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PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

PHASE 1 (6 TO 10 YEARS) PHASE 2 (4 TO 6 YEARS)
PROJECTS THAT CAN HAPPEN BEFORE THE REALIGNMENT OF CESAR CHAVEZ PROJECTS THAT ARE CONTINGENT ON THE REALIGNMENT OF CESAR CHAVEZ

1  Cesar Chavez Street Minor Improvements

2  Stephen F. Austin Drive Improvements

3A  Ball Field Improvements Phase One 

4A  West Parking Area Phase One 

5A  Neighborhood Amenity Area Phase One

6  Flume and Boat Ramp Improvements 

7  Butler Hike and Bike Trail Improvements 

8  Heron Creek Park Trail Improvements

9  South Parking Area 

10  Town Lake Animal Facility/Austin Pets Alive! 

11  Cesar Chavez Street Realignment 

12  Cesar Chavez Street and B. R. Reynolds Drive Intersection 

13  Lamar Bridge Underpass Intersection Improvements

14  Lamar Boardwalk 

15  Pressler Street Extension and Pedestrian Connection 

16  South Park Road / Cesar Chavez Street Diet 

17  Savanna Restoration 

18  Gateway and Water Quality Features

3B  Ball Field Improvements Phase Two 

4B  West Parking Area Phase Two

5B  Neighborhood Amenity Area Phase Two

PROJECT TIMELINE
It is estimated that it will take 6 to 10 years to secure funding for reconstruct Cesar Chavez Street. Phase 
one projects are not dependent on the relocation of Cesar Chavez Street and can take place during this 
time frame. Once funding is secured, we expect the remaining projects can be completed in 4 to 6 years.
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OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 % Increase
EXPENSES

Staffing $59,787.00 $61,580.61 $63,428.03 $65,330.87 $67,290.80 $0.03
Contractual Services $6,500.00 $6,630.00 $6,762.60 $6,897.85 $7,035.81 $0.02
Commodities $12,800.00 $13,184.00 $13,579.52 $13,986.91 $14,406.51 $0.03

TOTAL EXPENSES $79,087.00 $81,394.61 $83,770.15 $86,215.63 $88,733.12

CASH REVENUES

Texas Rowing $210,700.00 $231,770.00 $254,947.00 $280,441.70 $308,485.87 $0.10
Austin High School $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
WAYA $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
YMCA $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
APA $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

TOTAL REVENUE $210,700.00 $231,770.00 $254,947.00 $280,441.70 $308,485.87

NET $131,613.00 $150,375.39 $171,176.85 $194,226.07 $219,752.75
COST RECOVERY $2.66 $2.85 $3.04 $3.25 $3.48

Based on 2016 Figures

Lamar Beach Park Five-Year Pro-forma

Item Quantity Unit Cost Estimated Cost

Trash and Recycling Recepticles                                                                                                                                   
TRH Series by Pilot Rock Model: TRH/G-32PC 24 50 $350.00 $17,500
Picnic Tables                                                                                                                                                                       
Single Pedestal Table by Pilot Rock Standard Model: PT/G-6PC or                                                                            
UT Series by Pilot Rock Model: UT/G-6PC (ADA Model: UT/G-6PC-E)

15 $650.00 $9,750

Drinking Fountains                                                                                                                                                             
440 by Most Dependable Fountains, Inc. Model: 440 SMSS 8 $2,300.00 $18,400
Park Benches                                                                                                                                                                        
Contour Park Bench by Pilot Rock Model: SWRB/G-4PC34 15 $450.00 $6,750
Dog Waste Stations                                                                                                                     
Watershed Protection Department provides Mutt Mitt dispensers at no cost to PARD 6 $0.00 $0

Total $52,400

O/M FFE List
Lamar Beach Park

DRAFT



104  |  Recommendations

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

EXPENSES

STAFFING PROJECTIONS $59,786.77 75.60%
Full Time Staff Number Hourly Rate $18,408.00

Park Maintenance Supervisor $520.00 $30.00 $15,600.00
Benefit Percentage not included in wages 18% $2,808.00

Part Time Staff Hours Unit Cost $41,378.77
Park Maintenance Workers (3-4) $1,895.50 $18.50 $35,066.75

Benefits Percentage 18% $6,312.02
Contractual Services $6,500.00 8.22%

Utilities (Electricity, Water) $500.00
Equipment Maintenance $1,000.00
Other Contractual Services $5,000.00

Commodities $12,800.00 16.18%
Cleaning Supplies $4,000.00
Gasoline $5,000.00
Staff Uniforms $800.00
Equipment Replacement Fund $1,000.00
Capital Replacement Fund $2,000.00

TOTAL EXPENSES $79,086.77
REVENUE $210,700.00 100.00%

Partnership Agrements (current annaul revenue)
Texas Rowing $210,700.00
Austin High School $0.00
WAYA $0.00
YMCA $0.00
APA $0.00

$210,700.00
$131,613.24

266%

TOTAL REVENUE
TOTAL NET

COST RECOVERY 

Lamar Beach Park Annual Operational and Maintenance Budget
Lamar Beach Park Operations and Maintenance Budget 

Assumptions 
 

• The following table calculates the manpower by task and standard frequency which is included in the line 
item budget. 
 

