Lady Birdstreets provide direct linkages to the system of off street hike and bike trails along Lady Bird
Lake and Shoal Creek and the larger bicycle route network beyond Downtown.  In addition, a 
network of secondary bicycle streets/routes with bike lanes or shared lane markings, “sharrows” 
(lanes shared by both bikes and cars), is proposed to complement the bike-priority street network 
and preserve the existing bicycle routes.  “Sharrows” are used to instill a heightened 
consciousness and a safer coexistence between motorists and cyclists.  


The bicycle priority streets provide a clear and safe network for bicyclists of all experienceThe bicycle priority streets provide a clear and safe network for bicyclists of all experience
levels.  The proposed plan will result in increased connectivity in Downtown Austin by creating 
a network of high quality priority and secondary facilities that traverse Downtown at frequent 
north-south and east-west intervals.  The following provides a description of the proposed 
priority bike streets in the Downtown:
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Lance Armstrong Bikeway
The Lance Armstrong Bikeway (LAB) is an on-street facility through most of the downtown.  
Between Trinity Street and IH 35, in the vicinity of the Convention Center along East Fourth 
Street, the bikeway is planned as a two-way “contra-flow” facility, 11 feet in width, located 
along the southern curb of the street, parallel with the commuter rail line.   (A contra-flow 
bicycle facility is one in which both directions of bike travel are immediately adjacent to one 
another, in a 10 to 14-foot wide space.) 
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The LAB transitions south to Third Street via Trinity Street and continues west on Third Street.  
The cross section has two, six-foot wide, dedicated bike lanes with parallel parking on the south 
curb only.  A shy space of three feet is provided between the parallel parking and bike lane to 
give bicyclists a safe distance from the parked cars.
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Nueces Street Bicycle Boulevard
Nueces Street is an important north-south bicycle connection through Downtown, providing 
connectivity from Lady Bird Lake to MLK Boulevard, and continuing north through the West 
Campus area.  It is proposed as a signature north-south bike corridor, complementing the east-
west Lance Armstrong Bikeway.  In addition to its strong connectivity, Nueces Street is an 
attractive street for bicyclists of all levels due to the low vehicular traffic volumes, the relatively 
flat profile of the street and the existing tree canopy.  


Nueces Street should be designed as a “bicycle boulevard”, a bike priority street to attract all 
types of cyclists by providing a safe and convenient corridor with a limited number of stop signs 
and with traffic-calming devices that slow cars down and discourage through traffic.  Small 
roundabouts at non-signalized, minor street intersections are recommended to slow automobile 
traffic.  Bicycle/pedestrian detectors (as opposed to vehicle detectors) are proposed at signalized 
intersections to give priority to cyclists and pedestrians.  The existing roadway curb-to-curb 
dimension of 40 feet is maintained to ensure preservation of the mature street trees that providedimension of 40 feet is maintained to ensure preservation of the mature street trees that provide
continuous shade along the street.
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Dedicated Bicycle Lanes
In addition to the signature bike facilities (the Lance Armstrong Bikeway and the Nueces Street 
bike boulevard), the DAP Transportation Framework Plan proposes dedicated bike lanes on 
several streets within the Downtown to provide a safer environment for cyclists and a clearer 
delineation from automobile traffic.  More specifically:


Colorado Street is an important north-south bicycle route, providing an attractive alternative to 
the more congested Congress Avenue and connecting many important east-west priority bike 
streets and secondary routes.  As discussed above, the DAP proposes that Colorado Street be 
converted to two-way vehicular traffic.  Six-foot wide dedicated bike lanes are proposed along 
both sides of the street.  The street could be operated as a three-lane vehicular roadway (one lane 
in each direction and a center turn lane as shown in the cross section above), or as a two-lane 
roadway with parking on one side of the street.  
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Eleventh Street, between IH 35 and Nueces Street, is proposed to be enhanced for bike and 
pedestrian circulation by widening the existing 10-foot sidewalks to at least 12 feet and by 
introducing continuous dedicated bike lanes of six feet in width along both curbs.  Removal of 
parking will also increase the safety of cyclists, as well as keep the vehicular traffic flowing 
more steadily.  
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Trinity Street is also an important north-south bicycle priority street that traverses downtown, 
connecting the trail along Lady Bird Lake with Lance Armstrong Bikeway, The University of 
Texas and other bicycle priority streets and destinations.  The DAP proposes that the segment of 
this street north of Seventh Street be converted to two-way operation, with one vehicular lane in 
each direction,  and six-foot bike lanes along both sides of the street.  Parking is proposed along 
the east curb only.  A shy space of three feet is provided between the parallel parking and bike 
lane to give bicyclists a safe distance from the parked cars.


Eighteenth Street is only a 60-foot ROW.  In this case, the DAP proposes that Eighteenth Street 
be converted to two-way with sharrow lanes, which would allow the conservation of one of the 
two lanes of existing curbside parking.  Another option would be provide dedicated bike lanes 
with no on-street parking.
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Trinity Street transitions to a one-way street south of East Seventh Street, to accommodate the 
sometimes very intense amount of vehicular drop-off activity at the Convention Center.  The 
bicycle facility along this one-way segment of Trinity Street is proposed as a two-way contra-
flow bikeway along the western curb of the street.  Between Third and Fourth Street, this 
segment of the street also serves as the Lance Armstrong Bikeway.  In designing this facility, it 
will be important to carefully transition between the one- and two-way segments of the bikeway 
to reduce bicycle and vehicle conflicts and to give motorists and pedestrians clear notification of 
the contra-flow condition and the resulting bicycle movements.   
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Bike Facilities on Rail Priority Streets
In developing the DAP Transportation Framework Plan, efforts have been made to segregate 
bicycle and rail facilities as much as possible to avoid the hazard of bikes having to cross rails.  
However, there will be intersections where rail and bike crossings will be unavoidable, and a 
few segments (e.g., along Fourth, Trinity and Third streets, or along Nueces or San Antonio 
Street between Third and Fourth Streets as shown in the cross section above) where bikeways 
will run parallel with the rail for a portion of the street.  In these situations, it will be very 
important to provide clear roadway striping and delineation as well as signage that alertsimportant to provide clear roadway striping and delineation, as well as signage that alerts
cyclists to the danger of crossing rails at angles of less than 45 degrees.  Clear indication of 
where safe perpendicular crossings can be made will also be important.  Some cities are 
exploring the potential for rubber flange fillers, also known as “depressible rail inserts” along 
portions of the rail that have heavy bike usage.  In a recent study by Alta Planning + Design, 
“Bicycle Interactions and Streetcars: Lessons Learned and Recommendations,” it was noted that 
flange filler material used for heavy rail can reduce crash danger, but experiments in Switzerland 
seem to indicate that flange filler is not appropriate for streetcar tracksseem to indicate that flange filler is not appropriate for streetcar tracks.


(Note:  See also ROMA’s November 2008 Third and Fourth Street Rail Study.)


(Source: Bicycle Interactions and Streetcars: Lessons Learned and Recommendations, Alta
Planning  + Design, 2008).
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Sharrows
The DAP Transportation Framework Plan proposes a network of “sharrow” lanes within the 
Downtown that will promote safer routes for bicyclists.  Sharrows are used to direct bicyclists 
outside the car door zone (when adjacent to parallel parking) and/or into the appropriate lane, as 
well as increase motorist awareness.  Sharrows are not in the current version of the Texas 
Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (TMUTCD), but the City of Austin plans to submit 
an application to the FHWA (in fiscal year 2009) for inclusion of sharrow lane markings in a 
pilot program intended to study their effectiveness The pilot program application shouldpilot program intended to study their effectiveness. The pilot program application should
recommended sharrows on a downtown street.  Sharrows are being successfully used in several 
cities including Seattle, San Francisco, Portland and New York City.  Additional information on 
sharrows is included in Appendix 2.  The following sections provide information on proposed 
sharrows in Downtown:


Guadalupe and Lavaca streets are important north-south streets, connecting Lady Bird Lake and 
UT.  Due to the high traffic volumes and dedicated bus lanes, these streets are more appropriate 
for the advanced bicyclist.  A potential sharrow is proposed in the lane adjacent to the dedicated 
bus lane. The sharrow will position the bicyclist in the center of the lane.
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Congress Avenue has four alternative roadway designs.  Two options with exclusive median-
running rail accommodate sharrows in the outer lanes.  Bicycle facilities are not provided on the 
shared side-running options,  as rail in the outer lanes creates unsafe conditions for bicyclists.  
Parallel bicycle facilities on Colorado and Brazos Streets are good north-south alternatives to 
Congress Avenue.
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Brazos Street provides an alternative bicycle facility to Congress Avenue.  Sharrows along 
Brazos direct the bicyclist to travel outside the car door zone of the duck in parallel parking.


Like Brazos Street, the DAP proposes that MLK Boulevard and Fifteenth Street have sharrows 
in the center of the outer lanes for the more advanced bicyclist.
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Fifth and Sixth Streets
Fifth and Sixth Streets are important east-west connections through Downtown, providing direct 
routes between east and west Austin.  Sharrows are proposed along both East Fifth and Sixth 
streets.
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Ninth and Tenth Streets provide east-west connections between Lamar, Shoal Creek Trail and 
IH 35.  The DAP proposes sharrows on Ninth and Tenth streets to create safer alternatives to 
Seventh and/or Eighth Streets.


Like Ninth and Tenth streets, the DAP proposes that Red River and Twelfth Streets contain
sharrows adjacent to the parallel parking.  Red River provides important north-south 
connectivity, running parallel to Waller Creek, and Twelfth Street is an important bike route, 


ti D t d th C it l C l ith t d t A ticonnecting Downtown and the Capitol Complex with east and west Austin.
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Parking
The last comprehensive inventory of Downtown parking was undertaken in 2000 by Wilbur 
Smith Associates.  At that time, the study estimated that the CBD Core (an area that smaller to 
that of the Downtown Austin Plan as shown above) had a total supply of 38,086 parking spaces, 
including: 
• 4,670 on-street spaces (12% of total), 
• 20,575 garage spaces (54%), and 
• 12,841 spaces in surface parking lots (34%).  


The study projected an overall surplus of approximately 3,200 spaces in the Downtown by 2005, 
but areas of considerable deficiency (approximately 7,000 spaces) were identified within three 
blocks of Congress Avenue.  The study noted that this deficiency could be erased if Downtown 
were able to increase its “mode share” of transit trips to and from Downtown from its existing 
eight percent to 20 percent, a goal that the study noted was achievable.  
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The report analyzed the accumulated parking demand throughout the day for on-street curbside 
parking, surface lots and garages, and as shown in the chart above, found that usage of on-street 
and surface parking facilities approached 100 percent, while usage of off-street garages peaked 
at 65%.   
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In discussions with stakeholder groups, there appeared to be agreement that if trade-offs needed 
to be made regarding competing uses of the Downtown rights-of-way, storage of automobiles 
should be given the lowest priority.  By increasing sidewalk widths, adding bike lanes and 
introducing street-running rail, the recommendations of the DAP Transportation Framework 
Plan will impact the supply of on-street parking spaces.  If all of the recommendations described 
in this report were implemented, approximately 1,000 on-street spaces would be removed, 
potentially further exacerbating deficiencies in the core area along Congress Avenue. 


Strategies for overcoming these deficiencies include:Strategies for overcoming these deficiencies include:
• Implementation of the recommended transit program, including commuter rail, streetcar and 


enhanced bus service, which can significantly reduce parking demand.
• Provision of additional off-street public parking as part of joint public/private initiatives.
• Congestion pricing of on-street spaces, to promote higher turnover through an increase of 


short-term parking meter rates.
• Introduction of a Downtown Parking Management entity to coordinate pricing and supply ofIntroduction of a Downtown Parking Management entity to coordinate pricing and supply of


parking.


It is also recommended that the Parking Study undertaken in 2000 be updated to take into 
consideration the significant amount of development that has occurred in the past eight years, 
and the levels of transit that are projected to come on line over the next ten years.
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The DAP Transportation Plan recommendations will rebalance the role of streets in Downtown 
to improve overall mobility and sense of place.  They will provide the framework or basis for 
more detailed district planning in Phase 2 of the overall Downtown Austin Plan Project.
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Downtown Priority Maps and Street Sections  
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PRIORITY MAPS:


PRIORITY STREETS BY MODE (All Modes) 


TRANSIT PRIORITY STREETS (Rail, Bus and Dillo) 


BICYCLE PRIORITY STREETS / TRAILS / SECONDARY STREETS 


AUTOMOBILE PRIORITY STREETS 


PEDESTRIAN PRIORITY STREETS/PATHS 


STREET SECTIONS:


Note:  In many cases, various alternative street cross sections are proposed.  For 
example, Congress Avenue has four alternative sections depicting both side-running 
or exclusive-running rail options, as well as different platform locations and 
parking/sidewalk types/dimensions. 


EAST FOURTH STREET – NOTE:  COMMUTER RAIL
� Exclusive, Median-Running:  Lance Armstrong Bikeway, No Parking (IH 35 


to Trinity) 
� Exclusive, Median-Running:  Side Platforms (Brazos to San Jacinto)  


WEST FOURTH STREET  
� Exclusive, Median-Running:  Central Platform, LAB on Third Street, No 


Parking (Between Nueces Street and Congress Avenue) 
� Shared-Running:  Sidewalk Platforms (Between Guadalupe and Lavaca 


Streets) 


CONGRESS AVENUE (Cesar Chavez to Eleventh Street) 
� Shared, Median-Running:  Conserves Angle Parking, Center Platform, Left 


Turn Lanes  
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� Shared, Side-Running:  Sidewalk Platforms, Parallel Parking, Continuous 
Left Turn Lane


� Exclusive, Median-Running:  Center Platform, Potential Sharrows 
� Exclusive, Median-Running:  Non-Platform Condition, Potential Sharrows, 


Parallel Parking 
� Exclusive, Median-Running:  Split Platform, Left Turn Lanes, Potential 


Sharrows  


EAST ELEVENTH STREET (Nueces Street to IH 35) 
� Four Lane Section:  Bike Lanes, No Parking 


SAN JACINTO STREET (Downtown segment) 
� Shared, Side-Running:  Two-Way Conversion, Sidewalk Platforms 
� Exclusive, Median-Running:  Two-Way Conversion, Center Platform 


GUADALUPE & LAVACA STREETS (Downtown Segments) 
� Four Lane Section:  Potential Sharrow, Bus Only Lane, No Parking 


SEVENTH STREET (Guadalupe Street to IH 35) 
� Two-Way Conversion:  Five Lane Section, Continuous Left Turn Lane 
� Two-Way Conversion:  Four Lane Section, Restricted Left Turns 


EAST FIFTH STREET (IH 35 to Brazos Street) 
� Three-Four Lane Section:  Managed Lane, Potential Sharrow, Parallel 


Parking


EAST SIXTH STREET (IH 35 to Brazos Street) 
� Two Lane Section:  Potential Sharrow, Parallel Parking 


FIFTH AND SIXTH STREETS (West of Brazos Street) 
� Four Lane Section:  Potential Sharrow 


EIGHTH STREET (Guadalupe Street to IH 35) 
� Two-Way Conversion:  Four Lane Section, Restricted Left Turns 


NUECES STREET (Downtown segment) 
� Bicycle Boulevard, Parallel Parking (Seventh Street to MLK Boulevard) 
� Bicycle Boulevard, Parallel Parking (Seventh Street to Cesar Chavez) 


COLORADO STREET  
� Two-Way Conversion:  Bike Lanes, Left Turn Lane, No Parking 


TRINITY
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� One-Way:  Two-Lanes, Two-Way Bikeway, Parallel Parking on East Side 
(Cesar Chavez to Seventh Street) 


� Two-Way:  Two Lanes, Bike Lanes, Parallel Parking on East Curb (Seventh 
Street to MLK Boulevard) 


BRAZOS STREET 
� Two-Way Conversion:  Potential Sharrows 


NINETH & TENTH STREETS 
� Two-Way Conversion (Non-Rail Segments):  Potential Sharrows, Parallel 


Parking


TYPICAL DOWNTOWN EXISTING 80’ ROW 
� One-Way:  Narrow Sidewalks, No Trees, Parallel Parking 


TYPICAL GREAT STREETS 80’ ROW 
� Two-Way:  Three Lanes, Parallel Parking 
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Automobile Priority Streets
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Bicycle Priority Streets
Off-Street Multi-Use Trails
Secondary Bicycle Streets/Routes


Note:  Bicycle designations outside of DAP study 
area are based on the 2008 Bicycle Route Map.
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Project Need 
Traffic curb lanes on signed/shared Class III bikeways (a.k.a. “signed shared roadways” in other 
states) are often too narrow to be safely shared side-by-side by cyclists and passing motorists.  On 
these routes, cyclists wishing to stay out of the way of drivers often ride too close to parked cars and 
risk being struck by a suddenly opened car door (being “doored”).  To avoid this, experienced 
cyclists ride further to the left and position themselves closer to the center of narrow lanes.  This is 
permitted by the California Vehicle Code (C.V.C. 21202), but it often irritates motorists who are not 
aware that this is permitted.  To address this and other problems, the San Francisco Bicycle Plan 
recommends that Class III bike routes be delineated with on-road markings.  However, no approved 
standard pavement marking exists for this purpose.  As a result, the following problems have arisen, 
particularly on higher traffic volume roadways: 


�� High incidence of "dooring", 
�� Wrong-way riding, 
�� Sidewalk riding, and 
�� Motorist squeezing cyclists against the curb or parked cars, 


or exhibiting other aggressive behaviors. 
 
Many cities have experimented with a "shared lane marking" as a 
potential solution. The marking does not connote a separated 
bicycle lane, but instead directs the bicyclist to travel outside the car 
door zone and encourage safe co-existence. Such cities include 
Denver (CO), Gainesville (FL), Cambridge (MA), Portland (OR), 
Oakland (CA), Paris (France), Brisbane (Australia), Zurich 
(Switzerland), Buenos Aires (Argentina) and others (see Appendix 
A for details of these and other efforts.) The only city to study the 
effectiveness of such markings is Gainesville (FL), which found 
that the markings caused cyclists to shift their positions by a few 
inches, a positive result. 


The City and County of San Francisco has in particular experienced 
a high frequency of complaints and problems due to increasing 
volumes of bicyclists on streets with high traffic volumes and 
heavily-used on-street parking. In 1998, San Francisco began 
experimenting with a green* pavement marking, referred to as 
"bike-in-house," similar to that of Denver (CO), on various streets. 
While cyclist feedback was generally positive, there was concern 
about the marking’s low visibility. As other jurisdictions began 
using varying marking designs, questions also arose about the need 
for a standard application of spacing, size, and location, as well as 
whether the marking was effective, safe, and beneficial.  


Thus, the San Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic (SF 
DPT) undertook this study to determine the effectiveness of shared 
lane pavement markings in encouraging safe bicyclist and motorist coexistence. The process ideally 
                                                 
* San Francisco used green as its marking color for the “bike-in-house” marking because it was not in use as a standard 
 color for on-street traffic control devices. 


Paris, France 


Denver, Colorado 


Portland, Oregon 
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will lead the California Traffic Control Device Committee (CTCDC) to formally approve and 
effective shared lane marking for use throughout the state. 


Goals
The purpose of this study is to determine the effectiveness of shared-lane markings in achieving 
three distinct goals. 


Goal 1: Improve the position of both motorists and bicyclists on roadways without 
bicycle lanes 


Measure of Effectiveness: 


�� Distance of bicyclist from adjacent parked cars. 
�� Distance of motorist when passing a bicyclist. 
 
Note: All study streets have on-street parking; however, if there is no parked car at the study site 
the measurement shall be to the curb face. 


Goal 2: Reduce aggressive motorist behavior  


Measure of Effectiveness: 


�� Observable hostile behaviors such as honking, gestures or other behaviors when passing or 
waiting to pass a bicyclist. 


Goal 3: Encourage correct bicyclist riding behavior 


Measure of Effectiveness:  


�� Number of bicyclists riding on the sidewalk. 
�� Number of bicyclists riding wrong-way on the street. 


Additional Objectives 


Shared-lane markings may also have the following effects: 


�� Inform motorists to expect bicyclists on the roadway. 
�� Inform motorists that bicyclists may indeed legally ride further to the left in the travel lane, 


even if that means blocking the lane at times. 
�� Inform bicyclists how to position themselves in the lane with respect to the curb or parked 


cars to avoid hazards. 
�� Increase the number of cyclists as people may feel more comfortable riding on streets with 


markings. 
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Arrow Designs 


Human Factors Survey: Findings 
The marking design in other cities is quite varied, as seen in Appendix A. Recognizing that an 
infinite number of possible design variations exist (size, color, shape, etc.), SF DPT undertook a 
human factors survey of the three most commonly used marking designs in the U.S.. The study 
compared driver and bicyclist comprehension of three alternative designs for the shared-use 
marking. Staff presented 120 bicycling commuters and 120 motorist commuters with one of three 
photographs (Figure 1) showing a typical urban street with a different kind of shared lane marking. 
They then asked a series of open-ended questions to determine: 


�� What they felt they should do in that scenario if they were bicycling/driving,  
�� Why they would react that way, and 
�� What they thought the pavement marking in particular meant they should to do. 


 
Key results included: 


�� All three markings encouraged motorists to be more aware of bicycles. 
�� The bike-and-separate-arrow marking frequently conveyed the incorrect message “bike 


straight only at the intersection ahead.”   
�� The bike-and-chevron marking was more likely to elicit the response to slow down than the 


bike-in-house symbol. 
�� Significantly more respondents thought the bike-and-chevron marking indicated a shared use 


lane than the bike-and-separate-arrow marking.   
�� About half of the surveyed bicyclists thought they should stay in the right lane and follow 


the arrow. 


 
Bike-and-chevron marking Bike-and-separate-arrow marking Bike-in-house marking 


Figure 1. Survey Exhibits: Photographic Renderings 
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Selected Designs 
As a result of this research, as well as review from a 
Technical Advisory Committee, SF DPT chose to study 
the two designs shown in Figure 2.  


The modified bike-in-house is 42 inches (3’-6”) wide at 
the arrow points, 28 inches (2’-4”) wide at the bottom 
channel, and 75 inches (6’-3”) long. The rider is 28 inches 
wide at the wheels and 48 inches tall.  Compared to the 
original bike-in-house used on various streets, the 
bicyclist is twice as large, the overall marking is 3 inches 
longer, and the overall width remains the same. In 
addition, a bike wheel channel was created at the bottom 
to encourage cyclists to ride on the arrow.  


The bike-and-chevron marking is used in Paris and 
Chicago. Technical advisory committee members also 
strongly recommended studying the bike-and-chevron 
marking. 


 


 


 


Modified “bike-in-house" marking 


Bike-and-chevron marking 


Figure 2. Selected Designs 
for the Study 
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e ore n A er i eo e An sis 
The primary approach used to evaluate cyclist and driver behavior was a before/after videotape 
study. In addition, the consultant team and the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition (SFBC) administered 
surveys to cyclists and drivers to gauge their perceptions about the effectiveness of the markings. 
This document presents the findings of both the video study and surveys. 
 
The consultant team collected more than 140 hours of video, primarily during the weekday 
commute, at six locations (see photos starting on page 7): 
 


�� Polk Street 
�� 17th Street 
�� 2nd Street 


�� Market Street (weekday/midday location) 
�� JFK Drive (weekend/weekday  location) 
�� Stanyan Street (weekend location) 


 
The locations are heavily-used bicycle routes for both utilitarian and recreational cyclists. The streets 
have on-street parking with relatively narrow (�22 feet) outside shared lanes (including parking) and 
no bicycle lanes. They have varied traffic volumes and roadway width characteristics (see Table 1). 
The markings were placed so that the centerline is 11 feet from the curb, or about 4 feet from 
parked cars (see Figure 3). 


Table 1. Characteristics of Marking Locations 


Street Location # of Lanes 
Curb Lane Width 


(includes parking) ADT1 (Volume) 


Polk Street between Washington and 
Sacramento


two-lane road 22’ high ADT/lane 


17th Street between S. Van Ness  and 
Dolores2


two-lane road 22’ moderate 
ADT/lane 


Second Street between Mission and Howard four-lane road 17’ moderate 
ADT/lane 


Market Street between Van Ness and Octavia2 four-lane road 18’ to 19’ high ADT/lane 


JFK Drive between 8th and 10th Ave. four-lane road 17’ to 19’ moderate 
ADT/lane 


Stanyan Street between Haight and Frederick   four-lane road 16’-10” moderate 
ADT/lane 


1 Heavy ADT is defined as more than 4000 vehicles per day per lane of traffic. Moderate ADT is defined as 
between 2000 and 4000 vehicles per day per lane of traffic. 


2 17th Street (between Dolores and Valencia) and Market Street (between Octavia and Gough) were marked by 
DPT with green pavement arrows years prior to the Before/After Study.  These green test arrows were 
removed prior to the initiation of the "Before" video documentation. 


Note: Other streets�Fell St., 8th Ave., Transverse St., Page St. �were considered but not selected for analysis as 
the budget allowed for only six streets. The selected streets offer a good range of comparable issues. 
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* This placement is based on the following: 
 - 85th percentile of car doors observed opened to 9’6” from curb (per DPT field observations). 
 - Average width of bicycles is 2’. 
 - 6” clearance from door to bicycle handlebar is desired minimum “shy distance”. 


 
Figure 3. Plan View of Marking Placement 
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Locations of Study Markings 
 
 
17th Street 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2nd Street 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Market Street 
 
 
 
 


        eastbound westbound 


        northbound southbound 


         westbound     eastbound 
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Polk Street 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Stanyan Street 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
JFK Drive 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


      southbound northbound 


       northbound     southbound 


       eastbound     westbound 
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Summary of Data Collection 
 
 
 


Sample Size 


�� 6 locations
�� 140 hours of videotaping 
�� "Before" study:


o 1100 cyclists 
o 1000 motor vehicles 


�� "After" study: 
o 1300 cyclists
o 1400 motor vehicles 


Time of Study 


�� Spring-Summer 2003 
�� Various times during the day,


depending on street 


Variables Studied 


�� Number of travel lanes 
�� Traffic volume 
�� Curb lane width 
�� Location
�� Time of day 
�� Marking type


 
Note: Distances were measured to and from the tires of the car or bicycle. Based on review of 
the videotapes and the videographer's perceptions, the presence of the video camera did not 
seem to alter cyclists' or drivers' behaviors. However, the use of a video camera angled at 
oncoming cyclists did present a potential measurement error of up to 3 inches due to the 
inherent distortion of the view field. This measurement error could be eliminated in future 
studies through the use of an overhead-mounted camera or laser measurement device. 


Recorded Behaviors 


�� Cyclists' positions (A and B 
in the above diagram) 


�� Motorists' positions (B and 
C in the above diagram) 


�� Cyclist direction
�� Cyclist location (street vs. 


sidewalk)
�� Visible conflicts between 


cyclists and motorists 
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Results


Technical Results 
Overall, the stencil markings significantly* improved both motorists' and cyclists' positions in the 
roadway (using the median average positions). The markings also reduced sidewalk and wrong-way 
riding. 


Goal 1: Position of bicyclists and 
motorists


�� Finding 1: Overall, the presence 
of a marking increased the 
distance of cyclists to parked 
cars by 8 inches. The effect of 
each marking on position was 
similar (see Figure 4). 


 


 
Figure 4. Effect on Bicycle to Parked Car Spacing 


 


�� Finding 2: When passing vehicles 
were present, the markings 
caused an increase of 3 to 4 
inches in the distance between 
cyclists and parked cars. In 
addition, the markings caused an 
increase of over 2 feet in the 
distance between cyclists and 
passing vehicles. The bike-and-
chevron had a greater effect (by 3 
inches) on the distance between 
cyclists and passing vehicles (See 
Figure 5). 


 
Figure 5. Effect on Motorist and Bicyclist Spacing 


 
                                                 
* The use of the term, "significant" means that the observed change was the result of a change in the variable (i.e., the 
pavement marking), as opposed to normal variance in the measurements. Significance has been determined through the 
use of a variety of statistical tests and tools including �2 (chi-squared) tests and multiple linear regression where 
appropriate. The �2  tests were used to compare the before/after results for behaviors such us cyclists' location and  
direction. Linear regression was used to analyze the measured results in relation to the markings. 
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(Goal 1 Continued) 
 


�� Finding 3: When no cyclists were 
present, both of the markings 
had a significant positive effect 
of about one foot on the distance 
between passing vehicles and 
parked cars (see Figure 6). 


 
Figure 6. Effect on Motor Vehicle to Parked Car 


Spacing
 


Goal 2: Reduction in aggressive motorist behavior 


�� The markings neither significantly reduced nor increased the number of observable hostile 
behaviors between bicyclists and motorists. This was primarily due to the low number of 
aggressive behaviors recorded in the "before" videotapes. 


 


Goal 3: Reduction in improper bicycle behavior 


�� Both the markings significantly reduced the number of sidewalk riders: the bike-and chevron 
by 35% and the bike-in house by 25%. 


�� The bike-and-chevron marking significantly reduced the number of wrong-way riders by 
80%. The bike-in-house marking did not have any significant impact on the percentage of 
wrong-way riders. 


 
Table 2 provides a summary of these findings. Complete results are on file with the San Francisco 
Department of Parking and Traffic’s Bicycle Program. 
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Table 2. Summary of Bicyclists' and Motorists' Behavior 


Before After 


Behaviors 
(No marking)  


sample size=1158
Bike-in-House 
sample size=570


Bike-and-Chevron 
sample size=794


Sidewalk riders  6.5% 4.9% 4.2% 
Wrong-way riders 3.0% 3.3% 0.60% 
Hostile behaviors 0.15% 0.17% 0.12%
Distance of cyclists to parked cars 3'-4" 4'-0" 4'-0" 
Distance of cyclists to cars in travel lanes 2'-7"  


sample size=150 
4'-7"


sample size=59 
4'-10"


sample size=150 
Distance of cars in travel lane to parked 
cars (no bike present) 


4'-8" 5'-8" 5'-6" 


Significant differences are indicated in boldface.


