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Background

e 2010 Bond funded 4 Corridor Studies

e N.Lamar/Burnet
e Riverside Drive

e Airport Boulevard
e FM 969 (E. MLK)

e 2012 Bond partially funded improvements

 Two corridor studies currently underway

e South Lamar Boulevard
e Guadalupe Street
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Purpose

Mobility and safety issues
on S. Lamar are a growing
concern for users of all
transportation modes

+

On-going
redevelopment
along the corridor

Need for vision, plan, and

implementation strategy

for improvements for all
modes
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. Eskew Place

Future Development

| Coldwater
225 apartments
restaurant

South Lmar Plaza
448 residential units
0 s.f. retail

298 residential units
8,500 s.f. retail

2717 South
325 apartments

30 townhomes A

7,200 s.f. retail 5 4 & : -k
. T Sola City Homes
Yy : G . 62 urban townhomes o

69 residential units plus retail

704 at the Spoke
360 apartments
16,000 s.f. retail

12.000 s.f. restaurant
3,500 s.1. coffee shop

o
198 multifamily units
4,600 s.f!f?eu;aj{

5,000 s.f. restaurant

Hanover South Lamar |
340 apartments
7,000 s.f. office

Gibson Flats
202 Apartments

Residential
Projects

D Recently Completed
Under Construction

D Planned




Bikeway
Design
Guide

Hatianal Asscclation ol

uiding Principles

DESIGNING
STREETS FOR
PEOPLE

Pecple were the focus i 2013, as the City of Austin
and our partners continued to update Austin's

anctthe real e afcted eve

ATDaduanced many iniatves cer the courseof the
year to ensure that our roadways and ransportation
PaTwor sarvas the naeds of B pacple. At
rasigants and visitors nesd tha abilty o choose and
safely use ifferent modes at various times - walking
brcycing. transi. and driving.

Inits 2015 werk program, ATD was guises by the
specific ocuments recognized by City Councit
+ Designing Walkable Urb an Thoroughtares
A context sensitive approach
istirure of IrNSpomaton £ ngineers/Conaress

£ City Transpostation Officials
Irban Bkeway Design Guide
sociation of City Transporta

n ITE F{ecommendad Practice

COMPLETE

partnered to expand the public’s transportation
options.

Initiatives ta make “altemative” travel choices more
feasible, attractve and reliable included

+ Transportation Demand Managemen for
Downtown (with Movability Austin}

ks for bike parking
program

STREETS

In 2015, ATD proactively sdvanced a Complets Strests
approach to planning. strast

and design. A "complete street” is & roadway designed and
i o effeht ru fpenii el
experience for all users and modes

Looking toward & future of more compact

patterns, ATD has been planning ahead 5o thar ol
will be able to conveniently walk, drive. bike, and take
transit betwesn their homes, jobs and other destinations.
in the years shead Small improvemants an all a8d up

smaath movement of all travel modes, for axample

ATD slso sdvancad convarsations with City partners in 2012-
13 about the wital impact of fully connacted street networks.
For example. the Department helped to define and discuss
short-term. mid-range and keng-rangs goals for connecting

Imagine Austin (582 Growt
Coneept Map in Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan. p. 103}
via a complete network of rads, transit, sidewalks, trails, and
bicycie infrastructure.

In December 2013, Austin Ciry Counci called for development
of a Complete Streats Palicy document ATD prapared ta
lesd this effort. in collaboration with other City departments
and the Compact and Connectad Prierity Program Team.

Develop complete street
design guidelines for all new road
construction and reconstruction”
e Austin LUT A1

Im.

; MAKE TRAVEL SAFE FOR
ALL USERS, OF ALL AGES
AND ABILITIES
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Process: Existing Conditions

Traffic Volumes (2015)

South of Riverside Drive 38,500 2,940
Between Oltorf and Bluebonnet 35,810 2870
North of Brodie Oaks 31,780 2,030

Crashes from 2009-2014

T

Butler Road
Collier Street/
63
Evergreen Avenue
Oltorf Street 58
Barton Springs Road 57
Barton Skyway of



Process: Public Engagement
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Public Engagement: What We Heard?

How do you use S. Lamar on a daily basis?

Other _ 4%

I don't travel through the South Lamar Boulevard Corridor
on a daily/regular basis

Shopping/errands

Connection to work

Connection to home

Connection to college/university

To avoid Mopac

Commuting to downtown

I

T 1
s 3%
2

A — 27%

I ov
ﬁ 16%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Unique Response %

30%
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Public Engagement: What We Heard?

Our Priorities
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Process: Analysis and Recommendations

e Define community vision for the corridor
 Conduct transportation analysis corridor

e Review and recommend land use and urban
design components

 Perform a Health Impact Assessment

e |dentify improvements



Process: Health Impact Assessment

Corridor Built Environment Characteristics

# walk/bike/transit infrastructure  # desinations
# parks/public spaces # motor vehicle volume/speed

* connectivity

Health-related Behaviors Environmental Exposures

# physical activity _ ¥ natural/green spaces
(traqspft:rtatuaﬂ_fexerr:lse} — # aesthetics/design

¥ social interaction # community cohesion

¥ traffic hazards
¥ air pollution

\

Health Outcomes (long-range)

# cbesity ¥ injury

¥ heart & lung diseases ¥ depression

¥ cancer & mental/emotional well-being
# diabetes

14



Process: Health Impact Assessment

Summary

 High-density of
residents reliant on
autos

 Population interested in
walking/biking

e Significant barriers to
public health

Recommendations

Ped/bike facilities

Crossing of RR tracks at
Treadwell

Bluebonnet/Lamar
Intersection

Create public green
space

15
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Outcomes

— Develop and prioritize
short-term solutions

— Designing, costing out
and evaluating medium-
term solutions

— Identifying and
recommending long-
term solutions

—>

!

Immediate, within
ROW

Involves redesign and
rebuilding of current
roadway

Changes to
ordinances, land use
planning, improved

ways to manage
mobility
17



Outcomes: Vehicular Improvements

Raised Median and Access Intersection Improvements to
Management Will Reduce Conflicts Reduce Delay
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Outcomes: Transit Improvements

Bus Queue Jumps at Most New MetroRapid Stations and Future
Congested Intersections Park and Ride
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Outcomes: Pedestrian Improvements

Wider ADA-compliant Improved Crossing
sidewalks Opportunities

Fill in Sidewalk Gaps
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Outcomes: Bike Improvements

Protected Intersection at
Barton Springs Rd.

Separated Bike Route

Bike Connection under
UPRR Tracks

21




Outcome: Corridor Vision
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Outcomes: Implementation Plan

Median where |f
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Improvement Plan Costs

Short-Term: $20.4 mil
Long-Term: $40 mil

TOTAL = $60.4 mil
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Next Steps

Prioritize short-term
improvements that build
towards long-term vision.

|dentify funding sources
Leverage redevelopment

Develop detailed design
plans for implementation

Continue to engage the
public and give updates.
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Questions?

26
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