 
 

• Annual budget is based on park maintenance with the assumption of no events on site in the park. 
 

• Revenues are based on the current dollars the City receives from the existing partners within Lamar Beach 
Park that have agreements with the City. 
 

• Operational Budget is calculated in 2016 figures and does not include any capital expenditures such as 
furniture, fixtures, equipment (FFE), or debt service.  
 

MAINTENANCE & REPAIR TASK UNIT MULTIPLIER
MAN 

HOURS
HOURLY 

RATE MANPOWER
ANNUAL 

FREQUENCY

Mowing 1000 Sq Ft 4.3 1 $21.83 $3,379 36
Trails / Walkways 1000 Lin Ft 15.56 0.5 $21.83 $2,038 12
Rest Rooms Each 2 1 $21.83 $4,366 100
Line Trimming 1000 Lin Ft 39.03 0.25 $21.83 $5,112 24
Tree Trimming Each 53 2 $21.83 $2,314 1
Irrigation 1 Acre 0.488 0.25 $21.83 $96 36
Playground Each 2 1 $21.83 $1,572 36
Trash/Recycling Removal 1 Can 50 0.1 $21.83 $16,373 150
Dog Waste Stations Each 6 0.1 $21.83 $472 36
Picnic Tables Each 15 0.1 $21.83 $1,179 36
Drinking Fountains Each 8 0.5 $21.83 $3,144 36
Benches Each 15 0.1 $21.83 $1,179 36
Public Art Each 2 0.1 $21.83 $157 36

TOTAL $41,379

UNIT is the individual measurement of the overall portion.

MULTIPLIER is how many units are in Lamar Beach Park.

MANHOURS equals the number of hours to complete each task one time.

HOURLY RATE includes benefits of 18%.

MANPOWER equals the dollar amount spent for staff and benefits per task for the greenway annually.

FREQUENCY is the number of times each task is performed annually.

ANNUAL LAMAR BEACH PARK TASK COST STANDARDS
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APPENDIX 1 
TAG MEETING 1 

DESIGNWORKSHOP
Asheville | Aspen | Austin | Beijing | Chicago | Denver | Dubai | Houston | Lake Tahoe | Los Angeles

800 Brazos Street, Suite 490, Austin, Texas 78701• (tel) 512- 499-0222 • (fax) 512- 499-0229
www.designworkshop.com

1

 Meeting Record 

To:  Charles Mabry 

From: Claire Hempel 

Date: August 20, 2015 

Project Name: Lamar Beach Master Plan 

Project #: 5381 

Subject: Lamar Beach SKO with TAG 

Meeting Date:   Aug. 14, 2015 

Start/End:  9:00-noon 

Location:  PARD Annex – St. Gabriel, Shoal Creek 
Room 

Copy To: Internal DW team, UDG, Greenplay, 
Studio 8 

 
 

 

 
Following are the minutes of the above referenced meeting.  The following people were present:  
(See sign-in sheet) 
 
Items in bold print indicate what action is required, who will perform the action and the deadline to 
complete action.   
 
1. Introductions 

a. See sign-in sheet for attendees 
2. Purpose of TAG 

a. 5 meetings of TAG 
b. Feedback and input is critical 
c. History of project: 

• 65 acres park; bordered by MoPac, Lamar, rail line and Lady Bird Lake 

• Pressler Road extension will need permanent right of way through the park, which 
meant mitigation will be required, which helped to fund this master plan process 

• Austin Pets Alive will be rebuilding, not necessarily on the property or redeveloping 
current building 

• City hopes to have several scenarios to review, exploring different configurations of 
existing and proposed programming. 

• Current users: West Austin Youth Association, Austin Pets Alive, Austin High School 
(high school ball field and WAYA fields),  Town Lake trail, Lance Armstrong bike trail  
 

Design Workshop, Inc. 
Landscape Architecture 
Land Planning 
Urban Design 
Strategic Services

Meeting Telephone Conference Call

DESIGNWORKSHOP
Asheville | Aspen | Austin | Beijing | Chicago | Denver | Dubai | Houston | Lake Tahoe | Los Angeles

800 Brazos Street, Suite 490, Austin, Texas 78701• (tel) 512- 499-0222 • (fax) 512- 499-0229
www.designworkshop.com
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3. Project Overview: 
a. Purpose of plan 

• Illustrative, descriptive master plan document that will guide future decisions for the 
park land 

• Critical success factors  (see attached Project Management Plan) 

• Discussion: 
() Is there a determination of cost to be spent on park? 