Variables Influencing Results 


Various factors contributed to these study results, including: 
�� Number of travel lanes 
�� Traffic volume 
�� Curb lane width 
�� Time of day (AM Peak/PM Peak/weekday midday/weekend) 


 
Each variable was classified in two groups (such as high/low, narrow/wide, or AM/PM). The 
median and mean average distances were isolated and cross-tabulated for different factors and were 
compared to see if the variables had an effect on distances between cyclists, parked cars, and passing 
cars. Table 3 summarizes the characteristics' effects on cyclists and motorist positions. A complete 
listing of the cross-tabulated results is on file with the SF DPT Bicycle Program. 


Table 3. With Markings in Place, Significant Street Characteristics Affecting Behavior 


Factor 
Effect on Distance between 
Bicyclists and Parked Cars 


Effect on Distance between 
Bicyclists and Passing Vehicles 


More lanes (4 vs. 2) increase decrease 
Higher traffic volume no effect no effect 
Wider curb lane  decrease increase 
AM vs. PM no effect no effect 
Peak Periods decrease decrease 


 
In comparing the effects of the markings on rider position on streets with different characteristics, 
the study found that: 


�� The markings have a greater effect on distance between cyclists and parked cars on four 
lane roads than on two lane roads. 


�� The markings have a greater effect on distance between cyclists and parked cars on heavy 
volume roads than on moderate volume roads lane roads. 


�� Curb-lane width and time of day did not have a significant effect on how much the markings 
changed behavior. 


 
Table 4 summarizes the findings of each of the markings.  
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Table 4. Summary Comparison of Markings 


Study Issues Bike-in-House  Bike-and-Chevron 
1. Did the marking increase the distance of bicyclists from 


adjacent parked cars? 
YES YES 


2. Did the marking increase the distance between passing 
motorists and cyclists? 


YES YES 


3. Did the marking reduce observable hostile behaviors? UNDETERMINED 1 UNDETERMINED 1


4. Did the marking reduce incidences of sidewalk riding? YES YES
5. Did the marking reduce incidences of wrong-way riding? NO YES
1 There were too few incidents to reach a statistical conclusion.


 


Cyclist and Driver Survey Results 
Staff and volunteers surveyed 103 San Francisco cyclists and 23 motorists about the bicycle 
markings at three locations: Polk Street, 2nd Street, and Market Street*. Approximately equal 
numbers of surveys were collected for both kinds of markings (see Table 5). 


Table 5. Surveys Completed  


Marking Type 
Chevron Bike-in-House Sub-Totals 


Location Cyclists Drivers Cyclists Drivers Chevron 
Bike-in-
House Totals


Market St. 20 -- 45 -- 20 45 65
Polk St. 7 11 8 12 18 20 38
2nd St. 23 -- 0 -- 23 0 23


Totals 50 11 53 12 61 65 1261


1 While the grand total of cyclists surveyed is 128, two cyclist surveys returned did not include 
location or marking type information, and thus are not included in this chart. 
 
The survey queried bicyclists' and drivers' understanding and perception of the markings. The results 
were coded in Microsoft Excel and analyzed using SPSS Statistical Software. Complete results are on 
file with the San Francisco DPT Bicycle Program. 


In summary, the bicyclists surveyed see the markings as a step in the right direction and felt that the 
markings increased their sense of safety. However, the intended message of the markings was not 
fully understood. This could be remedied through a public information campaign. 


The majority of the drivers surveyed claimed not to notice the markings. Since the sample size of 
drivers was so small, the results do not provide conclusive findings. Of the drivers that noticed the 
markings, there was no significant advantage of one marking over the other, but the drivers did not 
seem to confuse the markings with bike lanes.   


                                                 
* Surveys were administered roughly a half-block "downstream" of the markings during weekday peak travel times. The 
surveyors asked approaching cyclists if they would fill out the surveys on the spot (no surveys were mailed). Small 
warning signs (with the words, "Bike Surveys") were placed about 50 feet before the surveyors. About 25% of passing 
cyclists filled out the survey, which took an average of three to four minutes to complete. Drivers were surveyed as they 
arrived to their respective destinations along Polk Street. 
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Location and Rider Characteristics 


Since most of the surveys were conducted on major commute routes during peak times, recreational 
and beginner cyclists are under-represented. Practically all of the interviewed cyclists categorized 
themselves as either intermediate (25%) or advanced (74%) urban cyclists. Typically, these cyclists 
are more likely to "take the lane" in urban traffic situations. Most of the cyclists were commuting 
to/from work (63%) or riding for utilitarian purposes (25%). Practically all of the cyclists were 
between the ages of 19-60 (60% 19-35 years old, 38% 36-60 years old).  


Message


�� Many cyclists believed that the markings indicated that the right lane served as a bike route 
or lane or that bikes have priority (30%) (see Figure 7). 


�� About 15% of cyclists felt that the marking indicated that bicyclists were allowed full use of 
the travel lane. 75% of these "take the lane" respondents had ridden over the bike-in-house 
marking.   


�� A few cyclists thought that the marking signified that a bike lane would be installed at the 
location in the future (2%).  


�� Of the motorists that responded, two out of the seven that noticed the markings understood 
that the marking indicate that they should allow more room for cyclists.  


 


What message is the marking supposed to convey?
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Figure 7. Cyclists' Responses to Survey - Message 


 
Perception of Impact on Behavior 


�� Of the riders who noticed the markings, 33% felt that they did not change their position.  
�� Of the 33% of cyclists that felt that the marking affected their position (See Figure 8), 100% 


said that they rode closer to the center of the lane, often over the center of the marking.  
�� 60% of cyclists felt that the markings increased their sense of safety (See Figure 9). 
�� 35% felt that the marking improved driver behavior, 36% felt that the marking had no 


impact on driver behavior, and 29% were unsure (See Figure 10).  
�� One-third of drivers felt that the markings improved their behavior. 
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How did the markings affect your riding behavior?


Not sure
34%


No change
33%


Closer to center 
of lane
33%


 
Figure 8. Cyclists' Responses to Survey - Riding Behavior 


 
 
 
 
 
 


Did the markings affect your sense of safety?


decrease 
safety


2%


no change
26%


unsure
12%


increase 
safety
60%


 
Figure 9. Cyclists' Responses to Survey - Sense of Safety 
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Do you think that the markings affected motorists' 
behavior?


improved
35%


no impact
36%


unsure
29%


 
Figure 10. Cyclists' Responses to Survey - Motorists' Behavior 


Visibility


�� Of the 105 surveyed cyclists, 76 (72%) noticed the markings. About the same percentage of 
cyclists noticed each of the markings. When prompted, cyclists preferred the bike-and-
chevron marking over the bike-in-house marking by a two to one ratio.  


�� Many cyclists also commented that the large, white markings are more visible and preferable 
to the green bike-in-house markings painted on San Francisco streets in the past.  


�� Of the 23 motorists that were surveyed on Polk Street, only seven (30%) noticed the 
markings. None of the respondents mentioned a preference for either marking. It should be 
noted that from the perspective of the driver, the chevrons appear "flat." Several cyclists 
made this comment as well. Many of the motorists felt that there was not enough room for 
cyclists on Polk Street.   
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Conclusion
This research has proven that shared lane pavement markings in San Francisco have a positive 
impact on motorist and cyclist behavior, positions, and safety. These results are complementary to a 
1999 Florida study (Florida Department of Transportation, Evaluation of the Shared-Use Arrow). While 
both studies found that such markings significantly reduce wrong-way and sidewalk riding, the 
Florida study found a much smaller impact on cyclists' positions. In contrast to San Francisco, the 
Florida study measured rider positions on roadways with no on-street parking, and on streets where 
cyclists were less likely to "take the lane".  
 
The bike-and-chevron marking had a stronger impact 
on motorist positioning and in reducing wrong-way 
riding and is preferred by cyclists surveyed. Based on 
these findings, the project team recommends the 
bike-and-chevron marking be used as a standard 
marking for shared-use lanes on appropriate 
streets in San Francisco. Based on comments 
received, the pitch of the chevron should be increased 
by approximately 6 inches (see Figure 11.) The 
project team also recommends that the California 
Traffic Control Devices Committee adopt this 
marking as an optional marking for Class III bikeways 
throughout California.  
 
 
 
 
 


 
Figure 11. Recommended Modified 


Bike-and-Chevron  
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Appendix A: Pavement Markings in Other Cities 
Various symbols have been tried by cities in the U.S., Europe and Australia. The symbols have been 
installed where bike lanes cannot be installed for various reasons including:  


�� Not enough cyclists;  
�� Too expensive;  
�� Requires loss of parking; and/or  
�� Requires road widening or other unacceptable trade-off. 


 
To better understand these bicycle pavement symbol efforts, staff gathered information regarding (a) 
their use, (b) their effectiveness, (c) preferred installation locations, and (d) types of material, size, 
and color used. This report is a summary of the information gathered from: 


�� Brisbane, Australia 
�� Chicago, Illinois 
�� Oakland, California 
�� Denver, Colorado 
�� Cambridge, Massachusetts 


�� Paris, France 
�� Portland, Oregon 
�� Gainesville, Florida 
�� Warren and Waitsfield, Vermont 
�� Las Vegas, Nevada. 


Location: Brisbane, Australia 


Photo:


Size/Shape:   The idea is derived from the 4'0" wide Denver arrow, but instead Brisbane adopted a 1200-
1500 mm wide yellow bicycle symbol as shown above. 


Color: Yellow (was considered an advisory color; distinguishable from the mandatory white bike lane 
symbols also in use) 


Material: Paint
Source: Michael Yeates, Convener, Cyclists Urban Speed limit Taskforce, An initiative of the Bicycle 


Federation of Australia Inc 
ph +61 7 3371 9355, michaelm@myoffice.net.au , 
www.yeatesit.biz/transfiles/bfaurbanspeedlimits.pdf 


Other Sources: Bicycle Federation of Australia. Associated report “Towards A Safe Urban Speed Limit: Report 
Of The Cyclists Urban Speed Limit Task Force”: www.bfa.asn.au/cyclist/201speed.htm  
City of Brisbane, Australia. "Making Space For Cyclists By Sharing The Road: Brisbane City 
Council's "Bicycle Friendly Zone" report: 
www.brisbane.qld.gov.au/getting_around/bikes/bikeways/signs.shtml 
www.ourbrisbane.com/brisbane/traffictrans/bicycles.htm 


How Used: A yellow bike symbol system has been under development on Brisbane streets since 1995.  
They are called Bicycle Friendly Zones (BFZ).  On existing roads where there is not enough 
space to provide a bike lane, BFZs are created to alert motorists of “the likely travel corridor 
for bicyclists”. These zones are marked with a yellow bicycle symbol that warns other road 
users that cyclists commonly use the route.  The intention is to clearly delineate the parking 
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areas so that the areas between the parked vehicles and the through traffic can be utilized by 
cyclists. The reduced speed (50km/h) and the bike symbols show where cyclists are expected. 
The yellow symbols are placed (using standard road-marking stencils) 1800-2000 mm from 
the curb where parking is allowed, and closer to the curb where there is no parking.  On single 
lane roads where edge lines are installed, the lines are regularly broken to accommodate the 
yellow bike symbols (see photo).  In all cases, the symbols are repeated at regular intervals on 
the road.
According to the Bicycle Federation of Australia, the major benefit of the BFZ is adaptability. It 
can be used to “make room for the cyclists” in combinations of lower speed areas in areas 
such as shopping strips to reduce traffic speed by integrating all relevant urban design 
elements. Used in various combinations, it preserves space for cyclists without “separation”, 
an example of “sharing the road”. From a technical perspective, correct placement of the BFZ 
allows its use on roads that, if bike lanes were used, would require widening traffic lanes that, 
according to traffic design theory, results in increased speed of the adjoining traffic. The 
development and use of the BFZ illustrates the relationship between speed limits, speeding, 
perceptions of safety and provision of facilities. Despite not being able to reduce the speed 
limit on main roads from 60 to 50km/h, reduced traffic speeds when cyclists are present have 
been achieved by use of the BFZ.  


Effectiveness: Brisbane’s use of the bike symbols has been an ongoing "trial" without any specific evaluation 
processes. To see if the concept worked intuitively or subjectively, no education was provided 
before or after the installation of the symbols.  Michael Yates believes that they appear to be 
working intuitively and no negative effects have been identified. 


Location: Chicago, Illinois 


Photo:


Size/ Shape: 5’ 9” high by 3’ 3” wide bicycle above 1’ 8” high by 3’ 3” wide double chevron.  Randy Neufeld 
modeled it after a design photographed in Paris a couple of years ago by a Chicagoland 
Bicycle Federation member. (Bike-in-House symbols previously installed in 1999 were 
considered too small to be understood by cyclists.) 


Color: White 
Material: They upgraded their symbols to an intersection grade quality material in 2002. In general, their 


3M thermoplastic symbols have lasted 5 years or more, depending on wear. 
Source: Nick Jackson, Director of Planning, Chicagoland Bicycle Federation 


(312) 427-3325 x 27, nick@biketraffic.org 
How Used: The symbol has been used by the Chicago DOT Bike Program in two places for shared lanes, 


both short connections between bike lanes.  It is also planned for use in conjunction with 
directional signage to lead cyclists across large intersections to a facility in an area where 
many cyclists ride on the sidewalk. 


Effectiveness: unknown at this time 


Location: Oakland, California 


Photo: Not available 
Size/ Shape: Not available 
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Color: White 
Material: Paint
Source: Kathryn Hughes, City of Oakland Public Works Agency, Transportation Services Division 


ph 510-238-6493, khughes@oaklandnet.com 
How Used: White bike stencils were placed on a shared-use connecting link between two bike lanes on 


Grand Avenue in Oakland. The project is called the Grand Avenue Commuter Bikeway. The 
bike lanes extend from El Embarcadero to Webster, then the stencils/shared lane from 
Webster to Broadway, and bike lanes from Broadway to Market. SG 45 signs were also 
installed on the entire route and Share the Road signs on the stenciled portion. 


Effectiveness: unknown at this time 


Location: Denver, Colorado 


Photo:


Size/ Shape: Bike-in-a-house design (the original, designed by James Mackay), 4’ 3” long x 4’ 0” wide, with 
a left-bound cyclist 


Color: White 
Material: One of the reasons for the "Bike in the House" symbol was to reinforce the correct direction of 


travel.  Additionally, there was a desire to reduce the typical pavement marking costs of bike 
lanes.  The original symbols were painted, but since the paint abraded away quickly from 
winter sanding operations, they have been replaced with thermoplastic solid outlined symbols 
as shown above (cost is $50 each).   


Source: James Mackay, P.E., Denver Bicycle Planner, 201 West Colfax Avenue, Department 509, 
Denver, CO  80202, ph 720-865-3171, fax 720-865-2676, James.Mackay@ci.denver.co.us 
http://www.denvergov.org/Bicycle_Program/59810116template3jump.asp 


How Used: As part of Denver’s 1993 Bicycle Master Plan development, a “Shared Use Lane Pavement 
Marking Arrow”, commonly called the “Bike in the House”, was designed.  The symbols are 
used in shared use lane conditions where bike lanes are not provided, but where it is desired 
to define the likely travel corridor for bicyclists.  Symbols are placed approximately every 180 
feet on-center along roads, often with “Share the Road” signs.  They are placed so the center 
of the arrow is 9’ 6” off the curb line with an adjoining 7 foot parking stall. 


Effectiveness: Not available 


Location: Cambridge, Massachusetts 


Photo:


Size/ Shape: Bicycle stencil placed in a break of a continuous white line 
Color: White 







 21 
San Francisco Shared Lane Marking Study 


Material: Paint
Source: Cara Seiderman, cseiderman@Spike.CI.Cambridge.MA.US 


Wayne Amaral, Cambridge Traffic Department, (617) 349-4723 
Bryce Nesbitt, Bicycle Committee member, bryce2@obviously.com 


How Used: Pavement markings have been installed on Mt. Auburn Street in Cambridge. The travel lane is 
11 feet and the guideline is 10' out from the curb.  


Effectiveness: No formal study completed yet, but these comments were passed on: 
“I find this lane treatment highly appropriate for intermediate width streets (too narrow for a full 
bike lane, too wide for cyclists to take the entire lane).  In particular I find: 
“1. It seems to keep cyclists out of the door zone. Cyclists ride within inches of the line. 
“2.  Motorists don't seem to get mad when a cyclist deviates from the line.  With conventional 
double-stripe bike lanes, motorists often seem to insist that bikes stay within the bike lane.  
This does not happen on Mt. Auburn.” 


Location: Paris, France 


Photo:


Size/ Shape: Similar to the Chicago, IL symbol (5’ 9” high by 3’ 3” wide bicycle above 1’ 8” high by 3’ 3” 
wide double chevron) 


Color: White 
Material: Thermoplastic 
Source: Marc Jolicoeur, Research Coordinator, Velo Quebec 


tel.: (514) 521-8356 #394, fax: (514) 521-5711, marc_jolicoeur@velo.qc.ca 
How Used: The city of Paris is using arrows and bike symbols repeated along the line of travel of cyclists 


in intersections, about the same way colored lanes have been used in Portland and Montreal. 
Effectiveness: unknown at this time 


Location: Portland, Oregon 


Photo:


Size/ Shape: Standard markings for inside bike lane 
Color: White 
Material: Thermoplastic 
Source: Mia Birk, Principal, Alta Planning + Design, 144 NE 28th Avenue, Portland OR 97232 


ph (503) 230-9862, fax (503) 230-9864, cell (503) 238-4745, miabirk@altaplanning.com 
How Used: Portland used the bike lane marking without the bike lane line in one case in February 1998.  


This case involves a street with bike lanes that lead up to a 26' wide bridge, on which there is 
not adequate room for bike lanes.  The city retained the marking on the outer 3' of each of the 
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13' lanes to encourage motorists to travel toward the left of the lane. 
Effectiveness: No specific study. Anecdotal evidence suggests that motorists are indeed giving cyclists room: 


the markings are still there after almost five years of application and show little signs of 
motorists' driving on them.  


Location: Gainesville, Florida 


Photo:


Size/ Shape: bike-in-a-house, 4’ 0” wide x 6’ 0” long 
Color: White 
Material: Paint
Source: Dennis Scott, Florida Pedestrian and Bicycle Coordinator 


ph (850) 410-4927, dennis.scott@dot.state.fl.us 
How Used: Their shared-use arrow was intended to address deficiencies in wide outside curb lane bike 


facilities. The wide curb lanes are frequently not recognized as a facility by bicyclists.  The 
shared-use arrow informs the cyclists about where to ride and in which direction.  The symbols 
were put down as part of a November 1999 usage evaluation, performed by the University of 
North Carolina Highway Safety Research Center (HSRC), to compare the riding positions of 
bicyclists and the position of motorists on sections marked with the shared-use arrow to 
unmarked sections. 
The arrow was placed by Gainesville Public Works at 3.5 feet from the curb face at four 
locations along 13th Street (US 441).  In this study area, 13th Street has 4 lanes, a 30 mph 
speed limit, and carries approximately 35,000 vehicles per day.  The four locations were 
examined using videotaping equipment to record bicycles and motor vehicles.   


Effectiveness: For this evaluation, the measures of effectiveness pertained to before and after 
measurements of bicycles and motor vehicles from the curb and from each other. Bicycle to 
Curb was the only measurement that showed a statistically significant difference between the 
BEFORE and AFTER conditions. Although the difference between the BEFORE mean 
measurement of 1.58 feet and the AFTER of 1.83 feet was statistically significant, this .25 feet 
(1.83 - 1.58), or 3 inches, is not practically significant.  This does not represent enough of a 
meaningful shift in distance for real world application. Furthermore, this amount may fall within 
the measurement error of the software/data reducer, especially considering that BEFORE 
measurements were made with the bicyclist farther from the camera.  More trials in other 
locations are recommended and should result in more conclusive findings. 


Location: Warren and Waitsfield, Vermont 
Photo: Not available 
Size/ Shape: Bike-in-a-house design (4’ x 4’ approximately – some maybe smaller due to narrow shoulders 


of 3’ or less) 
Color: White 
Material: Paint
Source: Amy Bell, Vermont Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator, ph (802) 828-5799 
How Used: Symbols were placed experimentally along the shoulders of a scenic tourist 4.5 mile stretch of 


US Route 100. Share the Road signs were installed with the pavement symbols.  The symbols 
have not been replaced since their first application, and many are worn away, covered over or 
scraped off from winter equipment.  The signs are still in place. 


Effectiveness: No specific study. Casual verbal survey of approximately 200 local citizens and 50 bicyclists 
led to conclusion that bicyclists felt the symbols were too small to be effective and local drivers 
rarely noticed them.  The Vermont DOT decided to not encourage their use, to not replace 
them, and to not include them in future plans 


Location: Las Vegas, Nevada 
Photo: Not available 
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Size/ Shape: MUTCD standard bicyclist and arrow symbol 
Color: White 
Material: Retroreflective film with glass beads 
Source: Mike Colety, P.E., Kimley-Horn and Associates 


ph (702) 862-3609, fax (702) 735-4949, mike.colety@kimley-horn.com 
How Used: Pavement stencil markings are only used with bicycle lanes (not shared lanes 
Effectiveness: Not available 


Location: Sacramento, California 
Photo: Not available 
Size/ Shape: Not available 
Color: White 
Material: Paint
Source: Ed Cox, Alternative Modes Coordinator, City of Sacramento,  


ph (916) 264-8434, fax (916) 264-8357, ecox@cityofsacramento.org 
How Used: For several years Sacramento has been using a painted arrow and legend that says “Bike 


Route”.  It is almost identical to markings used for bike lanes (Highway Design Manual figure 
1004.3) that says “Bike Lane”.  Sacramento’s symbols are used for streets that are on their 
Bikeway Master Plan, primarily on Class 3 routes where they are combined with the Green 
and White Bike Route signs (California State Department of Transportation, Caltrans, G93). 
They have also put them on streets where it was not possible to install Class 2 bike lanes. 


Effectiveness: No study. They do provide route guidance to bicyclists.  


Other Locations 
 


 
Freiburg, Germany 


 


 
Buenos Aires, Argentina 


 
San Anselmo, California 
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Downtown On-Street Parking Counts 







DRAFT
Downtown On-Street Parking Counts:
Gains and Losses by Affected Street Segment per October 2008 DAP Transportation Framework Plan
Prepared by ROMA for the City of Austin
10/6/2008


Existing per DAP Assumed Gained/
Parking Transportation "Duck-In"/Other Lost
Spaces Plan Parking (1,2) Spaces (with 1,2)


NORTH-SOUTH STREETS
Guadalupe (Cesar Chavez to MLK)¹ 252 0 142 -110
Lavaca (Cesar Chavez to MLK)¹ 264 0 144 -120
Colorado (Cesar Chavez to 11th)² 136 0 80 -56
Congress (Cesar Chavez to 11th)4 148 182 34
Trinity (Cesar Chavez to MLK) 309 136 -173
San Jacinto (10th to MLK)¹ 197 0 72 -125
EAST-WEST STREETS
3rd (Trinity to Nueces) 117 86 -31
4th (IH 35 to San Antonio) 223 0 -223
5th (IH 35 to Brazos)³ 102 132 30
5th (Brazos to Lamar)¹ 143 0 88 -55
E. 6th (IH 35 to Brazos) 119 132 13
6th (Brazos to Lamar)¹ 157 0 84 -73
7th (IH 35 to Guadalupe)¹ 155 0 80 -75
8th (IH 35 to Guadalupe)¹ 153 0 72 -81
9th (IH 35 to Lamar) 302 368 66
10th (Congress to Lamar) 187 209 22
E. 10th (IH 35 to Congress) 121 104 -17
11th (IH 35 to Nueces) 51 0 -51
18th (Trinity to Rio Grande) 188 101 -87


TOTAL Parking Spaces on Above Streets 3324 1450
TOTAL Parking Spaces Gained/Lost -1002
TOTAL Spaces Gained: "Duck-In"/Other (1,2) 762


Existing Parking Assumptions:  Parking counts on block faces without recorded counts were calculated using an 
approximation of one parallel parking space per 25 linear feet.  Blocks with obviously incorrect information were 
counted the same as the nearest correct block.


¹ Limited parking along corridors could be provided in "duck-ins":  4 spaces assumed per blockface.
² Limited parking along corridors could be provided by eliminating center turn lanes.
³ 66 spaces along the north curb of 5th Street between IH 35 and Brazos are within a managed lane:
  spaces are available during non-peak hours.
4 Congress Avenue gains 3 spaces in the Exclusive-Running Option and 34 spaces in the Shared-Running Option


Base Map Source:  Consultants, Wilbur Smith and Land Design Studio, completed the initial GIS shapefile in early 
2001 for Tranportation, Planning and Sustainability Department (TPSD). TPSD updated some of the shapefile in
2002 and 2003 for use in the Downtown Access and Mobility Study and Great Streets Project.
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introduCtion


The Core/Waterfront District of Downtown Austin represents the heart of the 
original town site laid out by Judge Edwin Waller in 1839, generally stretching 
from Lady Bird Lake on the south to 11th Street at the foot of the Capitol Square 
on the north, and from Shoal Creek and Nueces Street on the west to Red River 
Street and the Convention Center on the east.  The 97-block District includes the 
most intensively developed part of Downtown.  With its axial pattern organized by 
Congress Avenue and the grand backdrop of the Capitol Building and grounds, it is 
highly memorable and represents what most 
people associate as Downtown.  However, 
the Core/Waterfront District is just one of 
nine established during the first phase of 
the Downtown Austin Plan (DAP) process, 
intended to delineate areas of Downtown 
that have a distinct form and character, and 
where there are specific goals and priorities 
for each area’s evolution and enhancement.  
(See DAP Form and Character District Map, 
Figure 1).  The Core/Waterfront District is 
bordered by four other Downtown districts:  
Lower Shoal Creek, Northwest, Uptown/
Capitol and Waller Creek. 


As part of the DAP process, this chapter 
of the Plan describes specific priorities for 
the Core/Waterfront District related to 
historic preservation, activities and uses, 
building form, parks and open spaces, 
transportation and streetscape, infrastructure 
and implementation priorities.  The policy 
recommendations and implementation 
strategies established in this District Plan will 
be made an integral part of the overall DAP.


1839 Waller Plan of Austin 
with Core/Waterfront 
District highlighted


Draft - May 21, 2010
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Figure 1:
Downtown Form and Character Districts
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PLANNiNG PrOCESS


Since January 2009, various stakeholder and focus 
group meetings have been held with District property 
owners and businesses, as well as representative 
from the Downtown Austin Alliance (DAA) and the 
Downtown Austin Neighborhood Association (DANA), 
to discuss specific issues and opportunities and to 
confirm goals and priorities.  In addition, a Town Hall 
meeting took place in October 2009 to receive input on 
the draft policy recommendations for each district of 
the Downtown, and a subsequent focus group session 
specifically for Core/Waterfront stakeholders was held in 
April 2010.  This draft of the Plan builds on input received 
at these work sessions and from a web survey conducted 
in January 2009 by the City of Austin.   


Numerous stakeholder 
and focus group 
discussions, as well as a 
Town Hall meeting, have 
occurred since 2009.


This District Plan is one 
of many elements to be 
integrated into the overall 
Downtown Austin Plan.


Draft - May 21, 2010
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Figure 2:
Core/Waterfront District Form and Character Analysis
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EXiSTiNG FOrM ANd CHArACTEr


The Core/Waterfront District is the most intensely developed and urbanized part of 
Austin.  Focused along Congress Avenue between Lady Bird Lake and the Capitol, 
and around the three remaining historic squares of the original Waller Plan, it has 
a strong and memorable identity that is recognizable throughout the region.  The 
District itself consists of numerous sub-districts, each with its own unique identity, 
including: 


the ceremonial and processional character of Congress Avenue;• 


East Sixth Street, a seven-block stretch of 19th century mercantile buildings • 
that has evolved into a nationally-recognized entertainment district;


the Warehouse District, with its restaurant, cafes and bars opening onto• 
loading docks that now function as elevated sidewalks;  


the Second Street Retail District, a 10-block promenade of shops and• 
restaurants that will soon stretch from the Convention Center to the Seaholm 
Power Plant; and


the remaining three historic squares of the Waller Plan (Wooldridge,• 
Republic and Brush).


The District faces and embraces Lady Bird Lake, the region’s pre-eminent open space 
and one of the community’s most beloved gathering places.


The Core is the principal address for major office users, including public and private 
sector entities that have concentrated in close proximity to the Capitol.  Both Travis 
County’s governmental and justice complex and Austin’s City Hall are located in 
the District.  Most national hotel chains are also represented, including the Four 
Seasons, Omni, Intercontinental, Marriott and the recently-constructed W Hotel.  
Downtown’s waterfront has also emerged as a high-density residential and mixed-
use area.  Over the past 10 years, apartment and condominium towers have sprung 
up along the shoreline taking advantage of expansive views and the amenity of Lady 
Bird Lake - dramatically changing the form and identity of the Austin’s skyline.  


2nd Street (left) is at the 
heart of an emerging 
retail district, while 
historic 6th Street (right) 
remains a nationally-
recognized entertainment 
destination.
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Figure 3:
Historic Resources Map Excerpt
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The portion of the Core/Waterfront east of Brazos Street is least developed, 
characterized by underutilized parcels and parking lots.  This has been due in 
part to the perennial flooding of Waller Creek, and to a concentration of social 
service facilities in the vicinity of 7th and Neches streets.  With the planned 2014 
completion of the Waller Creek Tunnel Project that will divert floodwaters, and with 
the ultimate improvement of the creek as a greenway from The University of Texas 
to Lady Bird Lake, the area is well positioned for redevelopment and revitalization.  
The Waller Creek District Master Plan provides a vision for the transformation of this 
area.  (See www.wallercreekplan.org)


Significant new development is occurring west of the Core/Waterfront District in 
the Lower Shoal Creek and Market/Lamar districts, both of which benefit from close 
proximity to Lady Bird Lake and to the retail offerings that have emerged around the 
Whole Foods headquarters office building and market.  The nearby Bremond Block 
of historic 19th century mansions and the Northwest District with its tree-lined 
streets of more modestly-scaled Victorian and early 20th century homes provides 
a clear edge to the District above 7th Street.  North of 11th Street, the Capitol/
Uptown District includes many State and governmental office buildings surrounding 
the Capitol Square parkland.    