() Nothing has been determined at this time 

• Challenge/approach 
() Additional challenge to add: WAYA contract with City is not specific 

b. Schedule 

• Task 1: SKO and Project Initiation 

• Task 2: Site Analysis and Data Collection 

• Task 3: Stakeholder Engagement Strategy and Alternatives Development 

• Task 4: Alternatives Draft Master Plan, Implementation and Phasing Plan 

• Task 5: Final Master Plan and City Presentations 

• TAG meetings (DW to send out calendar invites and summary email): 
() September 23, 2015, 3-5pm (Review existing conditions) 
() October 16, 2015, 9-11am (Post Vision Workshop) 
() November 20, 2015, 9-11am (Post Alternatives Workshop) 
() February 5, 2016, 9-15am (Post Recommendations Workshop) 
() March 23, 9-11am (master plan draft review) 

4. Goals 
a. Comments: 

• Community 
() APA is a partner with Austin Animal Services; significant stakeholder. Change APA 

to “Austin Animal Services/APA” 
() Pressler shouldn’t disrupt value of park; the roadway is an important feature and it 

functions well – this should be a goal 
() AISD has concern about Pressler Street and child access to the railroad track; safety 

of Pressler St. should be a goal 
() Explicitly mention Cesar Chavez as it is an important gateway into the City 
() Bike connections are an important goal 

• Environment: 
() Minimize negative impact 

• Art 
() Change “topographic” to “natural” 

• General: 
() Health and human services part to APA’s role: the APA location is very accessible to 

the City. Pets are so closely tied to quality of life for humans. What does this look 
like in the future? It is not necessarily tied to an organization. If APA moves 
locations, how does this idea stay within the park? Add “services, health and quality 
of life” to the goals. DRAFT
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() Water utility goals? There is a 75” and 30” water line through the park. Are there 
any planned upgrades? Public Works will check.  

() Austin Energy lines will stay through the park currently. There are no plans to move, 
but Austin Energy rep will check on this. Distribution lines could be relocated. Along 
waterfront, there will probably not be any need. 

() Master plan timeframe is ten years. There may be longer term recommendations. 
() ADA compliance should be integrated into a goal or become its own goal. 

5. Stakeholder engagement strategy 
a. Interested parties: 

• Downtown commuters (reach out via Austin Mobility) 
b. Key stakeholders: 

• Downtown Neighborhood Association 

• Can this process build on Pressler Street outreach? 

• Biking group 
c. Implementers: 

• City of Austin Watershed Protection 

• Move WAYA to implementers 

• Capital Metro 

• Office of Sustainability (will be interested in healthy vending of park concessions) 
d. Decision makers 

• Waterfront overlay board? The board no longer exists but the ordinance does 
e. Public meetings: 

• 6:30 pm start 

• Open house with a presentation at 7p 

• Avoid Mondays/Fridays 

• Tuesdays/Wednesdays are the best 

• Austin High as a location but Beth Wilson will check on the dates 

• First meeting will be 10/14/15 at 6:30p 
6. Existing and needed information 

a. Forestar development plans 
b. Plans for new bathroom on south side of Cesar Chavez (Trail Foundation) 
c. Art in Public Places has selected artist for Pressler Street extension 
d. Cesar Chavez Esplanade Phase 2 (stops short of Lamar Blvd.). Timeline of construction will 

be important. 
e. Downtown Wayfinding project; boundary is Lamar Boulevard but realize that there is a need 

for signage in Lamar Beach area. Gateway improvements were explored. 
f. Bowie Street connection under railroad tracks; timeline and what improvements will look 

like will be pertinent 
g. Seaholm Intake Facility – boardwalk and other improvements will inform connectivity 
h. Parks maintenance budget and policies that affect concession development 
i. Concession agreements 
j. Public Works – discussions about funding a barrier under Lamar Beach where someone was 

hit; this initiative probably won’t happen because of logistical and cost issues. This issue 

DESIGNWORKSHOP
Asheville | Aspen | Austin | Beijing | Chicago | Denver | Dubai | Houston | Lake Tahoe | Los Angeles

800 Brazos Street, Suite 490, Austin, Texas 78701• (tel) 512- 499-0222 • (fax) 512- 499-0229
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may come up in the Lamar Beach Master Planning process as an issue of safety. People are 
jumping from Lamar Bridge into Lady Bird Lake. Safer water access may reduce this activity. 

k. Irrigation plans – WAYA, school and parks/trails 
l. MoPac improvements – proposed or under construction 

7. Concerns 
a. B. Wilson indicated that AISD and Austin High School have concerns for students’ safety by 

having direct access to the railroad due to accidental deaths and suicide; Crockett High is a 
similar site context situation.  

b. Pressler Street extension will become more evident to general public as this process begins. 
The Pressler Street extension is of concern to some stakeholders. While it is an important 
component of the Master Plan, it is only one piece of the project. It will be important to 
ensure that this process does not become a forum for Pressler Street concerns, but rather 
an opportunity to look at the entire park as a whole. 

c. Many key stakeholders; respecting existing site users, but allowing public to have a voice 

• Accentuating waterfront amenity may balance concerns of existing users of property 
north of Cesar Chavez 

 
 
Next TAG Meeting: Review Existing Conditions Report 

Date:  September 23, 2015  
Time:  3-5p  
Location:  PARD Annex, St. Gabriel Street, Shoal Creek conference room  

 
 
 

END OF NOTES 
 
The record herein is considered to be an accurate depiction of the discussion and/or decisions made 
during the meeting unless written clarification is received by Design Workshop within five (5) 
working days upon receipt of this meeting record. 
 
 
Attachments: 
 

1. Sign In Sheets  
2. Lamar Beach Project Management Plan (updated) 
3. Lamar Beach Stakeholder Engagement Strategy (updated) 
4. Lamar Beach Project Goals (updated) 
5. Lamar Beach Schedule (updated) 

 
 

DRAFT



110  |  Appendix

APPENDIX 1 
TAG MEETING 1 SIGN IN SHEETS

DRAFT



    111

APPENDIX 1
TAG MEETING 2

DESIGNWORKSHOP
Asheville | Aspen | Austin | Beijing | Chicago | Denver | Dubai | Houston | Lake Tahoe | Los Angeles

800 Brazos Street, Suite 490, Austin, Texas 78701• (tel) 512- 499-0222 • (fax) 512- 499-0229
www.designworkshop.com

1

 Meeting Record 

To:  Charles Mabry 

From: Claire Hempel 

Date: August 20, 2015 

Project Name: Lamar Beach Master Plan 

Project #: 5381 

Subject: Lamar Beach SKO with TAG 

Meeting Date:   Aug. 14, 2015 

Start/End:  9:00-noon 

Location:  PARD Annex – St. Gabriel, Shoal Creek 
Room 

Copy To: Internal DW team, UDG, Greenplay, 
Studio 8 

 
 

 

 
Following are the minutes of the above referenced meeting.  The following people were present:  
(See sign-in sheet) 
 
Items in bold print indicate what action is required, who will perform the action and the deadline to 
complete action.   
 
1. Introductions 

a. See sign-in sheet for attendees 
2. Purpose of TAG 

a. 5 meetings of TAG 
b. Feedback and input is critical 
c. History of project: 

• 65 acres park; bordered by MoPac, Lamar, rail line and Lady Bird Lake 

• Pressler Road extension will need permanent right of way through the park, which 
meant mitigation will be required, which helped to fund this master plan process 

• Austin Pets Alive will be rebuilding, not necessarily on the property or redeveloping 
current building 

• City hopes to have several scenarios to review, exploring different configurations of 
existing and proposed programming. 

• Current users: West Austin Youth Association, Austin Pets Alive, Austin High School 
(high school ball field and WAYA fields),  Town Lake trail, Lance Armstrong bike trail  
 

Design Workshop, Inc. 
Landscape Architecture 
Land Planning 
Urban Design 
Strategic Services

Meeting Telephone Conference Call
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3. Project Overview: 
a. Purpose of plan 

• Illustrative, descriptive master plan document that will guide future decisions for the 
park land 

• Critical success factors  (see attached Project Management Plan) 

• Discussion: 
() Is there a determination of cost to be spent on park? 

() Nothing has been determined at this time 

• Challenge/approach 
() Additional challenge to add: WAYA contract with City is not specific 

b. Schedule 

• Task 1: SKO and Project Initiation 

• Task 2: Site Analysis and Data Collection 

• Task 3: Stakeholder Engagement Strategy and Alternatives Development 

• Task 4: Alternatives Draft Master Plan, Implementation and Phasing Plan 

• Task 5: Final Master Plan and City Presentations 

• TAG meetings (DW to send out calendar invites and summary email): 
() September 23, 2015, 3-5pm (Review existing conditions) 
() October 16, 2015, 9-11am (Post Vision Workshop) 
() November 20, 2015, 9-11am (Post Alternatives Workshop) 
() February 5, 2016, 9-15am (Post Recommendations Workshop) 
() March 23, 9-11am (master plan draft review) 

4. Goals 
a. Comments: 

• Community 
() APA is a partner with Austin Animal Services; significant stakeholder. Change APA 

to “Austin Animal Services/APA” 
() Pressler shouldn’t disrupt value of park; the roadway is an important feature and it 

functions well – this should be a goal 
() AISD has concern about Pressler Street and child access to the railroad track; safety 

of Pressler St. should be a goal 
() Explicitly mention Cesar Chavez as it is an important gateway into the City 
() Bike connections are an important goal 

• Environment: 
() Minimize negative impact 

• Art 
() Change “topographic” to “natural” 

• General: 
() Health and human services part to APA’s role: the APA location is very accessible to 

the City. Pets are so closely tied to quality of life for humans. What does this look 
like in the future? It is not necessarily tied to an organization. If APA moves 
locations, how does this idea stay within the park? Add “services, health and quality 
of life” to the goals. DRAFT
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() Water utility goals? There is a 75” and 30” water line through the park. Are there 
any planned upgrades? Public Works will check.  

() Austin Energy lines will stay through the park currently. There are no plans to move, 
but Austin Energy rep will check on this. Distribution lines could be relocated. Along 
waterfront, there will probably not be any need. 