HiSTOriC rESOurCES


The Core/Waterfront has a rich fabric of historic buildings, including 29 Recorded 
Texas Historic Landmarks, 70 City Historic Landmarks, 
and 25 National Register properties.  


Many other properties were identified in Austin’s 1984 
Cultural Resources Survey (CRS) as priorities for further 
research, as they appeared to be of historic significance, 
i.e., they were 50 years old or more and were still intact.  
Unfortunately, the City’s Historic Preservation Office 
(CHPO) has not been able to conduct the follow-up 
research and preservation planning outlined in the 1984 
CRS, so there is a basic gap in knowledge about what 
historically-significant resources may still exist, as the 
1984 CRS only evaluated buildings built before 1935.  In 
addition, there are over 100 properties identified by the 
1984 CRS that were never designated, either individually 
or as a “contributing” property within a historic district, 
and therefore have no form of protection whatsoever.  
Since the 1984 CRS, it appears that 73 buildings have 
been demolished in the District, underscoring the 
need to update the survey and follow-through with 
preservation planning.


Norwood Tower, built in 
1929, is an example of 
Gothic Revival style and is 
a City Historic Landmark.


Draft - May 21, 2010
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Also identified in the DAP Historic Resources Map (Figure 3), are the two National 
Register Historic Districts (NRHDs) entirely within the Core/Waterfront:  the East 6th 
Street NRHD and the Congress Avenue NRHD, both certified in the 1970s.  


East 6th Street National Register District:  The East 6th Street NRHD is also 
subject to the City’s East Sixth/Pecan Street Overlay intended to “protect (its) 
historic character and enhance the pedestrian environment of the area.”  The 
overlay imposes a 45-foot height limit to protect the character of what is Texas’ 
most extensive, intact collection of Victorian mercantile buildings.  The East 6th 
Street Architectural Design Guidelines (available at www.cityofaustin.org/historic) 
provide guidance for new buildings and modifications, as well as signage, and are 
used by the CHPO’s and Historic Landmark Commission’s review of “Certificate of 
Appropriateness” applications – awarded to an applicant whose project is judged by 
the Commission to meet the Design Guidelines.  (This review, however, is advisory 
only: for this to be binding, the guidelines would need to be adopted as code 
amendments.) 


East Sixth Street is Texas’ 
most extensive, intact 
collection of Victorian 
mercantile buildings.
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Congress Avenue  has a 
strong statewide identity 
and is the main axis in the 
Core / Waterfront District.


Congress Avenue National Register District:  The Congress Avenue NRHD has 
a “period of significance” much broader than that of East 6th Street, with many 
different styles of buildings emerging from 19th century Victorian to the Mid-
Century Modern era.  Congress Avenue today is still recognized as the “Main 
Street of Texas”, and has functioned as it was intended in the Waller Plan:  as the 
ceremonial and civic axis of Austin, culminating with the State Capitol Building.  
Office buildings, including Austin’s first high-rises, are concentrated along the 
prestigious Avenue address, and more recently cultural uses, such as Austin 
Museum of Art, Mexicarte and Arthouse have located there, along with a variety of 
restaurants, retail shops and bars occupying the ground floor space.  


The NRHD is only somewhat protected by the City’s Congress Avenue Conditional 
Overlay which requires new buildings fronting Congress Avenue to step back from 
Congress Avenue by 60 feet, at a height of 90 feet.  This regulation is focused only on 
preserving views to the Capitol, but does not address how new buildings respond to 
the scale and character of existing, adjacent buildings.  As there are no architectural 
design guidelines for Congress Avenue, the East 6th Street Design Guidelines are 
often used by the Historic Landmark Commission to evaluate building and signage 
proposals.  These guidelines are not always relevant to the Congress Avenue context, 
with  its many large and contemporary buildings.
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dEVELOPMENT OPPOrTuNiTY SiTES


As part of the DAP process, underutilized or vacant parcels that do not appear to 
have historic significance and are one-quarter block or greater in size, are identified 
as “opportunity sites”, indicating that they have potential to redevelop over the next 
five to 15 years.  (Note: This is not to say that these properties will develop, or that 
other properties not identified as opportunity sites will not develop; it is simply a 
measure of sites most susceptible to change.)  There are 63 such properties, totaling 
about 50 acres within the Core/Waterfront District that fall into this category.  (See 
Form and Character Analysis map, figure 3.)  These “opportunity sites” are relatively 
unconstrained and could likely develop over the next five to 15 years.  


The Core / Waterfront 
District has significant 
redevelopment infill 
potential estimated at 
over 14 million square feet.
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Figure 4:
Special Districts Excerpt


EXiSTiNG rEGuLATiONS


Zoning:  The predominant zoning in the Core/Waterfront District is Central Business 
District (CBD), which provides for a wide range of high-density commercial and 
residential uses, with Floor Area Ratios (FAR) of 8:1 and no limits on height.  (See 
Core/Waterfront District Existing Zoning Map.)  A number of properties clustered 
around Wooldridge Square and the original northeast square of the Waller Plan 
are designated as Downtown Mixed Use (DMU), which allows buildings up to 120 
feet in height and densities up to 5:1 FAR.  Several Commercial Services-zoned 
properties (CS), with a 60-foot height limit and density limit of 2:1 FAR, are located 
in the northeastern and northwestern areas of the District.  This zoning designation 
does not permit multi-unit residential buildings, yet allows for a range of intense 
commercial and auto-oriented service uses.  In addition, several properties in the 
northern areas of the District have a Multi-Family 4 (MF-4) zoning designation, 
limiting the primary use of a property to residential, with a 60-foot height limit and a 
0.75:1 FAR limit. 


Overlay Districts:  In addition to the base 
zoning districts described above, there are 
several overlays and special districts that 
regulate the Core/Waterfront District.  (See 
Special Districts map, Figure 4.)   These 
include the Capitol View Corridors (CVCs), the 
Waterfront Overlay District, the Downtown 
Parks Overlay District, the East Sixth/Pecan 
Street Overlay and National Register Historic 
District, and the Congress Avenue National 
Register Historic District.  


More specifically:


The Capitol View Corridor Overlay • 
District includes 13 view corridors
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traversing the District.  Height limits beneath these viewpoint planes range 
from as little as 25 feet in the vicinity of Wooldridge Square and the Governor’s 
Mansion, to 50 to 75 feet along parts of Red River Street, to as much as 225 
feet.  The DAP proposes no changes to these corridors or height limits.


The Waterfront Overlay District (North Shore Central and City Hall• 
Sub-Districts) provides specific standards related to ground level uses, building 
massing and density bonuses.  The Council-appointed Waterfront Overlay 
Board is currently reviewing the density bonus provisions of the Waterfront 
Overlay District, and will also evaluate development proposals within the 
Overlay.  As part of the ordinance preparation process, DAP recommendations 
will be reconciled with the provisions of the Waterfront Overlay District.


The East Sixth/Pecan Street Overlay District is intended to protect the historic• 
fabric of mercantile buildings fronting 6th Street by imposing a maximum 
height limit of 45 feet within the Overlay area, which corresponds to the limits 
of the National Register Historic District.  


The Congress Avenue National Register Historic District imposes a 60-foot• 
setback above an allowed Congress Avenue-fronting street-wall of 90 feet, in 
order to preserve views to the Capitol.  The extent of the Overlay corresponds 
to that of the Congress Avenue National Register District.


The Downtown Parks Overlay District establishes a maximum height limit of • 
120 feet within 60 feet of the rights-of-way surrounding the three remaining 
historic squares:  Wooldridge, Republic and Brush. 


The Convention Center Overlay District was established to limit the • 
construction of surface parking lots in the area surrounding the Convention 
Center:  between Congress Avenue, Waller Street, East 6th Street and Lady 
Bird Lake.  


CURE (Central Urban Redevelopment District):  The Core/Waterfront District is 
entirely within what is called the CURE zone.  The CURE ordinance contains special 
provisions available to most of Downtown, as well as to key commercial corridors 
of near-in East Austin.  The intention of this ordinance is to encourage the positive, 
urban-scaled redevelopment of properties within the central core.  The ordinance 
allows projects to enter into a discretionary re-zoning process whereby greater 
entitlements and/or relief from site development regulations under a property’s 
base zoning may be approved by the City Council.  In the last decade, the Council has 
consistently approved such requests for greater density and height.  


The DAP’s Downtown Density Bonus Program proposes that the CURE ordinance 
be amended to disallow consideration of greater height and density (FAR).  Instead, 
projects would be required to submit such requests through an administrative 
(non-discretionary) process whereby higher entitlements may be allowed in 
exchange for established levels of higher project performance (e.g., provision of 
affordable housing, on-site open space, increased levels of Green Building, etc.)  (See 
Downtown Density Bonus Program at www.cityofaustin.org - downtown portal.)
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distriCt goaLs and                      


summary of ProPosed PoLiCies


On the basis of stakeholder input since early 2009, and the form and character 
analysis and visual reconnaissance of the District, six goals have been identified for 
the Core/Waterfront District: 


1.   Enhance the Core/Waterfront as the premier employment, cultural
and visitor center of the region.


2.   Improve the quality of the pedestrian experience.


3.   Make it easier to move around without a car.


4.   Restore and activate the historic squares.


5.   Ensure that the District is a welcoming and affordable place for all.


6.   Preserve the historic building fabric. The Core/Waterfront 
District is the heart of 
Downtown and the 
region.
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EXiSTiNG rEGuLATiONS


The proposed plan policies outlined in the remainder of this Plan are aimed at achieving the 
six District goals described above.  They are summarized as follows: 


Historic Preservation 
CW-1:      Update Austin’s Cultural Resources Survey and Preservation Plan.
CW-2:      Develop form-based design standards that require new development to   
                 be compatible with the historic fabric of individual buildings and districts.
CW-3:      Provide design standards and incentives for the rehabilitation and
                 preservation of historic buildings in the Congress Avenue and East 6th
                 districts, and in the potential Warehouse and West 6th Street districts.


Activities and Uses
CW-4:      Amend the exisitng zoning designations to allow a more complete mix of
                 desired uses, and to limit or prohibit certain auto-oriented and intensive
                 commercial uses.
CW-5:      Make changes to the list of permitted and conditional uses within the Core/  
              Waterfront District.
CW-6:      Promote active ground-level uses throughout the Core/Waterfront District. 


Building Form and Setbacks 
CW-7:      Amend the zoning ordinance so that front yard setbacks are regulated by  
              street, rather than zoning district. 
CW-8:      Establish standards for the treatment of ground-level street frontages
                 to promote an engaging pedestrian environment.   
CW-9:      Establish form-based building design standards that promote a high quality  
                 urban environment, increased density and a compatible relationship
                 between new and existing buildings.


Parks and Open Spaces
CW 10:    Enhance north shore Lady Bird Lake-side amenities.
CW-11:    Enhance the three historic squares of the Waller Plan.
CW-12:    Pursue opportunities for the restoring the northeast square as a public open  
               space.  
CW-13:    Activate the parkland surrounding the City’s Old Bakery and Emporium on
                 Congress Avenue.


Streetscape
CW-14:    Continue to improve downtown streets through the Great Streets Program. 
CW-15:    Improve the pedestrian environment and visual identity of East 6th Street.
CW-16:    Improve Congress Avenue. 
CW-17:    Improve Downtown streetscapes in tandem with urban rail and enhanced
                 bus transit service.
CW-18:    Initiate a public restroom program.
CW-19:    Initiate a comprehensive and integrated way-finding system within the       
                 Downtown.


Draft - May 21, 2010







D R A F T  C O R E / W A T E R F R O N T  D I S T R I C T  P L A N             1 5


Transportation and Parking
CW-20:    Continue to upgrade the bicycle network.
CW-21:    Initiate the conversion of one-way streets to two-way operation.
CW-22:    Upgrade transit in the Core/Waterfront, including enhanced bus service and  
              the expansion of urban rail. 
CW-23:    Provide supply management and coordination of Downtown parking.
CW-24:    Preserve and enhance Downtown’s system of alleys. 


Utility Infrastructure
CW-25:    Improve coordination and interaction among City departments that affect  
               Downtown infrastructure.
CW-26:    Improve aging water and wastewater systems.
CW-27:    Improve downtown drainage, water quality and flood control.
CW-28:    Provide higher levels of solid waste collection, recycling and composting   
              throughout Downtown.  


Public Services and Affordable Housing
CW-29:    Provide supportive housing and related services that complement and
                 extend existing services for populations in need. 
CW-30:    Improve the public space environment around the existing ARCH facility.
CW-31:    Implement the Downtown Affordable Housing Strategy.
CW-32:    Promote improved child care and educational facilities that make
                 Downtown more family-friendly.  
CW-33:    Provide for improved fire and police facilities within the Downtown.


Implementation
(Policies and priorities will be developed within the overall Downtown Austin Plan.)


Downtown is envisioned as 
a welcoming, affordable, 
and authentic place.
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historiC Preservation


Without careful preservation planning and subsequent appropriate actions in the 
form of code amendments, policy changes and funding, the Downtown is at risk of 
losing its special character and unique identity, therefore its competitive edge as a 
creative class city.  In addition, historic preservation is a cornerstone of sustainable 
development, in terms of providing affordability, green building and economics.  
Maintaining and reusing existing buildings can not only reduce our carbon footprint, 
but also provide more affordable places for businesses and residents to occupy.  
Maintaining and enhancing the city’s identity as a unique and interesting place to 
work, live, play and visit is central to Austin’s economic vitality in the future.


CW-1:  Update Austin’s Cultural Resources Survey and Preservation Plan.  
Committing resources to update and maintain the City’s Cultural Resource Survey 
(CRS) and Preservation Plan is of paramount importance.  A current Cultural 
Resource Survey and Preservation Plan will provide the public and the City with a 
clear roadmap of what is important to preserve and how, so that Downtown can 
develop in a way that is authentically and uniquely Austin—where the history of 
place is evident and celebrated.  This goal of enhancing and maintaining the unique 
character of districts is central in achieving the kind of Downtown stakeholders 
desire, and is one of the key overall goals of the DAP.  In addition, a city-wide 
preservation plan is also a required element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan (itself 


currently being updated), and required if the City is to 
maintain its ability to attract funding and grants through 
its Certified Local Government status. 


CW-2:  Develop form-based design standards that 
require new development to be compatible with the 
historic fabric of individual buildings and districts.  
Today, there are no design standards in place that require 
new, infill construction to be compatible with adjacent 
historic buildings.  Putting in place such “form-based 
code”, as is recommended below in the Building Form 
and Setback section, is a key part of the DAP’s strategy 
for preserving and complementing the character of 
individual historic buildings, as well as districts.    


The Starr Building, 
built in 1954 as the 
American National Bank, 
is an example of the 
Mid-Century Modern 
style – and an example of 
a historically-significant 
building not identified 
by the City’s outdated 
Cultural Resources Survey.
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CW-3:  Provide design standards and incentives for the rehabilitation and 
preservation of historic buildings in the Congress Avenue and East 6th districts and 
in the potential Warehouse and West 6th Street districts. 
In the absence of an updated Cultural Resource Survey and Preservation Plan, and 
on the basis of windshield surveys and the City’s 1984 Cultural Resources Survey, 
several sub-areas of the Core/Waterfront District have been identified as potential 
historic districts, subject to further study.  (See DAP Historic Resources Map, Figure 
3.)  These include:  


A portion of the railroad-oriented warehousing • 
district which began to develop in the 1870s.  The 
focus of this district is Colorado Street, between 
3rd and 5th streets, and 4th Street, between Lavaca 
Street and the north-south alley immediately west 
of Congress Avenue.  This area had a relationship to 
the railroad from the early 1870s when passenger 
rail service first arrived in Austin, stimulating a 
population and building boom.  A thematic historic 
context of the industrial development through the 
19th and 20th centuries would be the basis for this 
district designation.  


The existing East 6th Street NRHD, where a • 
thematic historic context of the commercial 
development through the 19th century would be 
the basis for a Local Historic District designation; 


A segment of West 6th Street between San Antonio • 
Street and West Avenue, where a thematic historic 
context of the commercial development through 
the 19th and 20th centuries would be the basis for 
this district designation; 


A portion of the existing Congress Avenue NRHD; • 
and


The entirety of the existing Bremond Block NRHD.• 


Possible Local Historic 
Districts include the 
Warehouse Distric (top), 
East 6th Street (middle), 
West 6th Street (bottom), 
as well as a portion of the 
Congress Avenue NRHD, 
and all of the existing 
Bremond Block NRHD.
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Figure 5:
Proposed Zoning Changes
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aCtivities and uses


A key goal of the Core/Waterfront District is to enhance its role as a high quality 
mixed-use district and visitor destination, with an improved pedestrian environment.  
The Plan recommends that current land use provisions of the zoning ordinance be 
amended or expanded to better promote the community’s vision of a vibrant and 
pedestrian-friendly, mixed-use district.   


CW-4:  Amend existing zoning designations to allow a more complete mix 
of desired uses, and to limit or prohibit certain auto-oriented and intensive 
commercial uses.  Most properties within the Core/Waterfront District are zoned 
Central Business District (CBD) or Downtown Mixed Use (DMU), which promote 
an appropriate range of uses and levels of density consistent with the vision of a 
vibrant and sustainable mixed-use downtown district.  However, there are several 
properties with zoning designations that are not consistent with this vision, and that 
the Plan proposes to change (See Proposed Zoning Changes map, Figure 5).   More 
specifically:


The properties currently zoned Multi-Family 4 (MF-4) and Commercial Services 1. 
(CS) along Trinity, 11th and Red River streets should be rezoned to DMU, in 
keeping with the zoning of the surrounding properties and the desire for 
this area to redevelop with a mix of higher density urban uses, including 
residential and office.  


 Properties west of Wooldridge Square designated General Office (GO),Multi-2. 
Famlily-4 (MF-4) or Commercial Services (CS) should be re-zoned to a new 
zoning district entitled Downtown Mixed Use-60 (DMU-60) to allow for both 
residential and commercial uses within a 60-foot height limit.  Within the 
Core/Waterfront District, the maximum density for DMU-60 should be 2.0 
FAR.  Implementation of this recommendation would involve a two-step 
process after property owner consent is achieved:  first establishing the new 
zoning district, then initiating a group of re-zoning cases for each individual 
property. 


The existing Downtown Mixed Use (DMU) zoning should be amended to DMU-3. 
120 to reflect the existing maximum height under this designation
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Proposed 
DMU-60*


Existing
GO


Existing 
MF-4


Existing
CS


Max. Height


Max. FAR


Max. 
Impervious 


Cover


Max. Building 
Coverage


60 feet 60 feet 60 feet 60 feet


1:1 0.75:1 2:12:1


95% 80% 70% 95%


60% 60% 95%95%


Proposed and existing CBD 
and DMU designations. 
*Applies only to Core /
Waterfront District


Properties owned by Travis County surrounding Wooldridge Square should 4. 
be rezoned to “P” (Public), reflecting their public ownership and their need 
for specific standards to the civic use and program.  (See Proposed Zoning 
Changes, Figure 6.)


CW-5:  Make changes to the list of permitted and conditional uses within 
the Core/Waterfront District.  The CBD and DMU zoning designations generally 
allow for an appropriate mix of uses.  However, the following changes are 
recommended within the CBD and DMU districts to improve the diversity of, and 
compatibility between, activities.  


Change Cocktail Lounge from a Permitted use to a Conditional use (C)• , rather
than allowed by right, as is currently the case for CBD-zoned property, in order 
to avoid the over-concentration of bars within the Core/Waterfront.  All other 
zoning districts should continue to have Cocktail Lounge as a Conditional use.  
Criteria for permitting Cocktail Lounge use, should be developed in conjunction 
with stakeholders, but could include:  limiting the number of establishments 
and/or the percentage of street frontage taken up by such uses; business 
operational compliance with civil and criminal codes; and conformance with 
streetfront design standards as described below.   


Permit Retirement Housing (Small Site) and Retirement Housing•  (Large Site)
uses, in order to allow senior housing and support facilities in the Downtown. 


Continue to offer Commercial Off-Street Parking and Off-Site Accessory • 
Parking as Conditional uses, but specify the conditions.  Surface parking lots 
should be prohibited altogether, and parking garage facades should comply 
with the existing City code for DMU and CBD properties, which requires 
a pedestrian-oriented use on street-fronting, ground floor facades and 
architectural integration of garages.  


Prohibit Exterminating Services as an allowed use•  from any zoning district
within the Downtown, as it is not a compatible use within a pedestrian-
oriented, mixed-use setting.  (It is currently permitted in both CBD and DMU 
districts.)


Include Pet Services as a permitted use•  
for CBD-zoned property, in order to serve 
the many new residents of Downtown.  (It 
is already permitted for properties zoned 
DMU.)
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CW-6:  Promote active, ground-level uses throughout the Core/Waterfront 
District.  The vitality of Downtown, and its success as a pedestrian-oriented place, 
is dependent to a great extent on the activities of individual buildings that front 
onto streets.  Apart from two exceptions, the Land Development Code is largely 
silent on the kinds of ground-level uses that are appropriate or inappropriate 
along Downtown streets.  The Waterfront Overlay Zone’s North Central Subdistrict, 
stipulates “pedestrian-oriented” uses on the ground level of buildings, and the Land 
Development Code specifies that the ground floor of parking structures must be 
“lined” with pedestrian oriented uses.  In order to realize the community’s goal of 
a vibrant and pedestrian-oriented downtown, and to avoid inappropriate use and 
treatment of ground-level street fronts, the Code should be more specific about 
streetfront uses along certain Downtown streets.  As shown on the Streetfront 
Activity Requirements Map, Figure 6, two types of streets are designated in the 
Core/Waterfront District: 


“Downtown Mixed Use Streets”, for the majority of the District, allowing for a• 
wide range of pedestrian-oriented uses including office, retail and residential 
uses; and


“Pedestrian Activity Streets”, for key streets that function as public destinations • 
and where a more specific mix of pedestrian-oriented activities - like retail, 
restaurant and cultural uses - is desired.


Downtown Mixed Use Streets:  The Core/Waterfront 
District Plan recommends the following base uses for the 
ground-level of “Downtown Mixed Use Streets”.   One or 
more of the following ground level uses should occupy 
at least 60% of a parcel’s street frontage(s).  These uses 
should have a minimum average depth from the building 
front of at least 30 feet: 


All “Residential Uses” permitted in DMU and CBD• 
zoned properties should be allowed;  


Certain Commercial Uses, including:  Art Gallery,• 
Art Workshop, Cocktail Lounge, Consumer 
Convenience Services, Consumer Repair Services, 
Financial Services, Food Preparation, Food Sales, 
General Retail Sales (Convenience and General), 
Hotel-Motel, Indoor Entertainment, Indoor Sports 
and Recreation, Laundry Services, Liquor Sales, 
Personal Improvement Services, Personal Services, 
Pet Services, Restaurant (General and Limited, 
without Drive-Through Service) and Theater.


Certain Civic Uses, including:  Club or Lodge, College • 
and University Facilities, Cultural Services, Day 
Care Services (Commercial, General and Limited), 


Examples of Downtown 
Mixed Use Streets along 
Third and Fifth Streets.
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Figure 6:
Streetfront Activity Requirements Map
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Public and Private Education Facilities (Primary and Secondary) and Religious 
Assembly.


Exceptions to the 60% ground-floor frontage use requirement should be made 
to accommodate preservation of existing buildings and protected trees, required 
utilities, as well as publicly-accessible open space that meets the standards 
described below.  


Pedestrian Activity Streets:  Certain street frontages within the Core/Waterfront 
District are particularly important in reinforcing the Downtown as a viable and 
attractive retail and entertainment destination.  These include:  Congress Avenue, 
East 6th Street, 2nd Street, and the block frontages of the Warehouse District.  These 
streets, designated as “Pedestrian Activity Streets,” promote a strong sense of place 
within the Core/Waterfront, and important pedestrian and activity linkages within 
the Downtown, warranting special attention to ensure that private development 
contributes to their activation and to the City’s public investment in their physical 
improvement.  (More specific retail and business recruitment strategies should be 
pursued by the City, the DAA, and/or others to strengthen the commercial viability 
and unique character along these key corridors.)  In order to promote an active 
day and nighttime environment, at least 75% of a building’s parcel frontage along a 
designated Pedestrian Activity Street should include the following uses: 


Commercial Uses limited to:  Art Gallery, Art Workshop, Cocktail Lounge,• 
Consumer Convenience Services, Food Sales, General Retail Sales (Convenience 
and general), Hotel-Motel, Liquor Sales, Personal Services, Restaurant (General 
and Limited, without Drive-Through Service), and Theater.


Cultural Services.• 


Residential Uses will not be allowed on these frontages, with the exception of • 
ground floor lobbies and common areas, which should not be considered part 
of the 75% active frontage.  


Note:  Curb cuts and driveways should not be permitted along any Pedestrian 
Activity Street frontage, unless the responsible City director finds that such a curb 
cut is the only reasonable way of achieving access to the 
property.  


Restaurant and retail uses that generate activity 
throughout the day and evening are especially important 
along Pedestrian Activity Streets, and as such the Plan 
recommends that these uses in particular be incentivized 
with a Floor Area Ratio exemption.  New developments 
along Pedestrian Activity Streets that provide retail or 
restaurant space in compliance with the development 
standards set forth in the DAP should be permitted to 
exempt the floor area of such uses from the FAR density 
calculation. 


2nd Street is an example of  
a designated “Pedestrian 
Activity Street” in the 
Downtown core.
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Figure 7:
Streetyard Setbacks
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buiLding form and setbaCks


For the Downtown to achieve its full potential, it is important that individual 
buildings contribute to the creation of a positive and livable urban environment, 
reinforcing the Downtown as a desirable place to live and work and a place that 
is attractive for private investment.  The architectural treatment of buildings and 
storefronts can contribute significantly to a pedestrian-friendly environment 
that provides a positive, socially-interactive experience.  It is also important that 
individual buildings contribute to a coherent, pleasing urban form, and that they be 
designed in a way that does not preclude adjacent properties from developing to 
their full potential. 
 
CW-7:  Amend the zoning ordinance so that frontyard setbacks are 
regulated according to street, rather than by zoning district.  The Land 
Development Code currently legislates building setbacks according to a property’s 
zoning designation.  For example, a property with a zoning designation of CBD 
or DMU requires no building setback, whereas a General Office (GO) designation 
requires a 15-foot setback.  This produces incongruities in the street character when 
one street has multiple zoning designations.  The DAP proposes that setbacks be 
established by street, so that the character of that street can be more consistent, 
regardless of the zoning designation or building type along it.  Within the Core/
Waterfront, most properties are currently zoned either CBD or DMU, with no 
setback requirement.  This is appropriate to the high-density urban environment of 
the district.  However, it is recommended that frontyard setbacks be established on 
the following street frontages, in order to ensure a compatible relationship between 
new and existing development: 


Along the east side of Nueces Street between 8th and 11th streets, new 1. 
development should be set back by at least 10 feet, to maintain the dominant 
residential and neighborhood scale of that street.


Along the north side of 8th Street and along both sides of 9th Street2. 
between Nueces and San Antonio streets, new development should be set 
back by at least five feet, in keeping with the existing character of these street 
frontages.  
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Along the south side of 11th Street, new development should be set back by at 3. 
least 10 feet between Nueces and San Antonio streets, and five feet between 
San Antonio and Lavaca streets, to maintain an appropriate relationship with 
the Travis County Courthouse and the residential character of the district to 
the north.


In addition, and as discussed below, ground-level residential living space, 4. 
permitted on “Downtown Mixed Use” streets should be set back from the 
street front property line by five feet.


CW-8:  Establish standards for the treatment of ground-level street 
frontages to promote an engaging pedestrian environment.   The existing 
Code does not regulate ground-level treatments in the Downtown. The City’s 
Commercial Design Standards provide city-wide regulations for commercial and 
mixed-use buildings along designated street types, but these are not oriented to 
the particular conditions of Downtown.  The City’s Urban Design Guidelines and 
the design guidelines for storefronts within the 6th Street National Register Historic 
District provide good direction for streetfront treatments, but these are not binding.  
Consistent with the recommendations of the Commercial Design Standards, that the 
DAP provide more specific direction for commercial frontages, it is recommended 
that the following standards be considered for streets within the Core/Waterfront 
District.  As part of any ordinance preparation process, additional stakeholder input 
should be sought, and additional site testing undertaken.
   
Ground Level Non-Residential Treatment:  All non-residential, pedestrian-oriented 
uses facing public streets should achieve the following:


Storefront glazing should be provided on at least 40% of the wall area1. 
of the ground level between two and 10 feet above grade on all designated 
Downtown Mixed Use Streets, and 60% along designated Pedestrian Activity 
Streets, similar to requirements within the existing Commercial Design 
Standards of the City Code.  


All glazing on ground-floor, street or public open space-facing facades 2. 
should have a Visible Transmittance (VT) of 0.6 or higher, consistent with the 
Commercial Design Standards. 


Shelter and shading devices including awnings, 3. 
canopies, or other projecting devices should be 
provided along at least 75% of the street frontage on 
a Pedestrian Activity Street and along at least 50% on 
a Downtown Mixed Use Street, covering all building 
entries.  On a typical “Great Streets” sidewalk, 
canopies should project no more than eight feet into 
the public ROW.


La Traviata Restaurant, 
an example of a building 
which has more than 
60% of its wall area in 
transparent storefront.
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Arcades or colonnades that set the ground-level wall back from the property 4. 
line should be allowed, subject to approval by the responsible City director, 
under the following conditions: 


the arcade or colonnade is currently part of a continuous system of • 
covered walkways within a block, or an adopted plan for the future;


the structure provides clear vertical openings to the street, no less than • 
14 feet in height; and 


the solid portions of the structure between the sidewalk grade and a • 
height of 14 feet, represent no more than 10% of the building facade 
facing the street. 


Public building entries should be oriented to the street, and (with the 5. 
exception of the Warehouse District blocks) should be generally flush with the 
elevation of the sidewalk and with the ground-level finished floor.  No ramps or 
stairs are permitted to project within the public right-of-way or front setback 
area.


Awnings and canopies 
should be provided along 
street frontages.