() Master plan timeframe is ten years. There may be longer term recommendations. 
() ADA compliance should be integrated into a goal or become its own goal. 

5. Stakeholder engagement strategy 
a. Interested parties: 

• Downtown commuters (reach out via Austin Mobility) 
b. Key stakeholders: 

• Downtown Neighborhood Association 

• Can this process build on Pressler Street outreach? 

• Biking group 
c. Implementers: 

• City of Austin Watershed Protection 

• Move WAYA to implementers 

• Capital Metro 

• Office of Sustainability (will be interested in healthy vending of park concessions) 
d. Decision makers 

• Waterfront overlay board? The board no longer exists but the ordinance does 
e. Public meetings: 

• 6:30 pm start 

• Open house with a presentation at 7p 

• Avoid Mondays/Fridays 

• Tuesdays/Wednesdays are the best 

• Austin High as a location but Beth Wilson will check on the dates 

• First meeting will be 10/14/15 at 6:30p 
6. Existing and needed information 

a. Forestar development plans 
b. Plans for new bathroom on south side of Cesar Chavez (Trail Foundation) 
c. Art in Public Places has selected artist for Pressler Street extension 
d. Cesar Chavez Esplanade Phase 2 (stops short of Lamar Blvd.). Timeline of construction will 

be important. 
e. Downtown Wayfinding project; boundary is Lamar Boulevard but realize that there is a need 

for signage in Lamar Beach area. Gateway improvements were explored. 
f. Bowie Street connection under railroad tracks; timeline and what improvements will look 

like will be pertinent 
g. Seaholm Intake Facility – boardwalk and other improvements will inform connectivity 
h. Parks maintenance budget and policies that affect concession development 
i. Concession agreements 
j. Public Works – discussions about funding a barrier under Lamar Beach where someone was 

hit; this initiative probably won’t happen because of logistical and cost issues. This issue 
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may come up in the Lamar Beach Master Planning process as an issue of safety. People are 
jumping from Lamar Bridge into Lady Bird Lake. Safer water access may reduce this activity. 

k. Irrigation plans – WAYA, school and parks/trails 
l. MoPac improvements – proposed or under construction 

7. Concerns 
a. B. Wilson indicated that AISD and Austin High School have concerns for students’ safety by 

having direct access to the railroad due to accidental deaths and suicide; Crockett High is a 
similar site context situation.  

b. Pressler Street extension will become more evident to general public as this process begins. 
The Pressler Street extension is of concern to some stakeholders. While it is an important 
component of the Master Plan, it is only one piece of the project. It will be important to 
ensure that this process does not become a forum for Pressler Street concerns, but rather 
an opportunity to look at the entire park as a whole. 

c. Many key stakeholders; respecting existing site users, but allowing public to have a voice 

• Accentuating waterfront amenity may balance concerns of existing users of property 
north of Cesar Chavez 

 
 
Next TAG Meeting: Review Existing Conditions Report 

Date:  September 23, 2015  
Time:  3-5p  
Location:  PARD Annex, St. Gabriel Street, Shoal Creek conference room  

 
 
 

END OF NOTES 
 
The record herein is considered to be an accurate depiction of the discussion and/or decisions made 
during the meeting unless written clarification is received by Design Workshop within five (5) 
working days upon receipt of this meeting record. 
 
 
Attachments: 
 

1. Sign In Sheets  
2. Lamar Beach Project Management Plan (updated) 
3. Lamar Beach Stakeholder Engagement Strategy (updated) 
4. Lamar Beach Project Goals (updated) 
5. Lamar Beach Schedule (updated) 

 
 DRAFT



    113

APPENDIX 1
TAG MEETING 2 SIGN IN SHEETS

DRAFT



114  |  Appendix

APPENDIX 1
TAG MEETING 3

MEETING RECORD 
To:  Charles Mabry 

From: Rachel Tepper 

Date: October 22, 2015 

Project Name: Lamar Beach 

Project #: 5381 

Subject: Technical Advisory Group Meeting 3 

Meeting Date:   October 16, 2015 

Start/End:  9:00 - 11:00 am 

Location:  PARD Annex (919 W. 28 1/2 Street)  
Shoal Creek Conference Room 

Copy To: DW Team, Ricardo Soliz 

Attendees: See sign in sheets  
 
1. VISION WORKSHOP RECAP 

a. 140+ attendees signed the sign-in sheets (probably a low-estimate of attendees because 
families tend to sign-in together).  