Arcades or colonades 
that remove activity 
from the street (below 
left) should be avoided.  
Projecting canopies or 
arcades (below right) are 
encouraged as part of the 
Downtown vernacular.
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Building entries along these streets should be positioned at intervals not 6. 
exceeding 50 feet, except along Congress Avenue, where entries should not 
exceed intervals of 75 feet.  


The minimum clear height (measured to the bottom of lowest portion of the 7. 
structure, per Commercial Design Standards) of non-residential ground-floor 
space should be 14 feet on Downtown Mixed Use Streets, and 16 feet on 
Pedestrian Activity Streets.


The minimum average depth of the ground-floor, pedestrian-oriented use 8. 
should be 30 feet. 


On the Warehouse Block frontages, development should preserve the 9. 
remaining elevated sidewalks that originally served as loading docks.


Ground Level Residential Treatment:  Where ground-level residential uses are 
permitted as a pedestrian-oriented use (e.g., on streets designated as Downtown 
Mixed Use Streets), all living spaces (not including ground-level, common areas 


or lobbies) should be separated from public sidewalks 
or trails by a building setback of at least five feet, or 
the required street front setback, whichever is greater.  
Ground level living space should also be at least 18 inches 
above the grade of the sidewalk, but no more than 60 
inches, to promote residential privacy and livability. 


CW-9:  Establish “form-based” building design 
standards that promote a high quality urban 
environment, increased density and a compatible 
relationship between new and existing buildings.  
Individual buildings help to define the spatial experience 
of the Downtown, so it is important that they be 
designed to contribute to a harmonious urban form – one 
that is enjoyable for people to move through and gather 
within.  As the Downtown continues to mature, and as 
larger half and full-block sites become more and more 
scarce, it is critical that buildings be designed in a way 
that does not undermine the value of adjacent sites or 
preclude them from developing to their full potential.  It 
is also important that development regulations allow for 
smaller sites to be developed efficiently.  To this end, it 
is recommended that specific form-based development 
standards be adopted for specific building types within 
the Core/Waterfront District, including low, mid and high-
rise buildings, with special provision for buildings within 
the Warehouse District.  


Ground level residential 
spaces are encouraged 
along Downtown Mixed 
Use Streets, provided 
that they are set back 
and elevated above the 
sidewalk.
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Standards should be formulated in a way that provides property owners and 
developers with a clear and predictable path for approval.  At the same time, they 
should be designed to allow for flexibility and creativity, with a method of alternative 
compliance established for those who may wish to propose other architectural 
means to achieve the intent of the form-based regulations.  Appendix A provides 
a preliminary draft of development standards that could be considered for each of 
these building types.  As part of the ordinance preparation process, further outreach 
should be pursued with District stakeholders and additional testing undertaken to 
apply the standards to a greater variety of downtown sites and conditions.  The 
following provides some general direction on the types of regulations that should be 
considered in the preparation of the form-based standards:  


Great Streets:  A key goal for the Downtown and the Core/Waterfront District is 
to implement “Great Streets”, both through capital improvement projects and 
through the individual contributions of property owners and developers.  As the 
City continues to implement Great Streets, new development within the Core/
Waterfront District should be required to contribute to their implementation, either 
by constructing the improvements, or - if deemed not practical - by contributing 
to the already-established Great Streets Program fund, the proceeds of which are 
designated solely for Great Streets construction. 


Curb Cuts and Driveways:  A key goal of the Core/Waterfront District is to enhance 
the pedestrian environment.  To this end, specific criteria should be established for 
the location and treatment of driveways or curb cuts that interrupt the continuity of 
sidewalks and that can undermine a successful pedestrian experience.  For example:


Driveways and curb cuts should generally be prohibited on Pedestrian Activity • 
Streets, where pedestrian continuity and active street frontage is critical.
 
Off-street drop-offs and porte-cocheres should be allowed only for hotel • 
developments on Downtown Mixed Use Streets, and only where curbside 
drop-off areas are not practical or feasible.


The number of driveway curb cuts along a block should be limited to a • 
maximum of two, with no driveway spaced closer than 50 feet from another, 
and none located closer than 50 feet from an intersection.


The width of driveways should be no greater than • 
25 feet. 


Downtown developments 
should contribute to the 
implementation of Great 
Streets improvements.
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Publicly-Accessible Open Space:  New development should be encouraged to 
provide useable and accessible open space within the site.  Increases in setbacks 
should be permitted, and the density bonus program should incentivize, on-site 
open space that meets certain criteria.  In order to qualify as a publicly-accessible 
open space, the space should:


Be accessible and visible from the public sidewalk;• 


Be useable throughout daylight hours;• 


Include public seating and/or a through-block pedestrian passage;• 


Have ground level space accessible to it and overlooking it;• 


Be no less than 600 square feet in area, with no dimension less than 15 feet; • 


Have at least 30% of its area in landscaped beds; and• 


75% of its surface area open to the sky.  • 


Street Walls:  A building’s front facade along the street is known as the “street 
wall”, which defines the space of the public realm, creating a sense of interest, 
comfort and enclosure.  It is important that the street wall of adjacent buildings be 
coordinated with one another, so that a consistent street, block or neighborhood 
form can be created.  Street walls should be:


Built within five feet of the property line;• 


Be no less than 25 feet in height, and be clearly delineated with a stepback • 
and/or a change of material above 90 feet in height (see Tower Stepbacks 
below); and be


Scaled to correspond with any adjacent historic building (e.g., having a • 
maximum height difference of 10 feet, for a horizontal distance of at least 25 
feet).


Increased building 
setbacks should be 
allowed for publicly-
accessible open spaces 
that contribute to the 
Downtown pedestrian 
envrionment.  At left is 
Paley Park in New York 
City, and at right, a 
residential courtyard.
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Tower Stepbacks:  Towers (i.e., any portion of a building 
greater than 90 feet in height) should “interlock” with 
the street wall to allow for both a horizontal and vertical 
building expression.   At least 55% of the tower should 
be stepped back from the street wall by at least eight 
feet, with the remaining 45% built to the property line.  
Properties that are impacted by Capitol View Corridors 
(CVCs), whereby the height limit is less than 200 feet, 
should be excepted from this provision. 


Tower Spacing and Separation:  Towers (i.e., the portion 
of the building above 90 feet) should be stepped back 
from alleys and interior property lines, so that the 
livability and development potential of adjacent sites 
is not compromised.  An 18-foot setback from an alley 
property line, and a 28-foot setback from an interior 
property line is recommended, however, additional 
testing of these standards should be undertaken in 
conjunction with District stakeholders.  


Tower Mass and Bulk:  Tall slender towers should be 
encouraged in the Downtown to allow light to the 
street, and to create an appealing skyline.  To this 
end, it is recommended that the portion of the tower 
above 120 feet in height be no greater than 30,000 
square feet, or 70% of the site area, whichever is 
less.  This would result in tower floorplate maximum 
areas of 30,000 square feet on full-block sites; 25,000 
square feet on half-block sites; and 12,500 square feet 
on quarter-block sites.  It is also recommended that 
the length of the tower above 120 feet in height be 
limited to 80% of the blockface or a maximum of 220 
feet, whichever is less.  Properties impacted by CVCs, 
whereby the height limit is less than 200 feet, should be 
excepted from this provision.


Building Materials:  Large expanses of highly-reflective 
glass on Downtown buildings can create an alienating 
and unfriendly environment.  The existing Commercial 
Design Standards prohibit the use of reflective glass 
along the ground floor of buildings, requiring a Visible 
Transmittance Rating (VTR) of 0.6 or greater to allow 
views and daylight into buildings.  It is recommended 
that the same requirement be applied to all surfaces of 
Downtown buildings.  
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Warehouse District Buildings:  Within the Warehouse District blocks, the Plan 
recommends that special form and massing standards be applied to new construction 
to preserve the scale and character of this unique district.  In addition, it is 
recommended that protections and incentives be established through a “Transfer 
of Development Rights” (TDR) program to allow for the preservation and adaptive 
reuse of warehouse buildings within the “Core Preservation Zone” of the Warehouse 
District.  (See Proposed Warehouse District Map, Figure 8.)  The proposed TDR 
program is fully outlined in the Draft Downtown Density Bonus Program report (July 
2009, www.cityofaustin.org/development - downtown portal), but the following 
summarizes how the TDR incentive works and outlines the proposed development 
standards for the different zones of the district: 


Transfer of Development Rights:1.   Within the Core Preservation Zone, (i.e., 
properties fronting Fourth Street between Lavaca and Colorado streets) it is 
recommended that buildings be limited to a height of 45 feet, but that property 
owners be permitted to sell unused floor area to property owners seeking 
increased density.  The maximum FAR for the purposes of the TDR should be 
25:1 within this zone.  For other properties within the Warehouse District 
blocks, but outside of the Core Preservation Zone, no height limit is proposed, 
but it is recommended that property owners be allowed to transfer unused floor 
area through the Density Bonus Program up to a maximum FAR of 8:1.


Figure 8:
Proposed Warehouse District
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Building Stepback and Streetwall Height:2.   A 10-foot building stepback should 
be provided at a maximum building height of 30 feet, for at least 60% of the 
property frontage in order to maintain a streetwall height that is compatible 
with the historic fabric of the district.  Hotel developments are eligible to 
exceed the maximum streetwall height by up to 20 feet (or a maximum height 
of 50 feet), if such hotel is providing ballroom and meeting room facilities 
within the streetwall volume, and if the architectural treatment of the building 
is found by the responsible City Director to be compatible with the character of 
the Warehouse District.  (See Sections applicable to general Warehouse District 
area and for Core Preservation Zone.)


Awnings and Canopies:3.   A minimum of 75% of the building frontage is required 
to be protected by awnings or canopies that have a minimum eight-foot 
horizontal projection from the face of the building at the property line. 


Existing Elevated Sidewalks:4.   All development must preserve the remaining 
elevated sidewalks that originally served as loading docks.


Curb Cuts:5.   Access to service and parking areas shall be from alleys.  Curb cuts 
along street frontages will be permitted if no other access is possible, and/or 
if responsible City director finds that such curb cuts are compatible with the 
character of the Warehouse District.


Section AA


Section BB
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Figure 9:
Parks and Open Spaces with Connecting Streets
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Parks and oPen sPaCes


As described in the Downtown Austin Plan’s Parks and Open Space Master Plan 
(January 2010:  see www.cityofaustin.org - downtown portal), leading cities across 
the country have placed parks at the center of their downtown revitalization efforts, 
fueling substantial residential, commercial and retail development, and contributing 
to a stronger sense of place and community.  The introduction of signature parks in 
Chicago, New York, Boston and Cincinnati has demonstrated that downtown urban 
parks can not only raise the quality of life and stature of a city, but also substantially 
raise the value of adjacent properties.  A key recommendation of the Downtown 
Austin Plan is to re-invest in our downtown open space system of greenways, parks 
and urban squares, including Waller, Shoal Creek and Lacy Bird Lake greenways, 
Palm and Waterloo parks, and the historic squares of the Waller Plan.  (See Parks & 
Open Space with Connecting Streets map, Figure 9.)  


Austin’s most outstanding and cherished open space and trail system is Lady Bird 
Lake, the north shore of which directly serves.  Much of the recent Downtown 
development has been planned to take advantage of proximity and views to the 
Lake.  If the direly-needed improvements to Downtown’s existing public parks 
were made, these open spaces could form the focal points and amenities to new 
development in areas beyond the lakefront, where few development sites remain.  
Several of these City-controlled parks are located in the Core/Waterfront District, 
and their improvement is vital to the continued success of Downtown and Austin.


CW-10:  Enhance north shore Lady Bird Lake-
side amenities.  The recent two-way conversion 
of Cesar Chavez Street and the construction of its 
“boardwalk” promenade on the north shore between 
Congress Avenue and Guadalupe Street has recently 
been completed.  However, the heavy traffic of Cesar 
Chavez and the lack of amenities and public spaces 
accessible from the promenade deter public use of the 
promenade.  There is a key opportunity to create a more 
generous activity plaza off the promenade, between the 
historic Buford Tower at the foot of Colorado Street and 
the overlook on the west side of the Ann W. Richards 


Opportunities for 
additional activities 
are encouraged on the 
promenade between 
Congress Avenue and the 
Buford Tower.


Draft - May 21, 2010







3 6   D O W N T O W N  A U S T I N  P L A N             
               


Figure 10:
Lady Bird Lake Greenway Improvement Concept
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Congress Avenue Bridge.  Such a plaza could be the site of mobile food vending, 
both for Downtown employees and visitors, as well as for trail and park users, and it 
could improve the accessibility and quality of city-wide events, such as First Night and 
Art City.  In addition, the promenade should be extended to connect to the Pfluger 
Bridge helix area, just east of Lamar Boulevard, thus linking to the new Pfluger 
Bridge extension flying over Cesar Chavez Street.  (See Lady Bird Lake Greenway 
Improvement Concept, Figure 10.)  


CW-11:  Enhance the three historic squares of the Waller Plan.  Two of the 
three remaining downtown squares within the Core/Waterfront District, are in 
deteriorating condition.  (See Waller’s 1839 Plan for the City of Austin on page 
1.)  Apart from the recent revitalization of Republic Square, there have been no 
significant capital improvements to these historic open spaces in the past decades.  
The following provides a summary of the specific recommendations for each of these 
urban spaces from the DAP Parks and Open Space Master Plan:


Brush Square:  Although Brush Square is dedicated parkland, much of the space is 
occupied by a three existing historic structures, the most dominating one being Fire 
Station One and and its relatively large parking lot, which significantly detract from 
the sense of open space.  The long-term goal for Brush Square is to create a visitor-
oriented park (consistent with its location adjacent to the Convention Center and 
the Convention Center Hilton Hotel) with a cultural emphasis, that also provides a 
landscaped refuge from city life for the daily use of nearby residents and employees.  
(See Brush Square Improvement Concept Plan, Figure 11.)  


The City should ultimately find a new location for Fire Station One, so that the 1. 
full potential of Brush Square as a public open space can be realized.  Ultimately 
the fire station building (which is a designated City of Austin Historic Landmark) 
should be repurposed as a community-oriented building (e.g., Firehouse Café 
and Museum) with a strong orientation to the park.  In the meantime, the City 
should work with Austin Fire Department to reduce the footprint of its surface 
parking lot (or entirely remove the parking lot) in order to provide a larger and 
more useable open lawn area.


In addition to contracting the parking lot and expanding the lawn area, near-2. 
term recommendations include:  construction of accessible pathways to the 
park and museum buildings from East 5th Street, introduction of a small-scale


social activities (e.g., bocce ball), food kiosks that bring 
new users to the open space and a bike rental station. 


Longer-term recommendations, include:  the creation 3. 
of a multi-use open lawn on the southern half of the 
block, creation of vendor kiosk areas along Trinity 
Street, introduction of accessible paths through the 
park and to/through the museum complex, protection 
of the large and exceptional Live oak tree with a raised 
deck, and implementation of Great Streets along all 
blockfaces of the park.


The City’s Arts in Public 
Places Program recently 
completed this courtyard 
project, adjacent to the 
historic Susanna Dickinson 
and O. Henry houses in 
Brush Square.
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Figure 11:
Brush Square Long-Term Improvement Concept
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Wooldridge Square:  Wooldridge Square is characterized by its depressed bowl-
shaped topography, mature trees and historic wooden bandshell/pavilion.  A 
random mix of furnishings in poor condition are scattered through the park.  
Although, the park is a venue for some regularly-programmed activities, (e.g., 
Saturday giant chess, summer concerts, Cinco de Mayo celebrations, etc.), its main 
users are the homeless, who congregate to meet the Mobile Loaves and Fishes van 
which serves lunch and dinner there every day.  A key goal for the park is to preserve 
the landscape character and the historic role of the square as a civic gathering 
place, while improving its accessibility, usability and safety.  (See Wooldridge Square 
Improvement Concept Plan, Figure 12.)  
  


In the near-term, efforts should be made to establish a stronger pattern 1. 
of daily use in the park with activities that serve the significant employee 
population in the area.  Mobile food carts and/or curbside food vans and 
moveable chairs and tables are recommended in the northwest corner of 
the square where there is relatively flat terrain, and in proximity to the Travis 
County employee base.  In addition, interpretive exhibits that celebrate the 
rich history of Wooldridge Square should be introduced.


Great Streets improvements should be made at the perimeter of the park, 2. 
and if the Guadalupe edge will serve transit users, then high-quality shelters 
and other amenities should be located along Guadalupe Street in the public 
ROW, to ensure that transit users do not overflow into the park or block the 
sidewalk.


In the longer-term, it is recommended that the park be carefully re-graded 3. 
to improve drainage and accessibility and to better provide for programmed 
events as well as informal gathering, while preserving the existing trees and 
bandstand structure.  


The Travis County 
Courthouse (left) faces 
creates an opportunity 
for an exchange of 
activity between the 
park and building.  
Informal amphitheater 
seating would enhance 
Wooldridge Square as a  
gathering place for events 
and performances (right).
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Figure 12:
Wooldridge Square Improvement Concept
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Republic Square:  A significant first phase of improvements has recently been 
completed for Republic Square, resulting in the removal of the landscaped berms 
introduced in the 1970s, and the construction of a walled and decked area that also 
serves to protect the historic Auction Oaks.  A comprehensive planning process had 
been conducted to establish a new organizational framework that has “reset” the 
park, allowing it to evolve over time.  (See Republic Square Improvement Concept 
Plan, Figure 13.)  Additional recommendations arising out of the Parks and Open 
Space Master Plan include: 


Construction of Great Streets improvements around the perimeter of the 1. 
Square, including adequate provision for future stops along Guadalupe Street 
or urban rail stops along 4th Street.


Introduction of a food vending kiosk and dining terrace in the northwest 2. 
corner of the square, with storage for moveable chairs and tables, which could 
incorporate a public restroom.


Since the opening of 
the Farmers Market in 
2003 (left), thousands of 
shopppers visit Republic 
Square every Saturday.  A 
deck around the historic 
Auction Oaks (right) was 
built to protect the roots 
and provide an attractive 
gathering space.
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Figure 13:
Republic Square Improvement Concept
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CW-12:  Pursue opportunities for restoring the Northeast Square as a public 
open space.  The fourth square in Edwin Waller’s 1839 City Plan was located in the 
northeast quadrant of the Downtown, but was never developed as an open space.  It 
was the site of the original Austin High School and was sold in the 1960s to the First 
Baptist Church, which continues to occupy the site with its main sanctuary building.  
The Parks and Open Space Master Plan identifies the need for additional open space 
in this northeast quadrant of the Downtown to provide for a more even distribution 
of park space.  In the very long-term, it would be ideal to reclaim this historic block 
to realize the 1839 Waller Plan, but the Church has expressed no interest in selling 
their property or in relocating in the foreseeable future.   


As redevelopment of State and Federal properties in this area proceeds, 1. 
opportunities for land swaps with the church should be pursued and discussed 
in an effort to reclaim the Northeast Square.


Failing this, or in advance of it, other open space opportunities should be 2. 
pursued in the northeast quadrant of the Downtown, e.g., on any land that 
may be surplussed by the federal government or with the redevelopment of 
the large plaza accessible form 9th Street, between Trinity and San Jacinto.


Areas of the Core / 
Waterfront District  that 
are greater than 800 feet 
from a public open space.
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CW-13:  Activate the parkland surrounding the City’s Old Bakery and 
Emporium on Congress Avenue.  The National Register property at the northwest 
corner of Congress Avenue and 10th Street is a beautiful Victorian mercantile 
structure built by Swedish immigrant, Charles Lund, for a bakery.  Today it is run by 
volunteers and used to house the PARD-operated seniors arts and craft program 
and a modest food sales operation.  The building and its modern addition to the 
south enclose a small open space, with a few picnic tables, that does not support or 
receive much activity, partly due to the limited hours of retail and food operations, 
and partly because it is isolated, being the only real use of this blockface of the 
Avenue, being surrounded by State-controlled parking lots and the forgotten State-
owned parkland immediately to its north.  Participants at the recent Congress 
Avenue Wow Charrette (March 2010) vowed to work with City and the State to 
revitalize this key 1000 block of Congress Avenue, as it is the key connecting block to 
the Capitol and one that, with the right mix of uses, could draw Capitol visitors and 
employees to the Avenue’s emerging great mix of food, retail and cultural offerings.  
Introducing a commercial café operator with extended and weekend hours into the 
Old Bakery could support this idea, and boost the arts and craft sales.


The State-owned parkland  
surrounding the historic 
Old Bakery and Emporium 
should be activated with a 
small cafe.
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Figure 14:
Great Streets Implementation Plan
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streetsCaPe


Even more than parks, streets form the principal public open space of Downtown, 
making up more than 30% of the total Downtown land area.  However, most 
Downtown streets have little space devoted to the pedestrian.  The typical Core/
Waterfront District street has only 25% of its right-of-way devoted to the pedestrian, 
with 10-foot sidewalks along both sides of a 60-foot wide street.  In recognition of 
this problem, the City’s Great Streets Program was initiated in the early 2000s to 
rebalance the role of streets as multi-modal corridors, not only as conduits for the 
movement of automobiles and other vehicles, but also as places for people-oriented 
activity that stimulates and supports economic development.  Over the past ten 
years, the program has resulted in wider sidewalks and enhanced streetscapes 
through City-financed CIP projects, such as 2nd Street and Brazos Street, and 
through the “Great Streets Development Program”, with reimbursements to the 
many private developers who have constructed Great Streets improvements.   (See 
Great Streets Implementation Map, Figure 14.)


CW-14:  Continue to improve Downtown streets 
through the Great Streets Program.  The City of 
Austin should continue to construct Great Streets on 
an incremental basis as funding becomes available, 
using the recommended priorities of the DAP.  The 
DAP recommends that new development within 
the Downtown be required to contribute to the 
implementation of the program, either by constructing 
the improvements, or, if that is not practical or feasible, 
by contributing to the City’s existing Great Streets 
Program fund.  In the future, when the City is funding a 
Great Streets project, those properties fronting on and 
therefore benefitting from the project should also be 
required to contribute to the fund. 


Streets establish the way 
we see and experience 
Downtown, and the 
way its different spaces 
and activities are linked 
together.
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Figure 15:
East 6th Street Conceptual Block Plan and Cross Section
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CW-15:  Improve the pedestrian environment and visual identity of East 
Sixth Street.  The improvement of East Sixth Street between IH-35 and Brazos 
Street is essential to address the deteriorating condition of this important historic 
street and the significant role that it plays as the central spine of Austin’s iconic 
entertainment district.  The City should collaborate with the 6th Street Business 
Improvement District (6ixth Austin) to develop a streetscape design that balances 
the need for vehicular circulation with the high pedestrian volumes, and that takes 
into account the historic character and scale of the street.  The streetscape design 
should create sufficient pedestrian capacity on the street to support its role as a 
regional destination, and to reduce the need for weekend night street closures that 
negatively impact businesses and promote unruly behavior.  An initial planning 
effort has been undertaken (2010) by 6ixth Austin to solicit input from area property 
owners, businesses and other stakeholders, as part of the DAP process.  Among 
these stakeholders consensus is building around a design concept that narrows the 
street to three lanes and widens the sidewalk to approximately 24 feet in width.  


In addition to the streetscape, the DAP recommends other actions to improve the 
viability of the street, including recommendations about loading and servicing, 
historic preservation, the creative community and bolstering the BID and/or other 
management structure.


The design for East 6th 
Street should balance 
the need for vehicular 
circulation with the high 
pedestrian volumes.
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CW-16:  Improve Congress Avenue.  The City should collaborate with key 
stakeholders including the Downtown Austin Alliance (DAA) to develop an 
enhancement plan for Congress Avenue.  The DAA’s Congress Avenue WOW 
initiative, has already established an outreach program to solicit input and to 
develop an over-arching vision for the Avenue, which was last improved in the 
mid-1980s, with the angled parking configuration and wider granite sidewalks.  
Today, however, the street no longer lives up to its reputation as the City and State’s 
principal ceremonial boulevard.  It lacks a strong visual identity at the pedestrian 
level, and the diagonally-parked cars along the street compromise the pedestrian 
and visual experience, and limit opportunities for cafés and storefront activities.


The design of the street is also inadequate to support its role as an important 
transit corridor.  Capital Metro plans to relocate MANY of the local bus routes from 
Congress Avenue to the Lavaca/Guadalupe corridor where “MetroRapid” service 
could begin as early as 2012.  This would de-congest Congress Avenue and allow for 
the high-priority implementation of urban rail on the Avenue, restoring its historic 
role as the central hub of the transit network.


Improvements should be aimed at enhancing the overall image and identity of the 
street, and creating a more vibrant and pedestrian-friendly environment.   Specific 
recommendations include: 


A short-term enhancement plan that provides specific standards for • 
improvement of the street environment by individual property owners, while 
maintaining a cohesive image and identity for the overall street.  Standards 


Figure 16:
Section through Congress Avenue with Proposed Shared
Side-Running Rail and Parallel Parking
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should provide guidance on: replacement of diagonal parking, signage, paving 
and landscape materials, street furnishings, public art, activity nodes, etc.  


A long-term improvement plan should be undertaken and implemented as an • 
integral part of the urban rail project, befitting the meaning and significance 
that the Avenue plays in both the City and the State. 


CW-17:  Improve Downtown streetscapes in tandem with urban rail and 
enhanced bus transit service.  As urban rail is introduced into the Downtown, 
and as Capital Metro implements MetroRapid  service in the Lavaca/Guadalupe 
corridors, corresponding streetscape improvements need to be designed and 
constructed.  Streetscape design should be an integral part of these important 
transit projects to ensure that these new modes are seamlessly integrated into the 
fabric of the Downtown and constructed in a manner that minimizes disruption to 
businesses.  Further discussions with the community regarding the treatment of 
the street should be undertaken, and adequate funding should be set aside for the 
design and construction of high-quality streetscapes. 


CW-18:  Initiate a public restroom program.  Currently there are no public 
restrooms in Downtown, apart from those within public buildings, like City Hall and 
the Central Library.  This is a need that stakeholders throughout the Downtown 
have given a high priority.  There are a variety of options 
that could be pursued by the City (e.g., lease purchase 
of Automatic Pay Toilets, construction of stand-alone 
facilities, integration of restrooms within parking garages, 
agreements with private property owners, etc.), but 
these need to be carefully evaluated with the community 
and an operating plan established.  It is recommended 
that the City initiate a planning process aimed at 
producing a Master Plan and Implementation Program 
for Downtown Restrooms.


CW-19:  Initiate a comprehensive and integrated 
way-finding system within the Downtown.  The 
Downtown lacks a way-finding system that guides visitors 
and residents to important destinations, attractions 
and landmarks, or to public services and public parking 
facilities.  A unified signage system indicating clear paths 
of travel to key destinations and major public parking 
facilities should be developed.  This system should 
be coordinated with that provided at Capital Metro 
transit stops, and should include district maps that 
can help to promote the identity and patronage of the 
various Downtown districts.  As part of the way-finding 
system, “real-time” parking availability signs should be 
incorporated as an integral part of the way-finding system 
and located along major entries into the Core/Waterfront.


Streetscape design and a 
comprehensive wayfinding 
system should be an 
integral part of Downtown 
transportation projects. 
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Figure 17:
Transportation Framework Plan
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transPortation and Parking


A key goal of the Downtown Austin Plan is to improve access to, and mobility 
within, the Downtown core, creating a more balanced multi-modal transportation 
system that supports high-density, compact growth and a high-quality, pedestrian-
oriented environment.  As part of the DAP, a Transportation Framework Plan has 
been established to guide transportation planning and project development.  The 
Plan calls for a system of primarily two-way streets, with all streets to be improved 
as multi-modal corridors with enhanced pedestrian space.   It also establishes a 
classification system defining priority modes or roles for each street:  pedestrian, 
bicycle, transit and/or vehicular, and recommends street cross sections for each 
different street type.  The Transportation Framework Plan (Figure 17) will continue 
to be updated as specific projects are funded for design and engineering and further 
community input is considered as their plans become more detailed.  The following 
provides a summary of the transportation policies that most affect the Core/
Waterfront District: 


CW-20:  Continue to upgrade the Downtown bicycle 
network.  A series of bicycle priority streets has been identified 
as part of the 2009 Austin Bicycle Plan Update and the DAP 
Transportation Framework Plan, providing a clear and safe network 
for bicyclists of all experience levels.  Within the Core/Waterfront, 
high priority should be given to the following projects: 


Striping dedicated bike lanes on Red River Street to better • 
connect the Lady Bird Lake and Waller Creek trail systems 
with The University of Texas;


Striping dedicated lanes on Colorado Street, once bicycle • 
ridership warrants it and once it is converted to two-way; in 
the meantime, a “sharrows” (designated shared vehicular/
bicycle lanes), are recommended on both Brazos and 
Colorado in their current one-way configuration. 


A dedicated bike lane.
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Figure 18:
Proposed Two-Way Street Conversions
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Introducing sharrows to increase motorist awareness of bicyclists along: • 
Congress Avenue, Brazos, 5th, 6th, 9th, 10th and 12th streets.


 
In addition, the City’s Bicycle Plan calls for Nueces and Rio Grande streets to be 
designed as a “downtown bicycle boulevard” between Martin Luther King Boulevard 
and Cesar Chavez Street, giving greater priority to the bicyclist.  This project is 
funded and due to commence construction in late 2010.  


CW-21:  Initiate the conversion of one-way streets to two-way operation.
In 2009, Cesar Chavez Street was successfully converted from a confusing, part 
one-way/two-way operation to completely two-way throughout the Downtown.  
Following this success and the recommendations of the various R/UDAT (Regional 
and Urban Design Assistance Team) reports, the Plan recommends that several 
downtown streets be converted from one-way to two-way operation, in order to 
provide more understandable and convenient circulation patterns, calmer traffic 
flows and enhanced retail frontages (Figure 18).  The north-south Lavaca/Guadalupe 
corridor and the east-west 5th/6th Street corridors would be retained as one-way 
couplets to handle the high volumes of through-traffic.  The segment of Trinity 
Street between Cesar Chavez and East 7th streets would also be retained as one-way 
to provide bus access and drop-off to the Convention Center.   Generally, all other 
streets within the Core/Waterfront should be converted to two-way.  These include 
3rd, 4th, 7th (except between San Antonio and Guadalupe) 8th, 9th, and 10th 
(except between Nueces and San Antonio) streets in the east-west direction, and 
San Antonio (except between 7th and 8th Streets), Colorado, Brazos, San Jacinto, 
Trinity (north of 7th Street), and Neches Street in the north-south direction.   


7th Street:  Highest priority should be given to converting 7th Street to two-• 
way operation, in conjunction with the planned improvement of this key 
gateway corridor east of IH 35, and with proposed streetscape enhancement 
of East 6th Street.  The City conduct detailed design of the 7th Street, 
determining whether a four or five-lane configuration will be required.  As 
part of the Seventh Street conversion project, the conversion of Eighth, Ninth, 
Tenth and Eleventh Streets should also be considered.   (See cross sections 
alternatives prepared in the DAP Transportation Framework Plan.) 


Other conversions should occur according to the Austin Transportation • 
Department’s implementation strategy and funding availability. 
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CW-22:  Upgrade transit in the Core/Waterfront including enhanced bus 
service and the expansion of urban rail.  If Downtown is to continue to grow 
and thrive, viable alternatives to automobile mobility must be developed, since 
existing roadways are incapable of supporting significant additional vehicular 
capacity.  Public transit, both bus and rail, needs to become the high-quality mode 
of choice, rather than one of last resort.  The expansion of urban rail within the 
central city should be given the highest priority, to provide connectivity between 
Downtown destinations and Capital Metro’s emerging commuter rail system on East 
4th Street, MetroRail, which is planned to be double-tracked and extended to Brazos 


Figure 19:
Seventh Street Conceptual Cross Section
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Figure 20:
Transit Mode Map
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Street.  This extension should also be a high-priority, as well as its providing more 
frequent service.  The City’s Austin Transportation Department is taking the lead 
on defining a first phase urban (light) rail project and is developing a financing and 
implementation strategy that could be taken to voters as early as next year.


It is also critical that more deliberate provision be made for comfortable and 
convenient bus transfers and transit stops within the Downtown.  Per Capital 
Metro’s 2020 Service Plan, the majority of bus routes in Downtown are “through” 
routes:  they do not terminate in Downtown.  Therefore, most transit boardings 
and transfers will still occur on the street at curbside bus stops (rather than in an 
off-street bus terminal), where they can be done most efficiently, both in terms of 
passenger convenience and bus operations.  As such, designated on-street transfer 
stations should be constructed at key intersection points in the Downtown transit 
system (e.g., near the intersection of 7th Street with Lavaca and Guadalupe streets; 
around Brush Square, where MetroRail terminates today and connects to main 
bus routes; and where the potential urban rail system will intersect with major bus 
routes).  The following provides recommended policies for the design of on-street 
transit facilities:   


A typical section and plan 
of a proposed transfer 
station along a blockface.
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On-street transfer areas should be designed with high-quality shelters that • 
include benches, lighting, trash receptacles, way-finding, etc., and a “real-time” 
bus arrival information system that lets passengers know exactly when their 
bus will arrive; 


Each bus stop should post the routes assigned to it, so that passengers • 
understand where to wait;


Where multiple routes converge, sufficient curbside space must be defined for • 
such bus transfer stations, to prevent overcrowding of passengers and buses 
and blocked sidewalks;  


Bus stops and transfer areas need to be separated from the main, “through • 
zone” of the public sidewalk, so that transit users are not overly concentrated 
at one stop, do not impede the flow of other pedestrians along a street, and 
do not interfere with activities taking place on the properties they front.   


There is also interest in developing an off-street transit terminal, where the six or 
seven bus routes which terminate in the Downtown would stops within a covered 
facility, where transit riders could comfortably wait and transfer, and where small 
concessions and restrooms could be provided.  Capital Metro is exploring the 
feasibility of such an off-street bus transfer facility, where other uses could be 
developed above the station.


CW-23:  Provide supply management and coordination of Downtown 
parking.  The 2009 Downtown Parking Study by Walker Parking Consultants 
concludes that there is an adequate supply of parking in the CBD to meet demand 
on most occasions.  However, since many parking garages are not made available 
to the public, some nighttime and weekend parking is not conveniently located 
near the main activity centers, like East 6th Street and the Warehouse District.  
The DAP recommends that the City’s newly-created Parking Enterprise, or a future 
economic development corporation, take a more proactive role in coordinating 
the management and availability of public parking, through shared management 
and operation responsibilities, joint public-private construction of parking facilities, 
coordinated pricing and consolidation of valet services within particular areas, such 
as the East 6th Street Entertainment District and the Warehouse District. 
 
In addition, it is recommended that the City establish an “in-lieu” fee for to allow 
developers to pay into a parking fund rather than providing on-site parking.  In 
this way, the burden of providing on-site parking on small sites could be relieved, 
allowing for more efficient and cost-effective infill development to occur throughout 
the area.  This in-lieu fund could be used by the Parking Enterprise to construct joint-
use parking garages. 
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Downtown’s system of 
mid-block alleys (left) 
provides an important 
service function that 
should be preserved and 
enhanced.  On-street 
servicing and loading 
(right) impedes pedestrian 
and vehicular circulation.


CW-24:  Preserve and enhance Downtown’s system of alleys.  Downtown 
is fortunate to have a comprehensive system of mid-block alleys that provide rear 
service access to most properties.  These alleys relieve pressure on the streets, 
allowing them to function for pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular circulation.  However, 
alleys are often congested with dumpsters, power poles and even above-grade 
grease traps that prevent them from functioning properly.  The following policies are 
aimed at preserving and enhancing alleys, and improving their efficiency as service 
corridors:


Vacation or abandonment of alleys should be avoided, and occur only in • 
special circumstances where equivalent off-street service facilities are provided 
(e.g., within a full-block development), and where such vacation does not 
result in a need for on-street servicing/loading. 


 
All development abutting an alley should be required to use it for loading, • 
servicing and trash collection.  


The City should work with Downtown property owners to eliminate dumpsters • 
and above-grade grease traps from alleys.  In older areas, such as 6th Street 
and Congress Avenue, this will require re-organizing how trash and recycling is 
collected (see discussion of solid waste services below).
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utiLity infrastruCture 


Infrastructure planning and implementation is undertaken by a number of City 
departments, including: 


Austin Water Utility, responsible for water and wastewater infrastructure, and • 
for “Service Extension Requests” as part of the site plan process;


Watershed Protection, responsible for storm sewer infrastructure, drainage • 
flood control, floodplain management (litter control in creeks and inlets), 
and water quality issues through their Watershed Engineering and the Field 
Operations Divisions; 


Austin Energy, the City’s municipal energy provider, responsible forelectric • 
distribution and service, substations, and site plan review for location of 
underground vaults; 


Solid Waste Management, responsible for street sweeping, trash pickup and • 
recycling. 


Street and Bridge Division of Public Works, responsible for roadway, bridge and • 
alley maintenance, and roadway striping; and


Public Works, charged with coordination of these departments during project • 
management and the CIP process, and responsible for traffic control plan 
approvals, and public improvement construction schedules. 


CW-25:  Continue to improve coordination and interaction among City 
departments that build Downtown infrastructure.  In order to accomplish 
infrastructure upgrades in an orderly and cost-effective manner, it is important 
for City departments to work closely together throughout the planning and 
implementation phases.  The new Public Works process  is to integrate and 
coordinate all capital improvement program (CIP) projects with the project 
integration program called Envista.  This should be continued and developed into 
an on-going project monitoring/ coordination system.  A Downtown coordination 
team with executive-level representatives from all relevant departments should 
be created to manage and coordinate infrastructure projects.  With the adoption 
of the DAP, City Council should be asked to include policy directives for each 
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department that controls development review and/or infrastructure planning and 
construction.  Each department should incorporate the near-term and long-term 
development projections of the DAP into their programming, planning and design 
processes to inform decisions on maintenance, CIP and private sector development 
service requirements.  In addition, a methodology to allocate City-wide budgets to 
Downtown infrastructure upgrades should be established and adopted.  


CW-26:  Improve aging and undersized water and wastewater systems.  
Because of the age and condition of the water and wastewater system, considerable 
upgrades and replacements will be required over time.  Although the “basic 
bones” of the system are functioning, upgrades are often required to support new 
development, often at costs that are unsupportable by an individual developer.  
The DAP recommends the creation of an annual reoccurring Flex Fund and 
Reimbursement Program within the Austin Water Utility (AWU) that can fund City 
infrastructure upgrades needed for new development projects on a case-by-case, 
as-needed basis.  


For example, if it is determined that at least a block’s length of water or wastewater 
upgrade is required to serve a project, the developer could fund the construction 
of the improvement with a five-year payback from the AWU.  The developer’s 
contribution to the cost could be the five-year carrying cost for the financing which 
would be effectively 30%.  This would allow for construction of multiple projects 
with an expanded payout.  Approximately 50% of the Flex Fund could be used to 
fund smaller system upgrades required to serve infill projects, while the other half 
could be used to fund the Reimbursement Program.


   
CW-27:   Improve downtown drainage, water 
quality and flood control.  The majority of the 
Downtown stormwater conveyance system is outdated 
and much of it is undersized.  There is incomplete data 
related to the condition and capacity of the system, 
which requires individual developers to attempt to 
analyze and mitigate on-site drainage issues on a case-
by-case basis.  The Watershed Engineering Division 
should complete the GIS data entry of the current system 
Downtown and prepare a Downtown Drainage Master 
Plan that defines systems requirements.  This will allow 
for a systematic approach to stormwater improvements 
in response to development and preparation of clear 
CIP priorities.  In addition, a water quality program or 
master plan should be created to provide policies for the 
maintenance of Downtown streets, creeks and Lady Bird 
Lake, including sediment control systems, green roofs and 
other forms of on-site interception.


The Alamo Drafthouse 
was faced with extending 
a City water line when 
it rehabilitated the Ritz 
Theater on East 6th Street.
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CW-28:  Provide higher levels of solid waste collection, recycling and 
composting throughout Downtown.  Trash pick-up and recycling are the 
responsibility of the City’s Solid Waste Services Department.  Within the most 
intensive parts of the Core/Waterfront, (e.g., in the alleys of Congress Avenue 6th 
Street and the Warehouse District), the Department has contracted with a private 
company to provide higher levels of trash pick-up and recycling.  This has been 
successful and includes daily trash and recycling pick-ups from shared dumpsters in 
alleys.  The Plan recommends that this level of service be expanded to other parts of 
Downtown as they intensify, and that the following policies be put in place:


The Watershed Department, in coordination with the Health Department, • 
should inspect grease traps and require property owners to upgrade these 
to below-grade vault-type traps that provide higher levels of environmental 
safety, remove physical obstructions in the alley and remove/reduce odors.  A 
program for recycling grease waste into bio-fuels should also be explored.


A composting program should be initiated throughout Downtown, that could • 
include sidewalk-located receptacles.   


Improved trash, recycling and composting bins should be installed on • 
Downtown sidewalks.


Consolidated dumpsters or smaller, rolling bins should be housed within • 
property boundaries or in parking garages in order to eliminate these physical 
obstacles from the alleyways.


A water quality program  
to intercept run-off (left) 
and enhanced streetside 
composting and recycling 
(right) are recommended.
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PubLiC serviCes                                    


and affordabLe housing 


The livability of Downtown and the realization of the community’s vision of an 
inclusive and welcoming place depends to a great extent on the availability of high-
quality public facilities and services and affordable housing, including social and 
supportive services, day care and educational institutions, and the provision for 
police and fire emergency facilities.  This chapter of the Core/Waterfront District 
Plan focuses on these services.  Specific recommendations related to arts and 
culture can be found in the Downtown Austin Plan report entitled Strategies and 
Policies to Sustain and Enhance Austin’s Creative Culture, September 2009.  The 
full report and recommendations related to affordable housing are described in the 
Downtown Affordable Housing Strategy prepared as part of the first phase of DAP in 
July 2009. 
  
CW-29:  Provide supportive housing and related services that complement 
and extend existing services for populations in need.  The Core/Waterfront 
District is the district with the greatest concentration of human service facilities, 
providing shelter and meals for the homeless.  A cluster of social service facilities are 
concentrated along Neches Street between 7th and 8th streets, including Caritas, 
Salvation Army and the City’s shelter known as the ARCH (Austin Resource Center 
for the Homeless).  This concentration has occurred because of the proximity to the 
targeted populations, good transit availability and the minimal community resistance 
relative to other parts of the city.  In the downtown, this concentration has had 
adverse impacts on the surrounding area, particularly in the eastern part of the 
Core/Waterfront District, due to camping, loitering, public inebriation, panhandling 
and criminal behavior.  Many of these problems are exacerbated by a lack of 
comprehensive care and support facilities that could augment and extend the role of 
the existing shelters.
 
The DAP has recommended that the City increase the supply of permanent, 
supportive housing opportunities Downtown to accommodate hard-to-serve 
populations, particularly the chronically homeless.  Permanent supportive and 
transitional housing are cost-effective means of providing housing for various hard-
to-house populations.  Average daily public costs to provide supportive housing 
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are far below those of the most common 
alternatives for these individuals, including 
emergency shelters, hospitals, mental health 
facilities and prisons.  And, although community 
objections can present obstacles to developing 
new supportive housing, research demonstrates 
that property surrounding new developments 
of quality can experience strong and consistent 
price appreciation compared to similar 
properties in other parts of a neighborhood.  
Supportive housing can be a win-win situation 
for individuals in need and for the stability of the 
community.  As described in the DAP Affordable 
Housing Strategy, 170 single-room occupancy 
units should be created within the Downtown over the next decade, with related 
support facilities, including medical support and counseling.  The location of these 
units should be dispersed throughout the Core/Waterfront District and other parts 
of Downtown, rather than 7th and Neches Street area.  
 
CW-30:  Improve the public space environment around the existing ARCH 
facility.  Clients of the City’s ARCH homeless shelter are currently forced to 
queue and/or wait for extended periods for services and meals on the sidewalks 
surrounding the facility.  Although the entry area provides some shelter, it is 
insufficient to accommodate the volumes of people needing services.  The lack 
of a secure and hospitable waiting area has undermined the dignity of people in 
need and has created problems of sidewalk obstruction and loitering, contributing 
to the negative perception of the area.  It is recommended that improvements 
be made within and/or around the ARCH to better provide for the comfort and 
needs of clients.  Provision of a sheltered and supervised courtyard area within the 
boundaries of the property (e.g., within the building, or on a portion of the facility’s 
parking lot to the east) should be considered to accommodate queuing and waiting 
away from the sidewalk area, protected from the elements and noise of the street.  
Public restrooms and adequate places for people to sit and rest should be provided 
within this area.   


CW-31:  Implement the Downtown Affordable Housing Strategy.  Ensuring 
that the supply of housing provides opportunities for a diverse mix of Austinites to 
live Downtown is crucial to supporting the vision of an inclusive, sustainable and 
vibrant district.  Affordable housing should be available both within and in close 
proximity to Downtown, in order to support use of public transit, to provide housing 
within easy reach of employment centers and to provide an adequate market base 
for retail, arts, culture and entertainment uses.  The Downtown Affordable Housing 
Strategy, prepared as part of the DAP, recommends that housing in the Downtown 
be available to: 


The courtyard of Dallas’s 
new homeless shelter, The 
Bridge, provides clients 
with an attractive respite 
from the streets.
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A range of income groups, including those able to pay market rent or sales • 
prices, “workforce” income groups (80% MFI), very low- and low-income 
groups (less than 50% MFI), as well as special needs residents;


A range of family types, including singles and families; and• 


A range of lifestyles, including Downtown workers and those active in the • 
creative industries.


In the short-term, there are a number of policy and funding options that the City 
should pursue to create affordable housing.  The City should leverage additional 
public land, where feasible; explore opportunities to buy down existing market-rate 
units for long-term affordability; acquire and reposition foreclosed properties; and 
continue to subsidize housing for very low to moderate-income households.  The 
City should also adopt a permanent Downtown density bonus program, which will 
contribute to meeting, but not fully addressing, Austin’s goals for affordable housing.  
In the long-term, the City should create a comprehensive policy framework to:


Use • public funding to leverage institutional and private financial resources;


Create a • comprehensive financing system enabling developers to layer 
incentives and resources from a variety of public, private and non-profit 
entities to make deals with affordable housing successful; and


Redirect a portion of the value produced by future growth into affordable • 
housing.


CW-32:  Promote improved child care and educational facilities that make 
Downtown more family-friendly.  Downtown Austin has a wealth of higher 
education facilities within and surrounding its boundaries, including The University 
of Texas campus immediately to the north, and Austin Community College within the 
Northwest District.  In order to realize the community’s vision of a family-friendly 
Downtown, consideration should be given to the ability of existing public and private 
schools to accommodate the educational needs of the current and future resident 
population.  The City should work proactively with the Austin Independent School 
District (AISD) and other private institutions to ensure that short and long-term 


needs of Downtown residents are being met.  Charter 
schools with special curricula in the areas of art, music, 
science and the performing arts should be encouraged, 
and the potential for Downtown partners or sponsors 
explored.  Locating such facilities in close proximity to 
public open spaces should be given a high priority, both 
to serve the needs of the school, and to provide activity 
in the parks.  As proposed in the DAP Downtown Density 
Bonus Program, incentives should also be given to 
developments that incorporate child care facilities within 
private residential or commercial development.  


Child care facilities will 
make Downtown a more 
family-friendly place.
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CW-33:  Provide for improved fire and police facilities within the Downtown.  
Appropriately located and modern fire and police emergency facilities are important 
to serve the growing resident, visitor and employee populations of Downtown.  The 
existing Downtown police and fire facilities are well over thirty years old, and will 
need to be upgraded and expanded over the next decade.  In addition, the central 
facilities of both the Austin Fire Department (AFD) and the Austin Police Department 
(APD) are located on sites that compromise the open space and livability goals of 
the Downtown.  The APD headquarter building and fleet garage overhang Waller 
Creek, impeding public access and creating an inactive and hostile edge along this 
greenway.  Fire Station # 1, with its employee parking lot, occupies nearly half of 
Brush Square, limiting the park’s potential to function as an attractive community-
gathering place for Convention Center area visitors and residents.  As facility 
improvements are evaluated for both the Fire and Police departments, high priority 
should be given to the relocation and/or redevelopment of both facilities to create a 
more engaging public environment.  More specifically:


The APD headquarter building occupies a site of nearly four acres between 1. 
7th and 8th streets along Waller Creek.  Opportunities for consolidating this 
facility and its parking on a more compact footprint, either on this site or in 
another location within the Core/Waterfront District, should be considered.  
The redevelopment potential of the APD site is estimated at over 600,000 
square feet, which would still provide significant opportunities for enhanced 
open space along the eastern banks of Waller Creek.  Redevelopment of this 
publicly-owned property also offers an opportunity to introduce affordable 
housing into Downtown.


Fire Station #1 and its parking lot occupy most of the western half of Brush 2. 
Square.  The Art Deco building constructed in 1939 no longer functions as 
a state-of-the-art fire facility.  A new location for the Fire Station should be 
found so that the full potential of Brush Square can be realized.  Ultimately, 
the building should be repurposed as a community-oriented facility, such as a 
museum and café with an outdoor dining terrace overlooking the open space.  
In the short term, the City should work with AFD to reduce the footprint of the 
fenced parking lot, in order to provide for a larger lawn area within the park.


The Art Deco Fire Station 
in Brush Square should 
be re-pruposed as a 
community-oriented 
facility in the park.
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aPPendix a


PrOPOSEd CHANGES TO LiST OF PErMiTTEd ANd CONdiTiONAL 
uSES FrOM CurrENT CiTY COdE dMu ZONiNG diSTriCT


For the proposed DMU districts (DMU-120, DMU-60, DMU-40), modify the existing 
DMU list of uses to:


Permit Retirement Housing (both large and small site).  • 


Allow Cocktail Lounge as a Conditional Use (except in the Northwest District as • 
described below).


Allow Exterminating Services as a Conditional Use.• 


Allow Pawn Shop as a Conditional Use (except in the Northwest District as • 
described below).


Allow Limited Warehousing and Distribution as a Conditional Use (except in • 
the Northwest District as described below).


Permit Urban Farming as a Conditional Use.• 


Permit Administrative Services (Civic Use).   • 


For the proposed DMU-40 and DMU-60 districts within the Northwest District, 
further restrict DMU uses as follows:


Prohibit Automotive Rentals, Automotive Repair Services, Automotive Sales, • 
Automotive Washing, Bail Bond Services, Pawn Shop Services, Service Station, 
Vehicle Storage, Limited Warehousing and Distribution and Maintenance and 
Service Facilities.


Prohibit Cocktail Lounge use, except along 12th Street (west of West Avenue), • 
15th Street and MLK Boulevard, where it shall be a Conditional Use.  


Allow Liquor Sales (limited to a 2,500 gross square foot sales area) as a • 
Conditional Use along the above-mentioned street frontages only.


Draft - May 21, 2010







7 0   D O W N T O W N  A U S T I N  P L A N             
               


Draft - May 21, 2010







D R A F T  C O R E / W A T E R F R O N T  D I S T R I C T  P L A N             7 1


aPPendix b


PrOPOSEd BuiLdiNG dESiGN STANdArdS


The following development standards are intended to guide the form of new 
construction within the Downtown.  The intent is to promote a compact, engaging 
and livable urban environment, while allowing for further growth and intensification.   
Upon adoption of the Downtown Austin Plan, these standards should be given 
further consideration as part of the ordinance preparation process; additional 
stakeholder review and testing should be pursued.


I.  MID AND HIGH-RISE BUILDINGS GREATER THAN 60 FEET IN HEIGHT


Purpose:  The following standards govern the form and treatment of mid-rise and 
high-rise buildings on properties with DMU-120 (Downtown Mixed Use 120 feet) 
or CBD (Central Business District) zoning designations or on any properties where 
buildings are allowed to exceed 60 feet in height.   They are intended to promote 
buildings that: 


Contribute to an active and engaging streetfront environment;• 


Minimize disruption to public sidewalks;• 


Provide spatial definition along public streets and rights-of-way;• 


Respect historic buildings;• 


Allow light to the street;  • 


Create attractive skyline expression; and• 


Promote livability and intensification by ensuring appropriate spacing between • 
buildings. 


a.  Streetwalls and Setbacks:  Like walls in a room, private buildings provide critical
spatial definition to a city’s public streets and open spaces, giving them a 
sense of enclosure, and in many cases a distinctive scale and character.  As 
such, it is important that there be a level of coordination between buildings, so 
that strong spatial expression of the public realm can be achieved.   Exceptions 
and variations can also be encouraged to create diversity and to give meaning 
to particular places and buildings, but these exceptions should be dealt with in 
specific cases where such variation is deemed to be warranted.  


For mid and high-rise buildings, a streetwall is defined as that portion of • 
the building up to 90 feet in height and constructed within 5 feet of the 
street front property line. 
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Maximum streetfront tower 
length above 90’ height = 80%
of block face or 220 linear
feet, whichever is less**


Streetwall = 90’ 
maximum/25’ minimum 
built within 5’ of the
property line for at least
75% of parcel frontage


High-Rise Building
Half-Block and Greater


Figure 7


18’ minimum tower 
setback above 90’
at alley** 


8‘ minimum tower 
setback above streetwall
for at least 55% of the parcel
frontage**


A tower is permitted along 
a street front property line
for up to 45% of the parcel
frontage


Ground level pedestrian-oriented
 uses as per District Plans
 


Maximum tower �oor plate
above 120’ height not to
exceed 60% of site area or
30,000 s.f., whichever is less* 


PARKING AND SERVICING


- Parking and service access from alley
- Driveways along “Pedestrian Activity Streets” not 
  permitted, unless approved by the responsible Director
- Two driveway curb-cuts permitted from street, up to 25’ wide each
- Above-grade parking may not be visible from the street


*   Buildings above 600’ may exceed maximum �oor plate by 500 s.f.  for each 10’ of additional height above 600’.
** May be modi�ed by the responsible Director for properties beneath Capitol View Corridor, or where special
     conditions create hardship.


Figure A:
High-Rise Building Proposed Regulations
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Streetwall = 90’ maximum/25’ minimum 
built within 5’ of the property line for at least 
75% of parcel frontage


High-Rise Building
Quarter-Block and Greater


Figure 6


18’ minimum tower 
setback above 90’ 
at alley** 


8‘ minimum tower 
setback above streetwall 
for at least 55% of parcel
frontage**


Ground level pedestrian-oriented 
uses as per District Plans 
 


Maximum tower �oor plate above
120’ height not to exceed 60% of 
site area or 30,000 s.f., whichever
is less*


PARKING AND SERVICING
- Parking and service access from alley
- Driveway curb-cuts along “Pedestrian Activity Streets” not
   permitted, unless approved by the responible Director
- One driveway curb-cut permitted from street up to 25 feet wide
- Above grade parking may not be visible from the street


Minimum of 25 linear feet
 


10’ maximum height
di�erence measured from
existing parapet of
building deemed signi�cant
by the City of Austin
Cultural Resource Survey
 


28’ minimum setback at
interior property line** 


A tower is permitted along 
a street front property line
for up to 45% of the parcel
frontage


*   Buildings above 600’ may exceed maximum �oor plate by 500 s.f.  for each 10’ of additional height above 600’.
** May be modi�ed by the responsible Director for properties beneath Capitol View Corridor, or where special
     conditions create hardship.


Figure B:
High-Rise Building Proposed Regulations
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Streetwall = 90’ maximum/25’ minimum 
height built to within 5’ of the property 
line for at least 75% of parcel frontage


Mid-Rise Building
Half-Block and Greater


Figure 8


18’ minimum 
tower setback
above 90’ at alley* 


A tower is permitted 
to be built along a street
front property line for up
to 45% of the parcel frontage


Ground level pedestrian-oriented
uses as per district plans 
 


8’ minimum tower
setback above 90’
for at least 55%
of parcel frontage*


 


PARKING AND SERVICING
- Parking and service access from alley
- Driveways along a “Pedestrian Activity Street” are not 
  permitted, unless approved by the responsible Director
- Two driveway curb-cuts permitted from street, up to 25’ 
  wide each
- Above grade parking may not be visible from the street


Maximum Street-front Tower 
Length above  90’ height = 80%
Length of Block Face or 220
linear feet, whichever is less*


 


* May be modi�ed by the responsible Director for properties beneath Capitol View Corridor, or where special
   conditions create hardship.


Figure C:
Mid-Rise Building Proposed Regulations
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A streetwall up to a maximum height of 90 feet but no less than 25 feet • 
must be built along 75% of the parcel frontage within five feet of the street 
front property line.  If the building is adjacent to a structure more than 50 
years old, the height of the streetwall must be within 10 feet of the height 
of the parapet of that building for a horizontal dimension of at least 25 
feet. 


Building setbacks of up to 10 feet from the property line are allowed on • 
the remainder of the streetfront perimeter.


Greater setbacks are permitted only if such setbacks comply with the • 
following publicly accessible open space criteria:


The setback has a minimum area of 600 square feet, and a minimum • 
dimension of 15 feet;


The area is accessible to the public,  visible from the public sidewalk, and • 
does not require an admission fee or the purchase of goods or services;


The area is useable by the general public throughout daylight hours.• 


The area provides public seating and/or serves as a public pedestrian • 
passageway connecting one public sidewalk with another. 


The open space has at least 75% of its area is open to the sky.  • 


The area has interior ground level space adjoining, overlooking and • 
accessible to it.  


b.  Ground Level Pedestrian-Oriented Uses and Treatments:  In addition to spatial
definition, private buildings provide life and activity along a street.  This 
can include restaurants with outdoor cafes, shops with generous storefront 
displays, office uses with activities that are visible from the street, or 
residential buildings that provide entry stoops and common spaces along the 
sidewalk.   Such uses not only provide interest and activity, but also a sense 
of security and safety with “eyes on the street”.  Conversely, buildings with 
long expanses of blank or inactive walls can create “dead” spots in an urban 
district and discourage pedestrian activity; they can also result in areas that 
are unsafe or that engender anti-social and even criminal behavior.   Within 
the Downtown’s various districts there are many different conditions that 
demand a particular approach.  Certain streets (e.g., Congress Avenue, East 
Sixth Street, Second Street) warrant a high proportion of intensive retail and 
restaurant uses, critical to their success as regional destinations, while other 
streets can be successful with a more eclectic range of ground level uses.


Active ground level pedestrian-oriented uses are required along street-• 
facing frontages, in compliance with specific requirements for street 
frontages established in the Downtown District Plans. 


Such space must meet the specific ground level treatment requirements • 
set forth in the Downtown District Plans. 
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Slender towers are 
encouraged to create 
a pleasing skyline and 
provide light and air to the 
street.  Below are typical 
floor-plate areas for four 
Downtown towers.


The Austonian         
12,700sf


The Spring              
8,000sf


Carr America              
29,500sf


Frost Tower              
33,000sf


c.  Tower Massing and Bulk:  As multiple high-rise buildings begin to be constructed
within a single block, consideration needs to be given to the spacing and 
massing of towers.  This is particularly important in achieving both the density 
potential of the Downtown, preserving the value of adjacent sites, and in 
promoting a livable environment, where sunlight can reach the street.   To the 
extent practicable, tall slender towers are preferred over short and massive 
ones.  


For the purposes of these standards, a tower is defined as any portion of a • 
building above 90 feet in height. 


Towers should be set back from an alley property line by a minimum of • 
18 feet, and from an interior property line by at least 28 feet.   These 
setbacks are intended to ensure a spacing of 56 feet between towers 
within a block, to provide optimal separation and privacy, while allowing 
for a reasonable floorplate within the standard Downtown block.  Subject 
to the responsible Director’s approval, setbacks may be reduced where 
hardship is demonstrated (e.g., for properties beneath a Capital View 
Corridor where the height limit is less than 200 feet), or if the proposed 
development secures an air-rights easement over the adjacent property 
that assures a 56-foot spacing between towers or if conditions (e.g., 
natural features, historic zoning, or Capitol View Corridors) on the adjacent 
property ensure that the 56-foot spacing will be permanently achieved.


The maximum floorplate of a tower above a height of 120 feet should • 
not exceed 60% of the site area or 30,000 square feet, whichever is less.   
Buildings taller than 600 feet may exceed the 30,000 square foot maximum 
tower plate by 500 square feet for every 20 feet of vertical height above 
600 feet.  This standard is intended to avoid bulky buildings and to 
promote a visually attractive skyline with slender vertical towers. 
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The new W Hotel (right) is 
an example of a tower that 
occupies approximately 
80% of the block.  The 
AMLI building (left) is built 
along the entire block 
length.