() Track ZIP codes on sign-in sheets at future meetings  
() Also consider not asking for people’s phone numbers 

b. Interactive Mapping Exercise  

• 36 Points of Interest – support for existing uses, WAYA, APA, AISD sports fields) 

• 26 Concerns – Traffic, safety and access concerns 

• 28 Future Opportunities –Improve connectivity 

• 15 Future Challenges – Additional traffic and safety concerns 

• For more details, online map of results can be found at 
https://www.google.com/maps/d/edit?mid=zOk5nA4bNf-c.ktQaalx34ieM&usp=sharing 

c. Keypad Polling  

• 119 polling participants 

• See attachment b. for keypad polling results  

• Key takeaways 
() Majority of participants live within 5 miles of Lamar Beach and work within 1 mile 
() The most important goals were to “Gain support from affected stakeholders” and to 

“Balance existing uses on the site with additional social and recreational possibilities” 
() Pedestrian safety, increased shade and vehicle parking were identified as the most 

important issues to address.  
() Restrooms, parking and picnic tables/benches were identified as the highest needed 

programming within the park. 
() Participants thought the identity of Lamar Beach should be informal, eclectic, natural and 

active.  
() Participants were split (36/49) on whether the areas north and south of should be 

separate or a unified park.  
() The majority of participants agreed the Lamar Beach Master Plan was headed in the right 

direction. 

Landscape Architecture 
Planning 
Urban Design 
 
800 Brazos Street 

Suite 490 

Austin, TX 78701 

512-499-0222 

512-499-0229 fax 

 

www.designworkshop.com 

Meeting Telephone Conference Call

 
 

2. STRATEGY BRAINSTORM 
a. TAG members weighed in on potential strategies by goal. The following strategies were 

suggested:  

• Stakeholders:  
() Use concessions to provide additional public amenities  
() Be present at Council town hall meetings to update stakeholders on progress 
() Integrate a strategy around shared parking in future license agreements 

• Circulation:  
() Begin Cesar Chavez Gateway West of Lamar  
() Look at how North Lincoln Park maintains frequent pedestrian crossings 

() Underpasses and at grade crossings  
() Keep urban grid crossing opportunities  

() Look at Zilker Barton Springs Road  
() Explore the idea of relocating Cesar Chavez against the bluff to connect the park 

together.  
() Provide better connections to and From Austin High School 
() Explore the potential of a shared parking facility 
() Free up wasted space at intersections – especially the Cesar Chavez turn-around ramps  
() Elevate Cesar Chavez and connect the park under the road 
() Add a stoplight to slow traffic directly off the exit ramp 
() Restructure circulation on Veterans Drive so that AHS does not rely on Cesar Chavez for 

queuing/drop off. 
() Look into additional transit opportunities for Austin High/Lamar Beach 
() Explore another bridge across the lake to connect Lamar Beach to Zilker 

• Nature:  
() Select key preservation areas/ especially west near MoPac 
() Trail could vary – does not need to be so close to the edge  
() Protect the floodplain  
() Add additional tree canopy at key locations  
() LID approach to drainage before it gets to the lake 

• Identity  
() Signage – Park ID, wayfinding, interpretive/historical 
() Rename the park  
() Expand downtown wayfinding and make Cesar Chavez a key gateway to downtown 

west of Lamar  
() Provide better visibility for existing uses 

• Program: 
() Provide better connectivity and edges around programming so that it is welcoming to the 

general public 
() Work with partner organizations to identify opportunities for shared use and shared 

parking 
() Provide better linkages to parking garages downtown as an additional parking 

opportunity 
() Provide better drop-off opportunities 
() Formalize the parking and encourage carpooling 

 
3. NEXT STEPS 

a. Alternatives Workshop – Dec. 15  

• Workshop is during finals time which is difficult for Austin High parents  
() PARD will look into alternative locations/times.  

• PLEASE PROMOTE THE ONLINE WEBINAR AND SURVEY AVAILABLE UNTIL NOV. 18 
https://www.austintexas.gov/department/lamar-beach-master-plan 
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Attachments:  
1. Sign in sheets 
2. Keypad Polling Results 
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Lamar Beach | Key Pad Polling Results

Session Name
Lamar Beach Public Meeting 1 10-14-2015 8-40 PM

Date Created Active Participants Total Participants
10/14/2015 6:03:08 PM 118 118

Average Score Questions
0.00% 33

Results by Question

1. How many #hashtags have there ever been on Twitter for #Lamarbeach?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

100 22.34% 21

75 18.09% 17

10 15.96% 15

3 18.09% 17

0 25.53% 24

Totals 100% 94

2. Based on the map on the previous slide, in which area of Austin do you live?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Area 1 30.30% 30

Area 2 51.52% 51

Area 3 12.12% 12

Area 4 5.05% 5

Other 1.01% 1

Totals 100% 99

Responses

Responses

21 

17 

15 

17 

24 

100

75

10

3

0

1. How many #hashtags have there ever 
been on Twitter for #Lamarbeach?   

30 

51 

12 

5 

1 

Area 1

Area 2

Area 3

Area 4

Other

2. Based on the map on the  
previous slide, in which area of Austin do 

you live? 
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3. Based on the map on the previous slide, in which area of Austin do you work?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Area 1 63.37% 64

Area 2 29.70% 30

Area 3 5.94% 6

Area 4 0.99% 1

Other 0.00% 0

Totals 100% 101

4. Approximately how often do you visit Lamar Beach? (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Everyday 33.98% 35