Along a public street, towers (i.e., the portion • 
of a building above 90’ high) should be set 
back from the property line by a minimum of 
8 feet for at least 55% of the parcel frontage.  
This standard is intended to allow for a clear 
streetwall definition.  In order to promote 
vertical expression, a tower may be built along 
a streetfront property line for up to 45% of the 
parcel frontage, or a total of 110 linear feet, 
whichever is less. 


The minimum spacing between two towers on • 
one property should be 56 feet.


In order to achieve light to the street and to • 
avoid a continuous “canyon” effect, towers 
above 120 feet in height should occupy no 
more than 80% of the length of a block or 220 
feet whichever is less. 


d.  Parking Access and Driveways


Driveways and curb cuts should be restricted on “Pedestrian Activity • 
Streets” as described in the District Plans (e.g., Congress Avenue, East Sixth 
Street, Second Street, and the Warehouse District frontages in the Core 
and Waterfront District) unless the responsible Director finds that such a 
curb cut is the only reasonable way of achieving access to the property.  


The maximum width of a driveway curb cut should not exceed 25 feet.• 


Properties that are one-half block in size or greater will be permitted two • 
driveway curb cuts from perimeter public streets, provided that the curb 
cuts are not located within 50 feet of one another, and no closer than 50 
feet from an intersection.


Properties less than one-half block in size will be permitted one driveway • 
curb cut; any additional driveways should be provided from the alley.   
Subject to approval from the responsible Director, up to two driveway 
curb-cuts from a public street may be allowed on a parcel less than one-
half block in size, only if it is found that access from the alley is not feasible 
or desirable from a public safety standpoint.  


e.  Service and Loading


Service and loading and maneuvering should be from the alley; service and • 
loading maneuvering on public streets will be permitted only where the 
responsible Director determines that there is no practicable alternative”.  
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f.  Porte-Cocheres and On-Site Drop-Off Areas


Porte-cocheres and on-site drop-off areas are permitted on a case by case • 
basis (as determined by the responsible Director), subject to the following 
findings:


Because of the volume of drop-offs, the operation of the particular • 
use requires a porte-cochere or drop-off area on site.  (Note: Special 
priority is given to hotel uses; office and residential uses should use 
designated curbside drop-off lanes within the public right-of-way.)


The design and configuration of the drop-off area minimizes disruption • 
to the continuity of the sidewalk along the street.


The design and configuration of the drop-off area minimizes disruption • 
to the continuity of ground level pedestrian-oriented uses.  The 
maximum curb cut across a public sidewalk should not exceed 25 feet.


g.  On-Site Parking
 


All above-grade parking must be architecturally integrated within the • 
building.  The façade treatment of the garage should be an integral 
extension of the primary façade, with the same materials and treatments 
as the remainder of the building.  There should be no views from public 
streets to cars and garage lighting should be screened to the maximum 
extent practicable. 


If parking is the predominant use, the façade should employ high quality • 
materials and treatments that reduce the visual impression of the 
building as a parking garage.  Review of the design should be part of the 
Conditional Use Permit process, required for commercial parking garages. 


h.  Floor Area Ratio


In addition to the proposed Downtown Density Bonus Program, Floor Area • 
Ratio (FAR) incentives may be applied on a district-by-district basis within 
the Downtown to achieve desired outcomes (e.g., below-grade parking, 
ground level uses, etc.).   These are outlined in the District plans


II.  LOW-RISE MIXED-USE BUILDINGS 0F 60 FEET OR LESS


Purpose:  The following standards govern the form and treatment of low-rise 
buildings up to 60 feet in height except for the portions of the Northwest District, 
where the regulations for low-rise neighborhood infill buildings will apply.  Within 
the Northwest District these regulations apply to properties along: Martin Luther 
King Boulevard; San Antonio, Nueces and Rio Grande Streets, north of 18th Street; 
15th Street, east of Rio Grande Street; and 12th Street, west of West Avenue (see 
Northwest District Plan, Figure 10).   The regulations are intended to promote 
buildings that: 
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PARKING AND SERVICING


- Parking and service access from alley
- One driveway curb-cut permitted on street if access cannot be
   achieved from alley
- Driveway width 25’ maximum
- Above-grade parking shall be architecturally integrated and/or
   encapsulated


Side/rear
setback as per
zoning


Exposed parking shall be 
architecturally integrated 
with remainder of facade


Front yard setback as per 
Downtown Austin Plan street 
frontage requirements (5’-10’)


Ground level subject to 
District Plans


60’ maximum streetwall with 
24” minimum plane change at 
intervals no greater than 75’


Maximum building 
height of 40’ (3 stories) 
within 15’ of a Historic 
Landmark Property


Low-Rise Mixed Use Building
Quarter Block and Greater


Figure D:
Low-Rise Mixed-Use Building Proposed Regulations
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Contribute to an engaging streetfront environment;• 


Minimize disruption to public sidewalks; and• 


Provide spatial definition along public streets and rights-of-way;• 


a.  Streetwalls and Setbacks: Like walls in a room, private buildings provide critical
spatial definition to a city’s public streets and open spaces, giving them a 
sense of enclosure, and in many cases a distinctive scale and character.  As 
such, it is important that there be a level of coordination between buildings, 
so that strong spatial expression of the public realm can be achieved.   
Exceptions and variations should also be permitted to create diversity and 
to give meaning to particular places and buildings, but these exceptions 
should be dealt with in specific cases where such variation is deemed by the 
responsible Director to be warranted.


For this building type, a streetwall is defined as that portion of the building • 
up to 60 feet in height and constructed along the required front yard 
setback line of the property.  While no stepbacks are required for this 
building type, variation of the building roof line or parapet is encouraged. 


On sites adjacent to a property with a designated historic landmark, • 
buildings should be stepped back so that no portion of the building within 
15 feet of the adjoining property line is greater than 40 feet or three floors 
in height.  If the historic property is greater than 40 feet in height, this 
stepback is not required.


 
The streetwall should be designed and articulated with changes in plane • 
and materials to reduce its scale and to promote a compatible relationship 
with existing adjacent structures.  A change in plane of at least 24 inches 
should occur at intervals no greater than 60 feet. 


Building setbacks should comply with the Street Frontage Requirements • 
set forth in the Downtown Austin Plan.


Side and rear yard setbacks should be consistent with the underlying • 
zoning designation.


b.  Ground Level Uses and Treatments: Ground level uses should comply with the
regulations set forth in the District Plans of the Downtown Austin Plan.


c.  Parking Access and Driveways: Efforts should be made to limit the frequency and
width of driveways which interrupt the continuity of sidewalks.  More 
specifically:


On properties less than one-half block in area, one driveway curb cut • 
should be permitted by the responsible Director only if it is found that 
access to on-site parking can not be achieved from a rear alley. 
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Subject to approval of the responsible Director, up to two driveway • 
curb-cuts from a public street may be allowed on a parcel less than one-
half block in size, only if it is found that one driveway is not feasible or 
desirable from a public safety standpoint.  


The maximum width of a driveway curb cut should not exceed 25 feet.• 


d.  Service and Loading


Service and loading and maneuvering should be from the alley; where the • 
responsible Director finds that this is not practicable, service and loading 
maneuvering on public streets may be permitted.


e.  Porte-Cocheres and On-Site Drop-Off Areas:   Porte-cocheres and on-site drop
off areas are permitted on a case by case basis (as determined by the 
responsible Director), subject to the following findings:


Because of the volume of drop-offs, the operation of the particular use • 
requires a porte-cochere or drop-off area on site.  (Note: Special priority 
is given to hotel uses; office and residential uses should use designated 
curbside drop-off lanes within the public right-of-way.)


The design and configuration of the drop-off area minimizes disruption to • 
the continuity of the sidewalk along the street and to existing trees.


f.   On-Site Parking


All above-grade parking must be architecturally integrated and/or • 
encapsulated within the building. No stand-alone parking garages are 
permitted.  The façade treatment of the garage should be an integral 
extension of the primary façade, with the same materials and treatments 
as the remainder of the building.  There should be no views from public 
streets to cars and garage lighting should be screened to the maximum 
extent practicable. 


g.  Floor Area Ratio


In addition to the proposed Downtown Density Bonus Program, Floor Area • 
Ratio (FAR) incentives may be applied on a district-by-district basis within 
the Downtown to achieve desired outcomes (e.g., below-grade parking, 
ground level uses, etc.).   These are outlined in the District plans.
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III.  LOW-RISE NEIGHBORHOOD INFILL BUILDINGS 0F 60 FEET OR LESS


Purpose:  The following standards govern the form and treatment of low-rise 
buildings up to 60 feet in height, located in the Northwest District.  They are 
intended to promote buildings that: 


Compliment the residential character and scale of the area;• 


Contribute to an engaging streetfront environment;• 


Minimize disruption to public sidewalks and to the existing tree canopy; and • 


Promote infill residential development with a high degree of livability. • 


a.  Streetwalls and Setbacks:  Within the Northwest District, street walls in
conjunction with the mature street tree canopies, provide a more relaxed and 
informal street definition than the taller and denser buildings within other 
districts of the Downtown. 


For this building type, a streetwall is defined as that portion of the building • 
up to 40 feet in height and constructed along the required front yard 
setback line of the property.  


Any portion of the building that is more than 40 feet in height above the • 
street wall, or side yard walls should be stepped back by at least 10 feet in 
order to promote a compatible relationship with existing structures.   Alley 
and rear yard edges are not required to step back.  


On sites adjacent to a property with a designated historic landmark, • 
buildings shall be stepped back so that no portion of the building within 
15 feet of the adjoining property line is greater than 30 feet or two floors 
in height.  If the historic property is greater than 30 feet in height, this 
stepback is not required. 


The streetwall shall be designed and articulated with changes in plane and • 
materials to reduce its scale and to promote a compatible relationship with 
existing adjacent structures.  A change in plane of at least 24 inches shall 
occur at intervals no greater than 50 feet. 


Building setbacks shall comply with the Street Frontage Requirements set • 
forth in the Downtown Austin Plan.


Side and rear yard setbacks shall be consistent with the underlying zoning • 
designation.


b.  Ground Level Uses and Treatments: Within the heart of the Northwest District,
ground level uses could be a mixture of residential, commercial or cultural 
uses.  It is the intent to preserve and extend the predominant development 
pattern of buildings set back with landscaped front yards.  More specifically:
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Low-Rise Neighborhood In�ll Buildings
within Northwest District*


PARKING AND SERVICING
- Parking and Service Access From Alley
- One Driveway Curb-Cut Permitted if Alley 
  Access not Possbile
- Above-Grade Parking May Not be Visible 
  from the Street


40’ maximum streetwall with
24” minimum plane breaks at
intervals no greater than 50’


Side/Rear setback
as per zoning


- Primary entries oriented to street
- Porches and stoops may encroach
  into front yard setback
- Ground level habitable space
  required to be no greater than
  60” above adjacent sidewalk level


Side/rear setback
as per zoning


10’ stepback above 40’


Front yard setback as per 
Downtown street frontage 
requirements (10’ - 25’)


10’ stepback 
above 40’


Maximum building height of 30’ (2 Stories)
within 15’ of a designated historic landmark 
property


*   Except for frontages in the Northwest District along Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard, San Antonio, Nueces, and Rio Grande Streets
     north of 18th Street, 12th Street west of West Avenue, and 15th Street east of Rio Grande Street


Figure E:
Low-Rise Infill Building Proposed Regulations
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Figure F:
Low-Rise Courtyard/Walk-up Building Proposed Regulations


PARKING AND SERVICING


- Parking and Service Access From Alley
- One Driveway Curb-Cut Permitted if Alley 
  Access not Possbile
- Above-Grade Parking May Not be Visible 
  from the Street


Side/rear
setback as per
zoning


Front yard setback as per 
Downtown Austin Plan street 
frontage requirements (10’-25’)


- Primary entries and courtyard
   oriented toward street
- Porches and stoops may
   encroach into front yard setback
- Ground level habitable space
   required to be no greater than
   60” above adjacent sidewalk level


40’ maximum streetwall with 
24” minimum plane change at 
intervals no greater than 50’


Side/rear setback as per 
zoning


Low-Rise Courtyard/Walk-up Building
Quarter Block and Greater
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All buildings shall have their principal entries oriented to the street front.• 


Ground level floor area adjacent to public streets shall be habitable and • 
located no more than 60 inches above the elevation of the sidewalk; 
service areas and parking garages above a height of 60 inches are not 
permitted within 20 feet of the street front property line. 


c.  Parking Access and Driveways


On properties less than one-half block in area, one driveway curb cut will • 
be permitted by the responsible Director only if it is found that access to 
on-site parking can not be achieved from a rear alley. 


Subject to approval of the responsible Director, up to two driveway • 
curb-cuts from a public street may be allowed on a parcel less than one-
half block in size, only if it is found that one driveway is not feasible or 
desirable from a public safety standpoint.  


The maximum width of a driveway curb cut shall not exceed 25 feet.• 


d.  Service and Loading


Service and loading and maneuvering should be from the alley; where the • 
responsible Director finds that this is not practicable, service and loading 
maneuvering on public streets may be permitted.


e.  Porte-Cocheres and On-Site Drop-Off Areas


Porte-cocheres and on-site drop-off areas are permitted on a case by case • 
basis (as determined by the responsible Director), subject to the following 
findings:


Because of the volume of drop-offs, the operation of the particular • 
use requires a porte-cochere or drop-off area on site.  (Note: Special 
priority is given to hotel uses; office and residential uses should use 
designated curbside drop-off lanes within the public right-of-way.)


The design and configuration of the drop-off area minimizes disruption • 
to the continuity of the sidewalk along the street and to existing trees.


f.   On-Site Parking


All above-grade parking must be architecturally integrated within the • 
building.   No stand-alone parking garages are permitted.  The façade 
treatment of the garage shall be an integral extension of the primary 
façade, with the same materials and treatments as the remainder of the 
building.  There should be no views from public streets to cars and garage 
lighting should be screened to the maximum extent practicable. 
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g.  Floor Area Ratio


In addition to the proposed Downtown Density Bonus Program, Floor Area • 
Ratio (FAR) incentives may be applied on a district-by-district basis within 
the Downtown to achieve desired outcomes (e.g., below-grade parking, 
ground level uses, etc.).   These are outlined in the District plans.


Within the Northwest District, residential projects with an underlying • 
zoning of DMU-60 (formerly GO, CS or MF-4) may be constructed to 
a maximum FAR of 2:1, provided that they meet the form standards 
described above.Residential projects with an underlying zoning of DMU-40 
(formerly LO) may be constructed to a maximum FAR of 1.5:1, provided 
that they meet the form standards described above.
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Figure 1:
Downtown Austin Form and Character Districts
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iNTROducTiON


The Northwest District of Downtown Austin is generally located north of 7th Street 
and west of San Antonio Street, east of Shoal Creek and south of Martin Luther 
King, Jr. Boulevard.  The 34-block District evolved as one of the City’s first residential 
neighborhoods with a pattern of one and two-story single-family homes dating back 
to the 19th century.  With its tree-lined streets and residential scale, the area offers 
a form and character that is distinctly different from the more urbanized parts of the 
Downtown to the south and east. 


The district is one of nine established during the first phase of the Downtown Austin 
Plan (DAP), intended to delineate areas of Downtown that have a distinct form and 
character, and where there are specific goals and priorities for each area’s evolution 
and enhancement.  The Northwest District shares boundaries with five other 
Downtown districts:  Judges Hill, Lamar/Market, Shoal Creek, Core/Waterfront and 
Uptown/Capitol.  (See Downtown Form & Character Districts Map, Figure 1, and 
Analytical Map, Figure 2).


As part of the DAP process, this chapter of the Plan describes specific priorities for 
the Northwest District that have been articulated by area stakeholders, including: 
historic preservation, activities and uses, building density and form, parks and open 
spaces, transportation and streetscape, infrastructure and affordable housing.  The 
policy recommendations and implementation strategies established in this District 
Plan will be made an integral part of the overall DAP.  


PLANNiNG PrOCESS


During the fall of 2009, several stakeholder and focus 
group meetings were held with property owners, 
residents, businesses and representatives of the Original 
Austin Neighborhood Association (OANA) to discuss 
district issues, and to confirm goals and priorities.  In 
addition, a Town Hall meeting took place in October 2009 
to receive input on the draft policy recommendations for 
each district of Downtown.  This draft of the plan builds 
on stakeholder and community input received at these 
and earlier meetings and on input received by a web 
survey conducted in January 2009 by the City of Austin. 


Numerous stakeholder 
and  focus group 
discussions, as well as a 
Town Hall meeting, have 
occurred since January 
2009.
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Figure 2:
Northwest District Form and Character Analysis
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The Northwest District was 
Austin’s first residential 
neighborhood (top left).  
ACC (top right) is at the 
heart of the District, while 
Duncan Park (bottom left) 
and Shoal Creek (bottom 
right) are the District’s 
principal open spaces.


EXiSTiNG FOrM ANd CHArACTEr 


Most of the Northwest District (15th Street and southward) was platted within the 
original Waller Plan in 1839 and developed as Austin’s first residential neighborhood, 
with houses of prominent citizens dating back to the mid-19th century.  The historic 
residences are typically one and two floors and include front porches set back from 
property lines by 10 to15 feet.  The mature streetyard tree canopy throughout 
the District contributes greatly to the character of the area, as well as to the city’s 
urban forest.  Many of the original homes have maintained their historic character, 
although few are currently in residential use.  Most have been rehabilitated for office 
use, including many law offices and governmental organizations that benefit from 
their proximity to the Travis County Courthouse and the Capitol.


The historic school structures at the heart of the neighborhood, now occupied by 
Austin Community College (ACC) and Pease Elementary School, create a campus 
environment and a center of activity in the District.  There are some small, 
neighborhood-serving retail uses near these campuses.  The principal public open 
spaces of the neighborhood, Duncan Park with its BMX park, and House Park with its 
stadium and soon-to-be-completed skate park, are both located along Shoal Creek 
and are connected to one another by the creekside hike-and-bike trail.  
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The Judges Hill District, a predominantly single-family neighborhood with many 
historic homes, is located immediately west of Rio Grande Street and north of 15th 
Street.  MLK Boulevard, east of Rio Grande Street, defines the northernmost edge 
of the District, which is occupied by a mix of uses, including “strip-commercial”, 
multi-family housing, bed-and-breakfast inns and offices. Across MLK Boulevard is 
the University Neighborhood Overlay (UNO) district, which is evolving as a mixed-
use residential area with mid and high-rise buildings, many oriented to the large UT 
student population.  7th Street, which forms the southern edge of the district, has 
become a demarcation line between the Northwest District and recently-approved, 
high-rise developments in the Core/Waterfront District.  The Uptown/Capitol 
District, East of San Antonio Street and north of 11th Street is emerging as a higher 
density mixed-use district.  


HiSTOriC rESOurCES 


The Northwest District has a rich fabric of individual historic buildings, as well as 
the small, but impressive collection of 19th and early 20th century homes fronting 
7th, 8th and San Antonio streets, certified as the Bremond Block National Register 
Historic District.  There are 18 Recorded Texas Historic Landmarks, 36 City Historic 
Landmarks and eight National Register properties in the District.


Many other properties were identified in Austin’s 1984 Cultural Resources 
Survey (CRS) as priorities for further research, as they appeared to be of historic 
significance, i.e., they were 50 years old or more and were still largely intact.  
Unfortunately, the City’s Historic Preservation Office has not been able to conduct 


The Northwest District’s 
fabric of historic residential 
structures creates a unique 
identity.  Excerpt of 1897 
Koch map showing the 
Northwest District.
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the follow-up research and preservation planning 
outlined in the 1984 CRS, leaving a basic gap in 
knowledge about what historically-significant resources 
may still exist, as the 1984 CRS only evaluated buildings 
built before 1935.  In addition, there were about 150 
properties identified by the 1984 CRS that were never 
designated, either individually or as a “contributing 
structure” within a historic district, and therefore have 
no form of protection whatsoever.  Since the 1984 CRS, 
it appears that 21 buildings have been demolished in the 
District, underscoring the need to update the survey and 
follow-through with preservation planning.


dEVELOPMENT OPPOrTuNiTY SiTES 
 
As part of the DAP process, underutilized or vacant parcels that did not appear 
to have historic significance and were one-quarter block or greater in size, were 
identified as “opportunity sites”, indicating that these properties have potential 
to redevelop over the next five to 15 years.  (Note:  This is not to say that these 
properties will develop, or that other properties not identified as opportunity sites 
will not develop; it is simply a measure of sites most susceptible to change.)  Within 
the Northwest District, there are 21 such assembled properties, totaling about 13 
acres.  Under existing zoning entitlements, approximately one million square feet of 
development could occur on these opportunity sites. 


This 3D model illustrates 
the build-out of new 
development in the 
District.  (Existing buildings 
are shown in white; new in 
brown.)


John Bremond House
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EXiSTiNG rEGuLATiONS 


Zoning:  The predominant zoning in the Northwest District is General Office (GO), 
which is restricted to office and commercial uses, with building heights up to 60 
feet and maximum densities of 1:1 FAR (Floor Area Ratio).  Residential, beyond one 
dwelling unit per property, is not a permitted use in the GO zoning district, unless 
zoned with an MU (mixed-use) combining district overlay.  Other zoning districts are 
interspersed throughout the area, including several properties designated Central 
Business District (CBD, with no height limit and 8:1 FAR) and Downtown Mixed-Use 
(DMU, with 120-foot height limit and 5:1 FAR).  Several Commercial Services-zoned 
properties (CS, with 60-foot height limit and 1:1 FAR), which permit a range of 
commercial and auto-oriented uses, are located in the northernmost areas of the 
District along and near the MLK corridor.  A few properties along the West Avenue 
corridor are zoned Local Office (LO, with 40-foot height limit and 0.7:1 FAR, also not 
permitting residential) and Multi-Family (MF-4, with 60-foot height limit and 0.75:1 
FAR). 


Overlay Districts:  In addition to the base zoning districts described above, there are 
two overlay and special districts that regulate the Northwest District.  (See Special 
Districts Map, Figure 3.)  These include the Capitol View Corridors (CVCs) and the 
Downtown Creeks Overlay Districts.  Several CVCs traverse the Northwest District, 
preserving views to the Capitol Dome from key public viewpoints (including from 
Lamar Boulevard and Loop 1) by limiting building heights within these view “cones”.  
The DAP proposes no changes to these corridors or height limits.   The Downtown 


Creeks Overlay District establishes a 
maximum building height of 60 feet on 
the portion of properties within 60 feet of 
the centerline of Waller and Shoal creeks.  
Within the Northwest District, only a few 
private properties front onto Shoal Creek 
south of Duncan Park, generally between 
7th and 8th streets.  


Figure 3:
Special Districts and Overlays
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Figure 4:
Existing Zoning in Northwest District
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Compatibility Standards:  The intent of the City’s Compatibility Standards ordinance 
is to ensure that all properties (except those with CBD zoning) develop in a way that 
is compatible - in terms of scale, views, and noise, lighting and activity levels - to 
single-family areas and other use-sensitive properties, such as churches, schools 
and child care facilities.  To ensure scale compatibility, the ordinance requires both 
setbacks and height reductions from the “triggering” property or area, that in 
effect, may reduce the maximum height allowed under a property’s base zoning.   
Within the Northwest District, properties immediately adjacent to the Judges Hill 
neighborhood are affected by the height limitations imposed by the Compatibility 
Standards.  As discussed below, the DAP proposes an alternative way to achieve 
compatibility in the Downtown, with form-based code standards, and with height 
limits along sensitive corridors adjacent to the Judges Hill District, which is the only 
area in the Downtown with single-family zoned property.  


CURE (Central Urban Redevelopment District):  The Northwest District is entirely 
within what is called the CURE, a special overlay district established by ordinance.  
The CURE ordinance contains special provisions available to most of Downtown, 
as well as to key commercial corridors of near-in East Austin.  The intention of this 
ordinance is to encourage the positive, urban redevelopment of properties within 
the central core.  The ordinance allows projects to enter into a discretionary re-
zoning process requiring City Council approval that can grant greater entitlements 
and/or relief from site development regulations under a property’s base zoning.  In 
the last decade, the Council has consistently approved such requests for greater 
density and height, and CURE cases continue to frequent Council agendas. 


The DAP’s Downtown Density Bonus Program proposes that the CURE ordinance 
be amended to disallow consideration of greater height and density (FAR).  Instead, 
projects would be required to submit such requests through an administrative (non-
discretionary) process whereby higher entitlements may be allowed in exchange 
for community benefits (e.g., provision of affordable housing, on-site open space, 
increased levels of Green Building, etc.)  (See Downtown Density Bonus Program.)


Tree Protection Ordinance:  This recently passed ordinance regulates how 
development must address “protected trees” (those over 19 inches in diameter) and 
“heritage trees” (those over 24 inches in diameter of certain “Class 1” species).  This 
ordinance reinforces the community’s goal of preserving the exceptional tree canopy 
and character of the Northwest District.  
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diSTRicT GOALS ANd                                


SuMMARY OF PROPOSEd POLiciES


On the basis of stakeholder input, visual reconnaissance and the form and character 
analysis, the following seven goals have been identified for the Northwest District.  
These goals are consistent with those already established by the Original Austin 
Neighborhood Association (OANA):  


1.    Preserve the neighborhood’s historic residential character. 


2.    Bring residents back to the neighborhood. 


3.    Preserve the existing tree canopy along the streets. 
 
4.    Preserve and enhance existing open space.  


5.    Improve the pedestrian environment. 


6.    Improve conditions for bicycling. 


7.    Improve Shoal Creek and improve the quality and accessibility of
 its creekside trail. 
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SuMMArY OF PrOPOSEd POLiCiES


The proposed plan policies outlined in the remainder of this Plan are aimed at achieving the 
seven District goals described above.  They are summarized as follows: 


Historic Preservation:  
NW-1:    Update Austin’s Cultural Resources Survey and Preservation Plan.
NW-2:    Develop form-based design standards that require new development to be
                compatible with the historic fabric of the District.
NW-3:    Provide design standards and incentives for the rehabilitation and
                preservation of historic buildings and districts. 
NW-4:    Promote and market the heritage of the Northwest District.


Activities and Uses:  
NW-5:    Amend the current zoning ordinance to include multi-unit residential as a
                permitted land use throughout the Northwest District.  
NW-6:    Provide incentives for residential infill and affordable housing development.
NW-7:    Provide incentives for neighborhood-serving commercial uses in certain
                activity areas of the Northwest District.


  
Building Setbacks: 


NW-8:    Amend the zoning ordinance so that front yard setbacks are regulated by
                street, rather than zoning. 
NW-9:    Establish creekfront setback standards along Shoal Creek.


Building Form:
NW-10:    Replace existing city-wide compatibility standards with area-specific
                  standards aimed at preserving compatibility between the Northwest and
                  Judges Hill districts.
NW-11:    Introduce form-based standards that promote a compatible relationship
                  between existing and new development and an engaging pedestrian
                  environment.
NW-12:    Allow for additional density for properties along Martin Luther King
                  Boulevard, West 15th Street and West 12th Street, subject to the provisions
                  of the proposed Downtown Density Bonus Program.
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Parks and Open Spaces:
NW-13:    Improve the Shoal Creek Greenway.
NW-14:    Improve connectivity to, and circulation within House Park and the Austin
                  Recreation Center.
NW-15:    Enhance Duncan Park as the Northwest District’s Neighborhood Park.
NW-16:    Improve sidewalks and streetscapes in keeping with the character of the
                  Northwest District’s tree-lined and canopied streets.
NW-17:    Improve the cycling environment.


Infrastructure 
NW-18:    Implement flood control improvements along Shoal Creek.
NW-19:    Underground overhead transmission lines.
NW-20:    Mitigate other utility deficiencies.


Implementation
(Recommendations on implementation will be part of the upcoming, overall 
Downtown Austin Plan report.)


ShoalCreek House Park Skate Park
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Figure 5:
Downtown Historic Resources Map Excerpt
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HiSTORic PRESERVATiON


Without careful preservation planning and subsequent appropriate actions, in the 
form of code amendments, policy changes and funding, the Downtown is at risk of 
losing its special character and unique identity, therefore its competitive edge as 
a creative class city, as well as a great place and community.  In addition, historic 
preservation is a cornerstone of sustainable development- in terms of providing 
affordability, green building and economics.  Maintaining and reusing existing 
buildings not only reduces Austin’s carbon footprint, but can also provide more 
affordable places for businesses and residents to occupy, helping to achieve the 
Downtown Austin Plan vision of being the greenest place in our region.  Finally, 
maintaining and enhancing the Downtown’s identity as a unique and interesting 
place to work, live, play and visit is central to Austin’s economic vitality in the future.


NW-1:  Update Austin’s Cultural Resources Survey 
and Preservation Plan.
As discussed in the Introduction, committing 
resources to update and maintain the City’s Cultural 
Resource Survey (CRS) and Preservation Plan are 
of paramount importance, in order to provide the 
public and the City with a clear roadmap of what is 
important to preserve and how, so that Downtown 
can develop in a way that is authentically and 
uniquely Austin—where the history of place is 
evident and celebrated.  This goal of enhancing and 
maintaining the unique character of districts is central 
in achieving the kind of Downtown stakeholders 
desire, and is one of the key overall goals of the DAP.  
In addition, a city-wide preservation plan is also a 
required element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan 
(itself currently being updated), and required if the 
City is to maintain its ability to attract funding and 
grants through its Certified Local Government status.   


Northwest District looking 
towards the County 
Courthouse from the 
Capitol, c. 1930.
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Figure 6:
Downtown Density Bonus Program Map Excerpt
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NW-2:  Develop form-based design standards that 
require new development to be compatible with the 
historic fabric of individual buildings and districts.  
Today, there are no standards in place that require 
new, infill construction to be compatible with adjacent 
historic buildings.  Putting in place such “form-based 
code”, as is recommended below in the Building Form 
and Building Setback sections, is a key part of the DAP’s 
strategy for preserving and complementing the character 
of individual historic buildings, landscapes and districts.  
Consistent with this strategy, the DAP has recommended 
that many properties within the Northwest District be 
exempt from the proposed Downtown Density Bonus Program (Figure 6). 