A few times a week 43.69% 45

A few times a month 12.62% 13

A few times a year 5.83% 6

Never 3.88% 4

Other 0.00% 0

Totals 100% 103

5. What time of day do you usually visit Lamar Beach?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Morning  18.92% 21

Afternoon 24.32% 27

Evening  36.94% 41

Night  14.41% 16

Other 5.41% 6

Totals 100% 111

Responses

Responses

Responses

64 

30 

6 

1 

0 

Area 1

Area 2

Area 3

Area 4

Other

3. Based on the map on the previous slide, 
in which area of Austin do you work? 

35 

45 

13 

6 

4 

0 

Everyday

A few times a week

A few times a month

A few times a year

Never

Other

4. Approximately how often do you visit 
Lamar Beach?   

21 

27 

41 

16 

6 

Morning

Afternoon

Evening

Night

Other

5. What time of day do you usually visit 
Lamar Beach?   
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6. I believe the most important goals to focus on are… (select three):   (Multiple Choice - Multiple Response)

Percent Count

           ing residents and commuters. 22.11% 63

          connection through the park. 13.68% 39

               enjoyment of the park by all. 22.46% 64

         ue for the residents of Austin. 8.07% 23

           e and its surrounding context. 18.25% 52

y the identity of Lamar Beach. 8.07% 23

 ease fill out a comment card. 7.37% 21

Totals 100% 285

7. How do you normally get to Lamar Beach? (pick up to two)  (Multiple Choice - Multiple Response)

Percent Count

Walking/Jogging 27.59% 40

Cycling 14.48% 21

Driving 53.79% 78

Riding Transit 1.38% 2

wing (or other form of boating) 2.76% 4

Other 0.00% 0

Totals 100% 145

Responses

Responses

63 

39 

64 

23 

52 

23 

21 

Gain support from affected stakeholders including current users, adjacent property
owners, surrounding residents and commuters.

Integrate adjacent properties and nearby neighborhoods while providing safe,
accessible connection through the park.

Balance existing uses on the site with additional social and recreational possibilities that
maximize the enjoyment of the park by all.

Ensure financial sustainability for the park while creating long-term value for the
residents of Austin.

Enhance the natural assets and minimize the negative impacts on the site and its
surrounding context.

Solidify the identity of Lamar Beach.

Other: Please fill out a comment card.

6. I believe the most important goals to focus  
on are… (select three):  

40 

21 

78 

2 

4 

0 

Walking/Jogging

Cycling

Driving

Riding Transit

Rowing (or other form of boating)

Other

7. How do you normally get  
to Lamar Beach?  
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8. Currently, what is the biggest barrier to accessibility? (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

   sar Chavez and Access Ramps 46.15% 36

peed of cars on Cesar Chavez 10.26% 8

Fencing 5.13% 4

ack of pedestrian connections 19.23% 15

The railway on the north side 8.97% 7

The lake on the south side 1.28% 1

The lack of sidewalks 3.85% 3

  topography on the north side 0.00% 0

Other 5.13% 4

Totals 100% 78

9. Currently, what is the biggest barrier to mobility? (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Traffic congestion 60.61% 60

Not enough travel lanes 4.04% 4

Speed limit 0.00% 0

Stop lights 2.02% 2

Visibility 1.01% 1

Lack of sidewalks 9.09% 9

  nnections across Cesar Chavez 17.17% 17

Other 6.06% 6

Totals 100% 99

10. If circulation improvements were to take place at Lamar Beach, what are the most important issues to address? (choose your top three): (Multiple Choice - Multiple Response)

Percent Count

Pedestrian safety 23.49% 70

Pedestrian access 11.74% 35

Pedestrian mobility 11.07% 33

Bicycle safety 10.40% 31

Bicycle access 6.04% 18

Bicycle mobility 3.36% 10

Vehicular safety 8.05% 24

Vehicular access 12.08% 36

Vehicular mobility 12.75% 38

Other 1.01% 3

Totals 100% 298

Responses

Responses

Responses

36 

8 

4 

15 

7 

1 

3 

0 

4 

Traffic congestion on Cesar Chavez…

Speed of cars on Cesar Chavez

Fencing

Lack of pedestrian connections

The railway on the north side

The lake on the south side

The lack of sidewalks

The steep topography on the north side

Other

8. Currently, what is the biggest barrier to 
accessibility? 

60 

4 

0 

2 

1 

9 

17 

6 

Traffic congestion

Not enough travel lanes

Speed limit

Stop lights

Visibility

Lack of sidewalks

Lack of connections across Cesar…

Other

9. Currently, what is the biggest barrier to 
mobility?  

70 

35 

33 

31 

18 

10 

24 

36 

38 

3 

Pedestrian safety

Pedestrian access

Pedestrian mobility

Bicycle safety

Bicycle access

Bicycle mobility

Vehicular safety

Vehicular access

Vehicular mobility

Other

10. If circulation improvements were to take 
place at Lamar Beach, what are the most 

important issues to address? (choose your top 
three):  
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11. If infrastructure improvements were to take place at Lamar Beach, what are the most important issues to address? (Choose your top three): (Multiple Choice - Multiple Response)