NW-3:  Provide design standards and incentives for the rehabilitation and 
preservation of historic buildings and districts. In absence of an updated Cultural 
Resource Survey and Preservation Plan, and on the basis of windshield surveys 
and the City’s 1984 Cultural Resources Survey, several sub-areas of the Northwest 
District have been identified as potential historic districts, subject to further study 
(see Historic Resources Map, Figure 5):


a possible Local Historic District (LHD) in a portion of the blocks 12th and • 
10th streets, west of West Avenue. The old West Austin Public School, now 
the Pease Elementary School, could also be included in this LHD.  A thematic 
historic context of the residential development of this district thought the 19th 
and 20th centuries and associated residential building property types, would 
be the basis for the district designation;


a possible National Register Historic District (NRHD), incorporating many • 
properties within the West Avenue, Rio Grande and San Antonio corridors 
and extending into much of the Judges Hill District and a small portion of the 
Uptown/Capitol District; 


a possible LHD comprised of properties facing West 12th Street, between • West 
Avenue and Colorado streets, recognizing this important axial approach to 
the Capitol from the west and its intention as a civic street in the Waller Plan, 
where it was named “College Avenue”. 


a possible LHD could be designated on top of the existing Bremond Block • 
NRHD, therefore making “contributing” property owners eligible for a City 
rehabilitation incentive.  


NW-4:  Promote and market the heritage of the Northwest District, through 
website development, expanded historic building rental for events, district walking 
tours, a unique district way-finding system, interpretive displays, etc., to bring 
attention to this unique Downtown district and create a draw for visitors.  


The Byrne-Reed House is 
an outstanding example 
of preservation and 
adaptive re-use as the 
administrative office for 
Humanities Texas.  This 
would be considered a 
“contributing” property in 
a potential NRHD covering 
much of the Northwest 
District.
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Figure 7:
Northwest District Proposed Zoning Changes
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AcTiViTiES ANd uSES


The majority of properties within the Northwest District are designated as General 
Office (GO) or Local Office (LO) which preclude residential as a permitted land 
use.  This restriction is inconsistent with the stated goals of bringing residents back 
to the district within existing residential buildings and in new construction.  In 
addition, there are several properties designated as Commercial Services (CS), which 
allow for auto-oriented uses that are not in keeping with the district goals for a 
pedestrian-oriented mixed-use district.  The District Plan makes the following policy 
recommendations related to activities and uses: 


NW-5:  Amend the current zoning ordinance to include multi-unit residential as a 
permitted land use throughout the Northwest District.  


DMU-60:  A new zoning district called DMU-60 should be created to replace • 
the current General Office (GO) and Commercial Service (CS) zoning districts 
within the Northwest District.  These properties should be rezoned to this 
new DMU-60 designation to allow a mix of permitted uses similar to those 
within the existing DMU zoning district; the proposed list of permitted uses 
is provided in Appendix A.  DMU-60 properties would be allowed to build to 
the same 60-foot height limit as currently permitted by the existing GO and CS 
zoning.  Properties with a current GO-zoning would be permitted to build to 
the same 1:1 FAR that is allowed today, as well as to the existing interior side 
and rear yard requirements (both five feet).  The maximum building coverage 
(60%) and the maximum impervious cover (80%) would remain unchanged.  
Similarly, properties with a current CS-zoning would be permitted to build to 
the existing 2:1 FAR, to the existing interior and side yard requirements (zero 
feet) and to the existing maximum building coverage and impervious cover 
(both 95%).   


DMU-40:  A new zoning district called DMU-40 should be created to replace • 
the current Local Office (LO) and Local Retail (LR) zoning districts within the 
Northwest District, to allow for most of the uses permitted under DMU zoning, 
within the same 40-foot height limit, and within the same development 
standards that currently exist for LO-zoned properties (i.e., a maximum density 
of 0.7:1 FAR; five-foot interior side and rearyard setbacks; 50% building 
coverage and 70% maximum impervious cover).
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DMU-120:  The existing Downtown Mixed Use (DMU) zoning should be • 
renamed as “DMU-120” to reflect its (existing) maximum height limit.  No 
changes, other than minor modifications of permitted and conditional uses, 
are proposed to the existing DMU zoning district.  (See Appendix A for list of 
proposed changes to uses, per zoning district.)


(Note:  The Land Development Code’s (LDC) definition of DMU will need to 
be modified to encompass these two new categories of the zoning district, so 
there is no possible interpretation that DMU-40 and DMU-60 may “open the 
door” to a potential rezoning to a DMU-120 or CBD-zoning.)


NW-6:  Provide incentives for residential infill development and affordable 
housing.  Special incentives should be offered for residential infill and affordable 
housing development within the Northwest District, subject to the form-based 
standards provided in this Plan.  It is proposed that properties that are exempted 
from participation in the Downtown Density Bonus Program be allowed to 
participate under the following provisions:


Projects on properties designated as DMU-40 and with a base zoning density • 
of 0.7:1 FAR (i.e., properties, with a current zoning of LO or LR) should be 
permitted to develop to a maximum FAR of 1.5:1, to a maximum impervious 
cover of 90% and to a maximum building coverage of 65%, if:


at least 75% of the gross floor area is residential; • 
the design is in compliance with form-based standards for Low-• 
Rise Neighborhood Infill Buildings described in Appendix B; and 
at least 50% of the additional floor area above the base zoning • 
density limit meets the affordable housing requirements of the 
DAP Downtown Density Bonus Program, with on-site affordable 
housing, and/or contributions to the Affordable Housing Trust 
Fund.   


Projects on properties designated as DMU-60 and with a base zoning density • 
of 1:1 FAR  (i.e., properties with a current zoning of GO) should be permitted to 
develop to a maximum FAR of 2:1, to a maximum impervious cover of 90% and 
to a maximum building coverage of 80% if:


at least 75% of the gross floor area is residential; • 
the design is in compliance with form-based standards for Low-• 
Rise Neighborhood Infill Buildings described in Appendix B; and
at least 50% of the additional floor area above the base density • 
meets the affordable housing requirements of the Downtown 
Density Bonus Program, with on-site affordable housing, and/or 
contributions to the Affordable Housing Trust Fund.   


Projects on properties designated as DMU-60 and with a base zoning density • 
of 2:1 FAR (i.e., properties with a current zoning of CS along MLK Boulevard, 
12th and 15th streets) should be permitted to develop to a maximum FAR 
of 3:1, to a maximum impervious cover of 95% and to a maximum building 
coverage of 95% if: 
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at least 75% of the gross floor area is residential;• 
ground level pedestrian-oriented uses are included along the • 
street frontage;
the design is in compliance with form-based standards for Low-• 
Rise Mixed-Use Buildings; and
at least 50% of the additional floor area above the base density • 
meets the affordable housing requirements of the Downtown 
Density Bonus Program, with on-site affordable housing and/or 
contributions to the Affordable Housing Trust Fund.   


NW-7:  Provide incentives for neighborhood-serving commercial uses in certain 
activity areas of the Northwest District.  A concentration of neighborhood-serving 
retail businesses should be encouraged along MLK Boulevard, 12th Street west of 
West Avenue, and 15th Street east of Rio Grande Street.  To encourage retail shops 
and restaurants along these designated frontages, the floor area of these particular 
uses should be exempted from the FAR density calculation.  


Infill development should 
respect the scale of the 
surrounding historic 
houses, preserve the tree 
canopy, and introduce 
ground-level pedestrian-
oriented uses.
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Figure 8:
Northwest District Streetfront Setback Requirements Map
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buiLdiNG SETbAckS


The LDC currently regulates building setbacks through a property’s zoning 
designation.  For example, a property with a CBD or DMU zoning requires no 
building setback, whereas General Office (GO) zoning requires a 15-foot frontyard 
setback.  This has created incongruities wherever a street has multiple zoning 
designations, which is not atypical in the Northwest District.  (See Existing Zoning 
Map excerpt.)  The DAP calls for frontyard setbacks to be regulated by street, so that 
the character of that street can be maintained, regardless of the zoning designation 
or building type along it.  Within the Northwest District, the majority of properties 
are zoned GO, which requires a 15-foot front yard setback.  This is appropriate 
in most parts of the District, as it reflects the current condition of the historic 
residential building fabric, as well as the large-canopy trees that give the area its 
unique character.  As shown on the Streetfront Setback Requirements map, there 
are, however, exceptions where greater or lesser frontyard setbacks are appropriate.
   
NW-8:  Amend the zoning ordinance so that frontyard setbacks are regulated by 
street, rather than by zoning district.   


Along most streets of the Northwest District, the 15-foot minimum streetyard • 
setback required under the existing zoning should be maintained.


Along the west frontage of West Avenue north of 12th Street, new • 
development should be required to set back 25 feet from the front property 
line, to reflect the asymmetrical nature of the street (i.e., the narrower 
sidewalk condition on the west side), and the existing building pattern, which 
includes several landmarked structures.


Along the east frontage of West Avenue north of 12th Street, new • 
development should be required to set back 10 feet from the front property 
line, to reflect the asymmetrical nature of the street (i.e., the wider sidewalk 
condition on the east side), and the existing building pattern.


Along the north and south frontages of 12th Street west of West Avenue, • 
and along MLK Boulevard and 15th Street east of Rio Grande Street, new 
development should be required to set back five feet from the front property 
line, to reflect the commercial nature of existing buildings and the goal of 
creating a concentration of pedestrian-oriented, ground-level commercial uses. 
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Along the following frontages, new development should be required to set • 
back 10 feet from the property line to reflect the more urban nature (i.e., 
buildings set closer to the street) of the existing building pattern: 


The west frontage of San Antonio Street between 11th Street • 
and MLK Boulevard;
The west frontage of Nueces Street south of 12th Street, and • 
the east frontage of Nueces Street between 7th and 8th streets; 
The half-block frontages closest to MLK Boulevard along Rio • 
Grande and Nueces streets; 
The north and south frontages of 8th, 9th, 10th and 11th streets • 
between Rio Grande and Nueces streets; 


Along the frontages of Nueces, San Antonio and Guadalupe Streets, south of • 
7th Street, there should be no setback, reflecting the predominant CBD zoning.


Along the south frontage of 7th Street, new development should set back five • 
feet to accommodate full-sidewalk width Great Streets improvements.


NW-9:   Establish creekfront setback standards along Shoal Creek.  Within the 
Northwest District, much of the Shoal Creek frontage is already in parkland.  It is only 
south of Duncan Park and 8th Street, where private properties abut directly onto the 
creek.  This portion of the creek edge has a steep and vegetated bluff, limiting public 
access, and the hike-and-bike trail is on the opposite (west) side of the creek.  New 
development is required by the existing Downtown Creeks Overlay District to set 
back from the centerline of the creek by 60 feet, but given the varying nature of the 
creek banks, more specific standards are needed to assure future opportunities for 
public access, bank stabilization, revegetation and restoration of the creek’s riparian 
environment.  These standards should be developed as part of the proposed creek 
improvement and flood control project discussed below, but in the meantime, it is 
recommended that new development be required to meet the following standards, 
in addition to those described in the Downtown Creeks Overlay: 


All projects should be required to contribute to the improvement of the • 
creekfront, including improvements such as streambank stabilization, 
revegetation, removal of invasive species, water quality and provision for a 
future public access trail.


An additional setback beyond the required 60 feet should be provided if the • 
responsible Director finds that such is required to provide desired streambank 
stabilization and vegetation, and/or area for future public access. 


Properties immediatley adjacent to Shoal Creek should include uses and • 
activities that contribute to a safe and interesting environment, and service 
and parking areas should not be located along the creek edge.  Outdoor 
spaces, such as terraces, cafes, plazas, pedestrian ways and trails are 
particularly encouraged to create an active edge along the creekfront.


Accessible building entries should be oriented to publicly-accessible outdoor • 
spaces and trails along the creek edge.  
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buiLdiNG FORM


Building form throughout the city is governed by the development standards of 
the zoning ordinance, which regulate height, building coverage, impervious cover, 
minimum lot size, setbacks and density.  As it stands, there are no form-based 
standards that take into consideration the massing and treatment of buildings or 
their relationship with the existing neighborhood context of residential buildings.  
With the GO-zoned areas of the Northwest District, buildings are allowed to build 
to the 15-foot streetyard setback and up to their full allowed height of 60 feet.  This 
has made for incompatible conditions, especially where new development has 
located immediately adjacent to smaller, historic residential buildings.  The following 
policies and proposed regulations are aimed at promoting infill development that is 
compatible with the existing neighborhood fabric, and at promoting medium-density 
mixed-use development at the edges of the District.  


NW-10:  Replace existing, citywide Compatibility Standards with area-specific 
standards aimed at preserving compatibility between the Northwest and Judges 
Hill districts.  As discussed above, the current compatibility standards of the LDC are 
applied citywide to properties adjacent to single-family zoned or used properties.  A 
graduated height limit radiates out horizontally from such properties up to 540 feet, 
regulating those properties in terms of height, setbacks for buildings and parking, 
provision of screening, etc.  (See Figures 9 and 10.)  Within the Downtown, the DAP 
recommends that more specific height standards be established in keeping with 
the actual conditions that exist between the Northwest 
and Judges Hill districts.  These revised standards are, in 
some areas, more restrictive than existing Compatibility 
Standards, and in others, less so.  More specifically: 


Properties fronting on West Avenue north of 12th • 
Street should have a maximum height of 40 feet 
or three floors, whichever is less, and no more 
than two floors within 50 feet of a single-family-
zoned property.  Such properties that are 20,000 
square feet or less that abut a single-family-zoned 
property should have setbacks no less than 15 
feet along the abutting side or rearyard property 


New development should 
be in scale with the 
existing neighborhood 
fabric.  Existing 
zoning regulations 
do not promote such 
compatibility.
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Figure 9:
Proposed Downtown Compatibility Zones and Standards
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Figure 10:
Proposed  Judges Hill Neighborhood Compatibility Study Plan and Section
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line.  Development on sites greater than 20,000 square feet that abut a single-
family-zoned property should have setbacks no less than 25 feet along the 
abutting side or rear yard property line.  (See Area A on Figures 9 and 10.)


Properties fronting on Rio Grande Street north of 12th Street shall have a • 
maximum height of 60 feet or five floors, and no more than two floors within 
50 feet of a single-family-zoned property.  Such properties that are 20,000 
square feet or less that abut a single-family-zoned property shall have setbacks 
no less than 15 feet along the abutting side or rear property line.  Development 
on sites greater than 20,000 square feet that abut a single-family-zoned 
property shall have setbacks no less than 25 feet along the abutting side or 
rear yard property line.  (See Area B on Figures 9 and 10.)


Properties within one-half block of MLK Boulevard west of Rio Grande Street • 
shall have a maximum height of 60 feet or five floors.  The side and rearyard 
setbacks for these properties shall be five feet.  (See Area C on Figures 9 and 
10.)


NW-11:  Introduce form-based standards that promote a compatible relationship 
between existing and new development, as well as an engaging pedestrian 
environment.  Individual buildings define the spatial experience and character of 
Downtown’s various districts, so it is important that they be designed not only to 
meet their own requirements, but also to contribute to a harmonious cityscape:  one 


that is compatible with the existing historic 
fabric.  To this end, it is recommended that 
form-based development standards be 
adopted for specific building types within 
the Northwest District to regulate their form 
and massing and their relationship to the 
street and to adjacent properties.  Standards 
should be formulated in a way that provides 
property owners and developers with a 
clear administrative path for approval.  At 
the same time, new form regulations should 
allow for flexibility and creativity, with 
a method of equivalent or “alternative” 
compliance, established for project designs 
proposing alternate methods for achieving 
the same or superior results. 


Within the Northwest District, low-rise 
buildings of 60 feet or less in height will 
be the dominant building type, although 
there are some sites where existing zoning 
and the proposed Density Bonus Program 
would allow for additional height.  Figure 11 


Figure 11:
Northwest District 
Regulating Plan
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Examples of 
neighborhood scaled 
infill development in 
Vancouver, Portland and 
Seattle.


provides a regulating plan for the Northwest District, describing the location of the 
two predominant building types:
  


Neighborhood Infill Buildings• , which are intended to fit into the predominantly 
two to three-story fabric of single-family homes; and


Mixed-Use Buildings• , along key corridors (i.e., MLK Boulevard, 15th Street west 
of Rio Grande Street and 12th Street west of West Avenue), where a more 
urban form with ground-level commercial uses is desired.  


The following provides some general direction on the types of regulations that 
should be considered for each of the potential building types within the Northwest 
District.  Appendix B provides a more detailed description of these regulations.  
As part of the ordinance amendment process (and before these standards are 
adopted), further input should be gathered from District stakeholders and additional 
testing undertaken to ensure that these regulations do not have unintended 
consequences, and that they are flexible enough to address the spectrum of existing 
conditions encountered within the Northwest District.  
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PARKING AND SERVICING


- Parking and Service Access From Alley
- One Driveway Curb-Cut Permitted if Alley 
  Access not Possbile
- Above-Grade Parking May Not be Visible 
  from the Street


Side/rear
setback as per
zoning


Front yard setback as per 
Downtown Austin Plan street 
frontage requirements (10’-25’)


- Primary entries and courtyard
   oriented toward street
- Porches and stoops may
   encroach into front yard setback
- Ground level habitable space
   required to be no greater than
   60” above adjacent sidewalk level


40’ maximum streetwall with 
24” minimum plane change at 
intervals no greater than 50’


Side/rear setback as per 
zoning


Low-Rise Courtyard/Walk-up Building
Quarter Block and Greater


Proposed standards for 
Courtyard and Walk-up 
Buildings on properties 
designated as DMU-40.


Neighborhood Infill Buildings:  This building type is suitable for properties with a 
DMU-60 designation located in the heart of the Northwest District.  (See Regulating 
Map, Figure 9.)  These standards are designed to promote well-scaled infill 
development with a positive relationship to the street.  The standards, illustrated in 
Appendix B, can be summarized as follows:  


Any portion of a building above 40 feet in height that faces a public street • or 
alley should be stepped back from the building face by 10 feet, reflecting the 
predominant two to three-story scale of adjacent buildings.  


On sites adjacent to properties that are either historic landmarks or are • 
deemed a contributing structure within a historic district, buildings should be 
stepped back so that no portion of the building within 15 feet of the adjoining 
property line is greater than 30 feet, or two floors, in height.  If the historic 
property is greater than 30 feet in height, this stepback requirement does not 
apply.


Changes in the plane of a building (of at least 24 inches in depth) at intervals • 
no greater than 50 feet measured horizontally should be provided to create 
scale, interest and variation in a building façade. 


Primary entries should be oriented to the street, with ground-level commercial • 
storefronts, or with ground-level residential or commercial porches or stoops 
that may encroach into the frontyard setback (if allowed under existing 
zoning).  
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Ground-level habitable spaces should be no more than 60 inches above the • 
most adjacent sidewalk level.


Above-grade parking should be encapsulated and not visible from a public • 
street.


Low-Rise Mixed-Use Buildings:  This building type is intended for properties along 
MLK Boulevard, 12th Street west of West Avenue, and 15th Street east of Rio Grande 
Street, beyond the historic fabric of the District, where ground level commercial and 
neighborhood-serving uses are desired.  The standards are described in detail in 
Appendix B and summarized as follows: 


Ground-level spaces should should have a minimum floor-to-• bottom-of 
second-floor-structure dimension of at least 12 feet in height along 40% of the 
parcel frontage to accomodate pedestrian-oriented uses.


 
Storefront glazing with a Visible Transmittance (VT) rating of 0.6 or higher • 
should be provided on at least 40% of the street front wall area of the ground 
level between two and 10 feet above grade.


Shelter and shading devices, including awnings canopies, or other projecting • 
devices should be provided along at least 50% of the street frontage, and over 
all building entries.


Proposed standards 
for residential infill 
developmen on sites zoned 
DMU-60.
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PARKING AND SERVICING


- Parking and service access from alley
- One driveway curb-cut permitted on street if access cannot be
   achieved from alley
- Driveway width 25’ maximum
- Above-grade parking shall be architecturally integrated and/or
   encapsulated


Side/rear
setback as per
zoning


Exposed parking shall be 
architecturally integrated 
with remainder of facade


Front yard setback as per 
Downtown Austin Plan street 
frontage requirements (5’-10’)


Ground level subject to 
District Plans


60’ maximum streetwall with 
24” minimum plane change at 
intervals no greater than 75’


Maximum building 
height of 40’ (3 stories) 
within 15’ of a Historic 
Landmark Property


Low-Rise Mixed Use Building
Quarter Block and Greater


Building entries should be generally flush with the sidewalk of MLK Boulevard, • 
15th Street and 12th Street, at intervals not exceeding 75 feet. 


Above-grade parking should be encapsulated within the building mass and • 
not visible from the street frontages along MLK Boulevard, 15th Street or 12th 
streets, and not occupy more than 25% of the total parcel frontage along other 
streets.


Mid-Rise and High-Rise Buildings:  On properties where the base zoning or Density 
Bonus Program permits buildings to exceed 60 feet in height, such buildings should 
comply with the form-based development standards for mid and high-rise buildings 
described in Appendix B.


Treatment of Service Areas:  Loading and service areas should be located along 
public alleys to the maximum extent possible.  Where such areas are located along 
public streets, their frontages should be minimized to avoid disruption of pedestrian 
or bicycle circulation and should be architecturally-screened from public view.  All 
truck maneuvering should occur within the interior of a structure or a screened 
loading area. 


Parking Treatment:  Surface parking lots should be located at the rear of a property 
and screened from public view by buildings, low walls and/or landscaping.  Parking 
garages should be underground and/or encapsulated (i.e., not exposed to public 
view) and an integral part of the building’s architecture with similar materials and 
treatments.  Freestanding parking garages should not be permitted within the 
Northwest District.


Proposed standards for 
Mixed Use Buildings on sites 
designated DMU-60.
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Alternative Compliance:  If a project proponent wishes to deviate from the above 
building form standards, an “alternative compliance” procedure, to be developed 
during the ordinance preparation process, will be made available by the City.  This 
process should require a design review of the proposal and a finding by the City’s 
Urban Design Officer as well as an endorsement by the Design Commission that the 
alternative treatment meets the City’s Urban Design Guidelines and the overall goals 
of the Northwest District.


NW-12:  Allow for additional density for properties along MLK Boulevard, 
15th Street and 12th Street, subject to the provisions of the proposed Density 
Bonus Program.  If the provisions of the proposed Density Bonus Program are 
met, development should be permitted to a maximum height of 120 feet and to 
a maximum density of 5:1 FAR at the following locations, per the Density Bonus 
Program Map, Figure 6:


The block bounded by MLK Boulevard, San Antonio, Nueces and 18th Streets; • 
and


The half-blocks fronting 15th Street between Nueces and San Antonio streets.  • 
These sites shall be subject to the development standards for Mid-Rise 
Buildings. 


On properties fronting 12th Street, west of West Avenue, development will be • 
permitted to a maximum height of 90 feet and to a maximum density of 3:1 
FAR, subject to the provisions of the proposed Density Bonus Program, and to 
the standards for Mid-Rise Buildings.
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Figure 12:
Northwest District Parks and Open Spaces with Connecting Streets
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PARkS ANd OPEN SPAcES


Three public parks are located within the Northwest District:  Shoal Creek Greenway, 
House Park and Duncan Park.  The DAP Parks and Open Space Master Plan has made 
recommendations for the programming and improvement of these parks, which are 
summarized and illustrated below. 


NW-13:  Improve the Shoal Creek Greenway.  Forming the entire west boundary of 
the Northwest District and the west boundary of the 1839 Waller Plan is flood-prone 
Shoal Creek.  A creekside hike-and-bike trail exists in the corridor that, except for a 
few missing stretches, links the Lady Bird Lake trail through Downtown to Pease Park 
and neighborhoods as far north as 38th Street.  Near-term priorities for the Shoal 
Creek Greenway in the Northwest District should focus 
on:


Enhanced creek maintenance, including enhanced • 
water quality; 


Making the trail safer (more visible) and more • 
viable for both bicyclists and pedestrians travel, in 
terms of path width and alignment (better sight 
lines, less extreme curves); 


Designing and implementing a way-finding and • 
signage system; 


Establishing development standards that foster • 
positive interaction between properties facing the 
creek and the creek corridor itself; and 


Initiating a conceptual engineering project, • 
greenway master plan and funding strategy for a 
flood control project, similar to what has occurred 
for the Downtown segment of Waller Creek.  


Longer term priorities should focus on implementing 
a flood control project that allows for appropriate 
redevelopment, improved ecology of the creek corridor 
and creation of a more cohesive greenway corridor.


Shoal Creek Greenway 
trail is an important 
north-south bicycle and 
pedestrian connection 
that should be enhanced.
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Figure 13:
Shoal Creek Greenway Improvement Concept
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Figure 14:
House Park Existing Conditions 
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NW-14:  Improve connectivity to, and circulation within House Park and the Austin 
Recreation Center.  House Park is located in the extreme northwest corner of the 
Northwest District and contains AISD’s House Park Stadium, the PARD’s Austin 
Recreation Center and the City’s newest combined skate and BMX park, which 
is under construction.  These facilities serve the greater Austin area, as well as 
the Northwest District and Downtown.  As the park area is already maximized in 
terms of programmed activities, improvements should focus on enhancing – both 
functionally and aesthetically – the circulation systems and parking on-site, and in 
the immediate vicinity of the site.  There are opportunities to reduce some of the 
surface parking that could be used to restore some green, open space to this park.  
This could best be accomplished first by conducting a joint master planning process 
with the City, AISD and ACC.  Great Streets treatments, as was recently implemented 
with the new ACC parking garage, should be implemented along the Lamar 
Boulevard and Shoal Creek park edges, and a clearer and safer pedestrian crossing 
from the Shoal Creek Greenway to House Park should be constructed.  The PARD 
Master Plan calls for constructing a playscape associated with the Austin Recreation 
Center, which could be developed once some amount of open space near the ARC is 
liberated.


Figure 15:
Concept Plan of Proposed Skate Park
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Figure 16:
Duncan Park Improvement Plan
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NW-15:  Enhance Duncan Park as the Northwest District’s Neighborhood Park.  
The 5.7-acre Duncan Park, located in the central western portion of the Northwest 
District, serves as its neighborhood park.  Today, its northern half is mostly passive 
open space giving on to Shoal Creek, with a few picnic tables and a large open space:  
ideal for unprogrammed recreation.  The southern half, south of 9th Street, is almost 
completely occupied by a community-built and maintained BMX park, which is a 
major attraction to both children and young adults.


In PARD’s Long Range Plan, the redevelopment of Duncan Park is ranked as eighth 
of the top nine priorities for the Downtown.  As a neighborhood park, Duncan Park 
should be programmed to serve the surrounding area and the expected and desired 
increase in residents.  Long-term recommendations include:


Installing a children’s play area with nearby restroom; • 


Providing an off-leash dog area; • 


Creating stronger pedestrian connections from the park to Lamar Boulevard • 
and the Shoal Creek Greenway trail; and 


Considering the acquisition the City-owned tract at the southwest corner of • 
Lamar Boulevard and Shoal Creek for parkland.  


Short-term recommendations include:  


Installing an irrigation system; • 


Maintaining vegetation along Shoal Creek to open up views to the creek and • 
remove invasive plants; 


Constructing a more visible pedestrian crosswalk between the two halves of • 
the park near the 9th Street bridge; 


Creating a vegetated buffer along the Shoal Creek edge; and • 


Installing a low wall or vegetated buffer along the 9th Street southern sidewalk • 
to contain BMX activity within the park and keep the sidewalk clear and safe 
for pedestrians.


A leash-free dog 
area and a children’s 
playground would 
serve the surrounding 
neighborhood and 
provide  much-needed 
family-friendly activities in 
the Northwest District.
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Figure 17:
Transportation Framework Plan
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TRANSPORTATiON ANd STREETScAPE


Most of the streets within the Northwest District are relatively narrow, two and 
three-lane roadways with light volumes of traffic, reinforcing the neighborhood-
like character of the area, as distinct from the more intense parts of Downtown to 
the south and east.  The narrow streets with curbside parking help to calm traffic, 
making the streets fairly comfortable for pedestrians and bicyclists.  The busier 
streets of MLK Boulevard, 15th and 12th are exceptions to this, but these provide 
important east-west connectivity through the District. 
  
As part of the DAP, a Transportation Framework Plan has been established to 
guide transportation planning and improvements throughout the Downtown.  The 
Plan calls for all streets to be improved as multi-modal corridors with enhanced 
pedestrian facilities, but also establishes a classification system defining priority 
roles for each street, (e.g., pedestrian, bicycle, transit and vehicular-priority.  The 
plan provides streetscape cross sections for most streets.  (This Framework Plan 
will continue to be updated as projects are slated for implementation and further 
stakeholder input is gathered and detailed design and engineering analysis is 
conducted.)  The following is a summary of the transportation policies relevant to 
the Northwest District:


NW-16:  Improve sidewalks and streetscapes in keeping with the character of 
the Northwest District’s tree-lined and canopied streets.  The overall pedestrian 
environment of the Northwest District benefits greatly from the continuous canopy 
of street trees that provide shade and greenery throughout the area.  However, the 
sidewalk network is in poor condition; some streets have only one sidewalk along 
the street edge; many segments are in poor condition (cracked, heaved, inaccessible, 
etc.) and many lack curb ramps for wheelchair access.  The City’s Sidewalk Master 
Plan prioritizes these needed sidewalk improvements.


Northwest District stakeholders strongly support the construction of “Great Streets” 
improvements, which means constructing wider, typically 18-foot sidewalks, in the 
public rights-of-way, with street trees in tree grates at the curbside every 25 feet.  
The Northwest District touts only one “true” Great Streets sidewalk:  that on the 
north sidewalk of 12th Street at Shoal Creek Boulevard, which was developed as 
part of the new ACC parking garage facility.  This type of streetscape is appropriate 
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for this part of 12th Street, as well as for the more urban, mixed-use streets such as 
MLK Boulevard and 15th Street.  However, for the streets that are more interior to 
the District, streetscape and sidewalk improvements should be designed to protect 
and complement the existing mature trees in the streetyard.  A new Great Streets 
approach should be developed specific to this prevailing condition for the Northwest 
District that judges the appropriate type of improvements to make, based on a 
property-specific assessment by the City’s Great Streets Program Manager. 


The DAP proposes that all new development provide Great Streets improvements 
or, if it is not practical to do so, to contribute to the Great Streets Program fund in 
the form of an in-lieu fee.  In order to address the deficiencies in the public sidewalk 
system, a phased capital improvement project should be pursued. 


NW-17:  Improve the Cycling Environment.  As described in the DAP Transportation 
Framework Plan, a premier bicycle facility or a “bicycle boulevard” linking UT on 
the north with Lady Bird Lake on the south should be constructed through the 
Northwest District.  The facility should be designed to share vehicle lanes on a calm 
and relatively flat street that does not carry a large volume of traffic.  It should be 
suited for experienced as well as beginning cyclists, and the north-south bicycle 
movement should be given the priority over east-west movements at intersections.  
Both Nueces Boulevard and Rio Grande have been identified for bicycle boulevard 
improvements, and the project is funded and will be commenced later this year. 


In addition to the bicycle boulevard, dedicated bicycle lanes should be implemented 
according to the DAP Transportation Framework Plan, which is consistent with the 
City’s adopted 2009 Bicycle Plan Update.  Finally, most streets within the Northwest 


District are relatively calm, two-lane, 
two-way streets that could accommodate 
“sharrows”, which are shared bicycle/
auto lanes.  These lanes (which today are 
being piloted on Guadalupe and Lavaca 
streets in the Downtown) carry special 
graphic designations on the pavement 
to indicate to both motorists and cyclists 
that cyclists may take the center of the 
lane. 


Figure 18:
Nueces Street Bicycle Priority Street Section
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Figure 19:
DAP Bicycle Framework Plan
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uTiLiTY iNFRASTRucTuRE


Infrastructure planning and implementation is undertaken by a number of City 
departments and divisions, including: 


Austin Water Utility, responsible for water and wastewater infrastructure, and • 
for “Service Extension Requests” as part of the site plan process;


Watershed Protection Department, responsible for storm sewer infrastructure, • 
drainage/flood control, floodplain management (litter control in creeks and 
inlets), and water quality issues through their Watershed Engineering and the 
Field Operations Divisions; 


Austin Energy, the City’s municipal energy provider, responsible for electric • 
distribution and service, substations, and site plan review for location of 
underground vaults; 


Solid Waste Management, responsible for street sweeping and trash pickup • 
and recycling. 


Street and Bridge Division of Public Works, responsible for roadway, bridge and • 
alley maintenance, and roadway striping; and


Public Works, charged with coordination of these departments during project • 
management and the CIP process, and responsible for traffic control plan 
approvals, and public improvement construction schedules. 


The Downtown Austin Plan calls for a higher level of coordination among these 
departments in planning and implementing utility and infrastructure projects 
throughout the Downtown, so that individual developers and property owners are 
not overly burdened with these costs.  The DAP policy recommendations include: 
 


Establishment of a recurring “flex fund” to address water and wastewater • 
upgrades needed for new Downtown development projects on a case-by-case 
basis


Preparation of a Downtown Drainage Master Plan that defines systems • 
requirements, and allows for a systematic approach to stormwater 
improvements, and preparation of clear CIP priorities. 
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A water quality program to provide policies for the maintenance of downtown • 
streets, creeks and Lady Bird Lake, including sediment control systems, green 
roofs, and other forms of on-site interception; and 


Higher levels of solid waste collection, recycling and composting throughout • 
the Downtown.  


In addition to these Downtown-wide policies the following recommendations 
specifically address infrastructure and utility needs in the Northwest District:


NW-18:  Implement Flood Control Improvements along Shoal Creek.  The 
Shoal Creek corridor has experienced major flood events as urbanization of the 
watershed has taken place over time. It is the most significant infrastructure need 
in the Northwest District, therefore, a master plan and initial engineering study 
be undertaken to explore strategies for reducing flood levels along the corridor, 
including the construction of a by-pass tunnel similar to that being planned for 
Waller Creek.  The study should identify funding sources, financing strategies, and an 
implementation and management program. 


NW-19:  Underground Overhead Transmission Lines.  Unlike other parts of 
the Downtown, areas of the Northwest District still have overhead electric and 
communication lines that conflict with mature street tree canopies and create visual 
clutter.   These include:  West Avenue, 16th Street, 17th Street and segments of 7th 
Street.  Undergrounding of these lines should be planned and phased as part of 
Austin Energy’s Capital Improvement Program.  


Overhead communication 
and electric lines create 
visual clutter and conflict 
with tree canopies.
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APPENdix A


PrOPOSEd CHANGES TO LiST OF PErMiTTEd ANd CONdiTiONAL 
uSES FrOM CurrENT CiTY COdE dMu ZONiNG diSTriCT


For the proposed DMU districts (DMU-120, DMU-60, DMU-40), modify the existing 
DMU list of uses to:


Permit Retirement Housing (both large and small site).  • 


Allow Cocktail Lounge as a Conditional Use (except in the Northwest District as • 
described below).


Allow Exterminating Services as a Conditional Use.• 


Allow Pawn Shop as a Conditional Use (except in the Northwest District as • 
described below).


Allow Limited Warehousing and Distribution as a Conditional Use (except in • 
the Northwest District as described below).


Permit Urban Farming as a Conditional Use.• 


Permit Administrative Services (Civic Use).   • 


For the proposed DMU-40 and DMU-60 districts within the Northwest District, 
further restrict DMU uses as follows:


Prohibit Automotive Rentals, Automotive Repair Services, Automotive Sales, • 
Automotive Washing, Bail Bond Services, Pawn Shop Services, Service Station, 
Vehicle Storage, Limited Warehousing and Distribution and Maintenance and 
Service Facilities.


Prohibit Cocktail Lounge use, except along 12th Street (west of West Avenue), • 
15th Street and MLK Boulevard, where it shall be a Conditional Use.  


Allow Liquor Sales (limited to a 2,500 gross square foot sales area) as a • 
Conditional Use along the above-mentioned street frontages only.
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APPENdix b


PrOPOSEd BuiLdiNG dESiGN STANdArdS


The following development standards are intended to guide the form of new 
construction within the Downtown.  The intent is to promote a compact, engaging 
and livable urban environment, while allowing for further growth and intensification.   
Upon adoption of the Downtown Austin Plan, these standards should be given 
further consideration as part of the ordinance preparation process; additional 
stakeholder review and testing should be pursued.


I.  MID AND HIGH-RISE BUILDINGS GREATER THAN 60 FEET IN HEIGHT


Purpose:  The following standards govern the form and treatment of mid-rise and 
high-rise buildings on properties with DMU-120 (Downtown Mixed Use 120 feet) 
or CBD (Central Business District) zoning designations or on any properties where 
buildings are allowed to exceed 60 feet in height.   They are intended to promote 
buildings that: 


Contribute to an active and engaging streetfront environment;• 


Minimize disruption to public sidewalks;• 


Provide spatial definition along public streets and rights-of-way;• 


Respect historic buildings;• 


Allow light to the street;  • 


Create attractive skyline expression; and• 


Promote livability and intensification by ensuring appropriate spacing between • 
buildings. 


a.  Streetwalls and Setbacks:  Like walls in a room, private buildings provide critical
spatial definition to a city’s public streets and open spaces, giving them a 
sense of enclosure, and in many cases a distinctive scale and character.  As 
such, it is important that there be a level of coordination between buildings, so 
that strong spatial expression of the public realm can be achieved.   Exceptions 
and variations can also be encouraged to create diversity and to give meaning 
to particular places and buildings, but these exceptions should be dealt with in 
specific cases where such variation is deemed to be warranted.  


For mid and high-rise buildings, a streetwall is defined as that portion of • 
the building up to 90 feet in height and constructed within 5 feet of the 
street front property line. 
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Maximum streetfront tower 
length above 90’ height = 80%
of block face or 220 linear
feet, whichever is less**


Streetwall = 90’ 
maximum/25’ minimum 
built within 5’ of the
property line for at least
75% of parcel frontage


High-Rise Building
Half-Block and Greater


Figure 7


18’ minimum tower 
setback above 90’
at alley** 


8‘ minimum tower 
setback above streetwall
for at least 55% of the parcel
frontage**


A tower is permitted along 
a street front property line
for up to 45% of the parcel
frontage


Ground level pedestrian-oriented
 uses as per District Plans
 


Maximum tower �oor plate
above 120’ height not to
exceed 60% of site area or
30,000 s.f., whichever is less* 


PARKING AND SERVICING


- Parking and service access from alley
- Driveways along “Pedestrian Activity Streets” not 
  permitted, unless approved by the responsible Director
- Two driveway curb-cuts permitted from street, up to 25’ wide each
- Above-grade parking may not be visible from the street


*   Buildings above 600’ may exceed maximum �oor plate by 500 s.f.  for each 10’ of additional height above 600’.
** May be modi�ed by the responsible Director for properties beneath Capitol View Corridor, or where special
     conditions create hardship.


Figure A:
High-Rise Building Proposed Regulations
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Streetwall = 90’ maximum/25’ minimum 
built within 5’ of the property line for at least 
75% of parcel frontage


High-Rise Building
Quarter-Block and Greater


Figure 6


18’ minimum tower 
setback above 90’ 
at alley** 


8‘ minimum tower 
setback above streetwall 
for at least 55% of parcel
frontage**


Ground level pedestrian-oriented 
uses as per District Plans 
 


Maximum tower �oor plate above
120’ height not to exceed 60% of 
site area or 30,000 s.f., whichever
is less*


PARKING AND SERVICING
- Parking and service access from alley
- Driveway curb-cuts along “Pedestrian Activity Streets” not
   permitted, unless approved by the responible Director
- One driveway curb-cut permitted from street up to 25 feet wide
- Above grade parking may not be visible from the street


Minimum of 25 linear feet
 


10’ maximum height
di�erence measured from
existing parapet of
building deemed signi�cant
by the City of Austin
Cultural Resource Survey
 


28’ minimum setback at
interior property line** 


A tower is permitted along 
a street front property line
for up to 45% of the parcel
frontage


*   Buildings above 600’ may exceed maximum �oor plate by 500 s.f.  for each 10’ of additional height above 600’.
** May be modi�ed by the responsible Director for properties beneath Capitol View Corridor, or where special
     conditions create hardship.


Figure B:
High-Rise Building Proposed Regulations
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Streetwall = 90’ maximum/25’ minimum 
height built to within 5’ of the property 
line for at least 75% of parcel frontage


Mid-Rise Building
Half-Block and Greater


Figure 8


18’ minimum 
tower setback
above 90’ at alley* 


A tower is permitted 
to be built along a street
front property line for up
to 45% of the parcel frontage


Ground level pedestrian-oriented
uses as per district plans 
 


8’ minimum tower
setback above 90’
for at least 55%
of parcel frontage*


 


PARKING AND SERVICING
- Parking and service access from alley
- Driveways along a “Pedestrian Activity Street” are not 
  permitted, unless approved by the responsible Director
- Two driveway curb-cuts permitted from street, up to 25’ 
  wide each
- Above grade parking may not be visible from the street


Maximum Street-front Tower 
Length above  90’ height = 80%
Length of Block Face or 220
linear feet, whichever is less*


 


* May be modi�ed by the responsible Director for properties beneath Capitol View Corridor, or where special
   conditions create hardship.


Figure C:
Mid-Rise Building Proposed Regulations
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A streetwall up to a maximum height of 90 feet but no less than 25 feet • 
must be built along 75% of the parcel frontage within five feet of the street 
front property line.  If the building is adjacent to a structure more than 50 
years old, the height of the streetwall must be within 10 feet of the height 
of the parapet of that building for a horizontal dimension of at least 25 
feet. 


Building setbacks of up to 10 feet from the property line are allowed on • 
the remainder of the streetfront perimeter.


Greater setbacks are permitted only if such setbacks comply with the • 
following publicly accessible open space criteria:


The setback has a minimum area of 600 square feet, and a minimum • 
dimension of 15 feet;


The area is accessible to the public,  visible from the public sidewalk, and • 
does not require an admission fee or the purchase of goods or services;


The area is useable by the general public throughout daylight hours.• 


The area provides public seating and/or serves as a public pedestrian • 
passageway connecting one public sidewalk with another. 


The open space has at least 75% of its area is open to the sky.  • 


The area has interior ground level space adjoining, overlooking and • 
accessible to it.  


b.  Ground Level Pedestrian-Oriented Uses and Treatments:  In addition to spatial
definition, private buildings provide life and activity along a street.  This 
can include restaurants with outdoor cafes, shops with generous storefront 
displays, office uses with activities that are visible from the street, or 
residential buildings that provide entry stoops and common spaces along the 
sidewalk.   Such uses not only provide interest and activity, but also a sense 
of security and safety with “eyes on the street”.  Conversely, buildings with 
long expanses of blank or inactive walls can create “dead” spots in an urban 
district and discourage pedestrian activity; they can also result in areas that 
are unsafe or that engender anti-social and even criminal behavior.   Within 
the Downtown’s various districts there are many different conditions that 
demand a particular approach.  Certain streets (e.g., Congress Avenue, East 
Sixth Street, Second Street) warrant a high proportion of intensive retail and 
restaurant uses, critical to their success as regional destinations, while other 
streets can be successful with a more eclectic range of ground level uses.


Active ground level pedestrian-oriented uses are required along street-• 
facing frontages, in compliance with specific requirements for street 
frontages established in the Downtown District Plans. 


Such space must meet the specific ground level treatment requirements • 
set forth in the Downtown District Plans. 
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c.  Tower Massing and Bulk:  As multiple high-rise buildings begin to be constructed
within a single block, consideration needs to be given to the spacing and 
massing of towers.  This is particularly important in achieving both the density 
potential of the Downtown, preserving the value of adjacent sites, and in 
promoting a livable environment, where sunlight can reach the street.   To the 
extent practicable, tall slender towers are preferred over short and massive 
ones.  


For the purposes of these standards, a tower is defined as any portion of a • 
building above 90 feet in height. 


Towers should be set back from an alley property line by a minimum of • 
18 feet, and from an interior property line by at least 28 feet.   These 
setbacks are intended to ensure a spacing of 56 feet between towers 
within a block, to provide optimal separation and privacy, while allowing 
for a reasonable floorplate within the standard Downtown block.  Subject 
to the responsible Director’s approval, setbacks may be reduced where 
hardship is demonstrated (e.g., for properties beneath a Capital View 
Corridor where the height limit is less than 200 feet), or if the proposed 
development secures an air-rights easement over the adjacent property 
that assures a 56-foot spacing between towers or if conditions (e.g., 
natural features, historic zoning, or Capitol View Corridors) on the adjacent 
property ensure that the 56-foot spacing will be permanently achieved.


The maximum floorplate of a tower above a height of 120 feet should • 
not exceed 60% of the site area or 30,000 square feet, whichever is less.   
Buildings taller than 600 feet may exceed the 30,000 square foot maximum 
tower plate by 500 square feet for every 20 feet of vertical height above 
600 feet.  This standard is intended to avoid bulky buildings and to 
promote a visually attractive skyline with slender vertical towers. 


Slender towers are 
encouraged to create 
a pleasing skyline and 
provide light and air to the 
street.  Below are typical 
floor-plate areas for four 
Downtown towers.


The Austonian         
12,700sf


The Spring              
8,000sf


Carr America              
29,500sf


Frost Tower              
33,000sf
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Along a public street, towers (i.e., the portion • 
of a building above 90’ high) should be set 
back from the property line by a minimum of 
8 feet for at least 55% of the parcel frontage.  
This standard is intended to allow for a clear 
streetwall definition.  In order to promote 
vertical expression, a tower may be built along 
a streetfront property line for up to 45% of the 
parcel frontage, or a total of 110 linear feet, 
whichever is less. 


The minimum spacing between two towers on • 
one property should be 56 feet.


In order to achieve light to the street and to • 
avoid a continuous “canyon” effect, towers 
above 120 feet in height should occupy no 
more than 80% of the length of a block or 220 
feet whichever is less. 


d.  Parking Access and Driveways


Driveways and curb cuts should be restricted on “Pedestrian Activity • 
Streets” as described in the District Plans (e.g., Congress Avenue, East Sixth 
Street, Second Street, and the Warehouse District frontages in the Core 
and Waterfront District) unless the responsible Director finds that such a 
curb cut is the only reasonable way of achieving access to the property.  


The maximum width of a driveway curb cut should not exceed 25 feet.• 


Properties that are one-half block in size or greater will be permitted two • 
driveway curb cuts from perimeter public streets, provided that the curb 
cuts are not located within 50 feet of one another, and no closer than 50 
feet from an intersection.


Properties less than one-half block in size will be permitted one driveway • 
curb cut; any additional driveways should be provided from the alley.   
Subject to approval from the responsible Director, up to two driveway 
curb-cuts from a public street may be allowed on a parcel less than one-
half block in size, only if it is found that access from the alley is not feasible 
or desirable from a public safety standpoint.  


e.  Service and Loading


Service and loading and maneuvering should be from the alley; service and • 
loading maneuvering on public streets will be permitted only where the 
responsible Director determines that there is no practicable alternative”.  


The new W Hotel (right) is 
an example of a tower that 
occupies approximately 
80% of the block.  The 
AMLI building (left) is built 
along the entire block 
length.
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f.  Porte-Cocheres and On-Site Drop-Off Areas


Porte-cocheres and on-site drop-off areas are permitted on a case by case • 
basis (as determined by the responsible Director), subject to the following 
findings:


Because of the volume of drop-offs, the operation of the particular • 
use requires a porte-cochere or drop-off area on site.  (Note: Special 
priority is given to hotel uses; office and residential uses should use 
designated curbside drop-off lanes within the public right-of-way.)


The design and configuration of the drop-off area minimizes disruption • 
to the continuity of the sidewalk along the street.


The design and configuration of the drop-off area minimizes disruption • 
to the continuity of ground level pedestrian-oriented uses.  The 
maximum curb cut across a public sidewalk should not exceed 25 feet.


g.  On-Site Parking
 


All above-grade parking must be architecturally integrated within the • 
building.  The façade treatment of the garage should be an integral 
extension of the primary façade, with the same materials and treatments 
as the remainder of the building.  There should be no views from public 
streets to cars and garage lighting should be screened to the maximum 
extent practicable. 


If parking is the predominant use, the façade should employ high quality • 
materials and treatments that reduce the visual impression of the 
building as a parking garage.  Review of the design should be part of the 
Conditional Use Permit process, required for commercial parking garages. 


h.  Floor Area Ratio


In addition to the proposed Downtown Density Bonus Program, Floor Area • 
Ratio (FAR) incentives may be applied on a district-by-district basis within 
the Downtown to achieve desired outcomes (e.g., below-grade parking, 
ground level uses, etc.).   These are outlined in the District plans


II.  LOW-RISE MIXED-USE BUILDINGS 0F 60 FEET OR LESS


Purpose:  The following standards govern the form and treatment of low-rise 
buildings up to 60 feet in height except for the portions of the Northwest District, 
where the regulations for low-rise neighborhood infill buildings will apply.  Within 
the Northwest District these regulations apply to properties along: Martin Luther 
King Boulevard; San Antonio, Nueces and Rio Grande Streets, north of 18th Street; 
15th Street, east of Rio Grande Street; and 12th Street, west of West Avenue (see 
Northwest District Plan, Figure 10).   The regulations are intended to promote 
buildings that: 
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PARKING AND SERVICING


- Parking and service access from alley
- One driveway curb-cut permitted on street if access cannot be
   achieved from alley
- Driveway width 25’ maximum
- Above-grade parking shall be architecturally integrated and/or
   encapsulated


Side/rear
setback as per
zoning


Exposed parking shall be 
architecturally integrated 
with remainder of facade


Front yard setback as per 
Downtown Austin Plan street 
frontage requirements (5’-10’)


Ground level subject to 
District Plans


60’ maximum streetwall with 
24” minimum plane change at 
intervals no greater than 75’


Maximum building 
height of 40’ (3 stories) 
within 15’ of a Historic 
Landmark Property


Low-Rise Mixed Use Building
Quarter Block and Greater


Figure D:
Low-Rise Mixed-Use Building Proposed Regulations
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Contribute to an engaging streetfront environment;• 


Minimize disruption to public sidewalks; and• 


Provide spatial definition along public streets and rights-of-way;• 


a.  Streetwalls and Setbacks: Like walls in a room, private buildings provide critical
spatial definition to a city’s public streets and open spaces, giving them a 
sense of enclosure, and in many cases a distinctive scale and character.  As 
such, it is important that there be a level of coordination between buildings, 
so that strong spatial expression of the public realm can be achieved.   
Exceptions and variations should also be permitted to create diversity and 
to give meaning to particular places and buildings, but these exceptions 
should be dealt with in specific cases where such variation is deemed by the 
responsible Director to be warranted.


For this building type, a streetwall is defined as that portion of the building • 
up to 60 feet in height and constructed along the required front yard 
setback line of the property.  While no stepbacks are required for this 
building type, variation of the building roof line or parapet is encouraged. 


On sites adjacent to a property with a designated historic landmark, • 
buildings should be stepped back so that no portion of the building within 
15 feet of the adjoining property line is greater than 40 feet or three floors 
in height.  If the historic property is greater than 40 feet in height, this 
stepback is not required.


 
The streetwall should be designed and articulated with changes in plane • 
and materials to reduce its scale and to promote a compatible relationship 
with existing adjacent structures.  A change in plane of at least 24 inches 
should occur at intervals no greater than 60 feet. 


Building setbacks should comply with the Street Frontage Requirements • 
set forth in the Downtown Austin Plan.


Side and rear yard setbacks should be consistent with the underlying • 
zoning designation.


b.  Ground Level Uses and Treatments: Ground level uses should comply with the
regulations set forth in the District Plans of the Downtown Austin Plan.


c.  Parking Access and Driveways: Efforts should be made to limit the frequency and
width of driveways which interrupt the continuity of sidewalks.  More 
specifically:


On properties less than one-half block in area, one driveway curb cut • 
should be permitted by the responsible Director only if it is found that 
access to on-site parking can not be achieved from a rear alley. 
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Subject to approval of the responsible Director, up to two driveway • 
curb-cuts from a public street may be allowed on a parcel less than one-
half block in size, only if it is found that one driveway is not feasible or 
desirable from a public safety standpoint.  


The maximum width of a driveway curb cut should not exceed 25 feet.• 


d.  Service and Loading


Service and loading and maneuvering should be from the alley; where the • 
responsible Director finds that this is not practicable, service and loading 
maneuvering on public streets may be permitted.


e.  Porte-Cocheres and On-Site Drop-Off Areas:   Porte-cocheres and on-site drop
off areas are permitted on a case by case basis (as determined by the 
responsible Director), subject to the following findings:


Because of the volume of drop-offs, the operation of the particular use • 
requires a porte-cochere or drop-off area on site.  (Note: Special priority 
is given to hotel uses; office and residential uses should use designated 
curbside drop-off lanes within the public right-of-way.)


The design and configuration of the drop-off area minimizes disruption to • 
the continuity of the sidewalk along the street and to existing trees.


f.   On-Site Parking


All above-grade parking must be architecturally integrated and/or • 
encapsulated within the building. No stand-alone parking garages are 
permitted.  The façade treatment of the garage should be an integral 
extension of the primary façade, with the same materials and treatments 
as the remainder of the building.  There should be no views from public 
streets to cars and garage lighting should be screened to the maximum 
extent practicable. 


g.  Floor Area Ratio


In addition to the proposed Downtown Density Bonus Program, Floor Area • 
Ratio (FAR) incentives may be applied on a district-by-district basis within 
the Downtown to achieve desired outcomes (e.g., below-grade parking, 
ground level uses, etc.).   These are outlined in the District plans.
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III.  LOW-RISE NEIGHBORHOOD INFILL BUILDINGS 0F 60 FEET OR LESS


Purpose:  The following standards govern the form and treatment of low-rise 
buildings up to 60 feet in height, located in the Northwest District.  They are 
intended to promote buildings that: 


Compliment the residential character and scale of the area;• 


Contribute to an engaging streetfront environment;• 


Minimize disruption to public sidewalks and to the existing tree canopy; and • 


Promote infill residential development with a high degree of livability. • 


a.  Streetwalls and Setbacks:  Within the Northwest District, street walls in
conjunction with the mature street tree canopies, provide a more relaxed and 
informal street definition than the taller and denser buildings within other 
districts of the Downtown. 


For this building type, a streetwall is defined as that portion of the building • 
up to 40 feet in height and constructed along the required front yard 
setback line of the property.  


Any portion of the building that is more than 40 feet in height above the • 
street wall, or side yard walls should be stepped back by at least 10 feet in 
order to promote a compatible relationship with existing structures.   Alley 
and rear yard edges are not required to step back.  


On sites adjacent to a property with a designated historic landmark, • 
buildings shall be stepped back so that no portion of the building within 
15 feet of the adjoining property line is greater than 30 feet or two floors 
in height.  If the historic property is greater than 30 feet in height, this 
stepback is not required. 


The streetwall shall be designed and articulated with changes in plane and • 
materials to reduce its scale and to promote a compatible relationship with 
existing adjacent structures.  A change in plane of at least 24 inches shall 
occur at intervals no greater than 50 feet. 


Building setbacks shall comply with the Street Frontage Requirements set • 
forth in the Downtown Austin Plan.


Side and rear yard setbacks shall be consistent with the underlying zoning • 
designation.


b.  Ground Level Uses and Treatments: Within the heart of the Northwest District,
ground level uses could be a mixture of residential, commercial or cultural 
uses.  It is the intent to preserve and extend the predominant development 
pattern of buildings set back with landscaped front yards.  More specifically:
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Low-Rise Neighborhood In�ll Buildings
within Northwest District*


PARKING AND SERVICING
- Parking and Service Access From Alley
- One Driveway Curb-Cut Permitted if Alley 
  Access not Possbile
- Above-Grade Parking May Not be Visible 
  from the Street


40’ maximum streetwall with
24” minimum plane breaks at
intervals no greater than 50’


Side/Rear setback
as per zoning


- Primary entries oriented to street
- Porches and stoops may encroach
  into front yard setback
- Ground level habitable space
  required to be no greater than
  60” above adjacent sidewalk level


Side/rear setback
as per zoning


10’ stepback above 40’


Front yard setback as per 
Downtown street frontage 
requirements (10’ - 25’)


10’ stepback 
above 40’


Maximum building height of 30’ (2 Stories)
within 15’ of a designated historic landmark 
property


*   Except for frontages in the Northwest District along Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard, San Antonio, Nueces, and Rio Grande Streets
     north of 18th Street, 12th Street west of West Avenue, and 15th Street east of Rio Grande Street


Figure E:
Low-Rise Infill Building Proposed Regulations


Draft - May 21, 2010







6 2   D O W N T O W N  A U S T I N  P L A N             
               


Figure F:
Low-Rise Courtyard/Walk-up Building Proposed Regulations


PARKING AND SERVICING


- Parking and Service Access From Alley
- One Driveway Curb-Cut Permitted if Alley 
  Access not Possbile
- Above-Grade Parking May Not be Visible 
  from the Street


Side/rear
setback as per
zoning


Front yard setback as per 
Downtown Austin Plan street 
frontage requirements (10’-25’)


- Primary entries and courtyard
   oriented toward street
- Porches and stoops may
   encroach into front yard setback
- Ground level habitable space
   required to be no greater than
   60” above adjacent sidewalk level


40’ maximum streetwall with 
24” minimum plane change at 
intervals no greater than 50’


Side/rear setback as per 
zoning


Low-Rise Courtyard/Walk-up Building
Quarter Block and Greater
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All buildings shall have their principal entries oriented to the street front.• 


Ground level floor area adjacent to public streets shall be habitable and • 
located no more than 60 inches above the elevation of the sidewalk; 
service areas and parking garages above a height of 60 inches are not 
permitted within 20 feet of the street front property line. 


c.  Parking Access and Driveways


On properties less than one-half block in area, one driveway curb cut will • 
be permitted by the responsible Director only if it is found that access to 
on-site parking can not be achieved from a rear alley. 


Subject to approval of the responsible Director, up to two driveway • 
curb-cuts from a public street may be allowed on a parcel less than one-
half block in size, only if it is found that one driveway is not feasible or 
desirable from a public safety standpoint.  


The maximum width of a driveway curb cut shall not exceed 25 feet.• 


d.  Service and Loading


Service and loading and maneuvering should be from the alley; where the • 
responsible Director finds that this is not practicable, service and loading 
maneuvering on public streets may be permitted.


e.  Porte-Cocheres and On-Site Drop-Off Areas


Porte-cocheres and on-site drop-off areas are permitted on a case by case • 
basis (as determined by the responsible Director), subject to the following 
findings:


Because of the volume of drop-offs, the operation of the particular • 
use requires a porte-cochere or drop-off area on site.  (Note: Special 
priority is given to hotel uses; office and residential uses should use 
designated curbside drop-off lanes within the public right-of-way.)


The design and configuration of the drop-off area minimizes disruption • 
to the continuity of the sidewalk along the street and to existing trees.


f.   On-Site Parking


All above-grade parking must be architecturally integrated within the • 
building.   No stand-alone parking garages are permitted.  The façade 
treatment of the garage shall be an integral extension of the primary 
façade, with the same materials and treatments as the remainder of the 
building.  There should be no views from public streets to cars and garage 
lighting should be screened to the maximum extent practicable. 
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g.  Floor Area Ratio


In addition to the proposed Downtown Density Bonus Program, Floor Area • 
Ratio (FAR) incentives may be applied on a district-by-district basis within 
the Downtown to achieve desired outcomes (e.g., below-grade parking, 
ground level uses, etc.).   These are outlined in the District plans.


Within the Northwest District, residential projects with an underlying • 
zoning of DMU-60 (formerly GO, CS or MF-4) may be constructed to 
a maximum FAR of 2:1, provided that they meet the form standards 
described above.Residential projects with an underlying zoning of DMU-40 
(formerly LO) may be constructed to a maximum FAR of 1.5:1, provided 
that they meet the form standards described above.
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