Percent Count

Vehicle parking 27.73% 71

Bicycle parking 5.47% 14

Drainage 14.84% 38

Water and Wastewater 6.64% 17

Communication utilities 4.69% 12

Lighting and Electric 12.11% 31

Basic facilities 22.27% 57

Irrigation 4.69% 12

Other 1.56% 4

Totals 100% 256

12. If environmental improvements were to take place at Lamar Beach, what are the most important issues to address? (choose your top three): (Multiple Choice - Multiple Response)

Percent Count

Water quality 13.62% 38

Drainage 9.68% 27

Habitat 15.05% 42

Erosion  9.68% 27

Stream bank degradation 8.24% 23

Shade 20.07% 56

Air quality 11.83% 33

Nature deficit disorder 11.47% 32

Other 0.36% 1

Totals 100% 279

Responses

Responses

71 

14 

38 

17 

12 

31 

57 

12 

4 

Vehicle parking

Bicycle parking

Drainage

Water and Wastewater

Communication utilities

Lighting and Electric

Basic facilities

Irrigation

Other

11. If infrastructure improvements were to take 
place at Lamar Beach, what are the most 

important issues to address? (Choose your top 
three):  

38 

27 

42 

27 

23 

56 

33 

32 

1 

Water quality

Drainage

Habitat

Erosion

Stream bank degradation

Shade

Air quality

Nature deficit disorder

Other

12. If environmental improvements were to take 
place at Lamar Beach, what are the most 

important issues to address? (choose your top 
three):  
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13. Athletic Fields: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Not enough 22.83% 21

 2.17% 2

 6.52% 6

Right amount 35.87% 33

 4.35% 4

 4.35% 4

Too much 23.91% 22

Totals 100% 92

14. Animal Services: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Not enough 18.95% 18

 3.16% 3

 9.47% 9

Right amount 28.42% 27

 5.26% 5

 4.21% 4

Too much 30.53% 29

Totals 100% 95

15. Hike and Bike Trails: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Not enough 27.08% 26

 5.21% 5

 11.46% 11

Right amount 45.83% 44

 0.00% 0

 1.04% 1

Too much 9.38% 9

Totals 100% 96

Responses

Responses

Responses

21 

2 

6 

33 

4 

4 

22 

Not enough

Right amount

Too much

13. Athletic Fields: 

18 

3 

9 

27 

5 

4 

29 

Not enough

Right amount

Too much

14. Animal Services:  

26 

5 

11 

44 

0 

1 

9 

Not enough

Right amount

Too much

15. Hike and Bike Trails: 
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16. Bikeways: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Not enough 18.75% 18

 6.25% 6

 16.67% 16

Right amount 41.67% 40

 4.17% 4

 1.04% 1

Too much 11.46% 11

Totals 100% 96

17. Viewing Overlooks: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Not enough 27.66% 26

 11.70% 11

 15.96% 15

Right amount 39.36% 37

 1.06% 1

 1.06% 1

Too much 3.19% 3

Totals 100% 94

18. Rowing Facilities: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Not enough 4.26% 4

 2.13% 2

 10.64% 10

Right amount 62.77% 59

 6.38% 6

 2.13% 2

Too much 11.70% 11

Totals 100% 94

Responses

Responses

Responses

18 

6 

16 

40 

4 

1 

11 

Not enough

Right amount

Too much

16. Bikeways:  

26 

11 

15 

37 

1 

1 

3 

Not enough

Right amount

Too much

17. Viewing Overlooks: 

4 

2 

10 

59 

6 

2 

11 

Not enough

Right amount

Too much

18. Rowing Facilities: DRAFT
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19. Lake Access/Boat Launch: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Not enough 28.57% 26

 8.79% 8

 15.38% 14

Right amount 38.46% 35

 0.00% 0

 3.30% 3

Too much 5.49% 5

Totals 100% 91

20. Picnic Tables and Benches: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Not enough 61.25% 49

 8.75% 7

 8.75% 7

Right amount 13.75% 11

 1.25% 1

 2.50% 2

Too much 3.75% 3

Totals 100% 80

21. Restrooms: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Not enough 55.56% 50

 21.11% 19

 10.00% 9

Right amount 10.00% 9

 1.11% 1

 0.00% 0

Too much 2.22% 2

Totals 100% 90

Responses

Responses

Responses

21 

2 

6 

33 

4 

4 

22 

Not enough

Right amount

Too much

19. Lake Access/Boat Launch:  

49 

7 

7 

11 

1 

2 

3 

Not enough

Right amount

Too much

20. Picnic Tables and Benches:  

50 

19 

9 

9 

1 

0 

2 

Not enough

Right amount

Too much

21. Restrooms: 
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22. Parking: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Not enough 55.56% 50

 13.33% 12

 5.56% 5

Right amount 15.56% 14

 2.22% 2

 0.00% 0

Too much 7.78% 7

Totals 100% 90

23. Other Recreational Amenities for the General Public: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

  lease fill out a comment card) 21.05% 16

 5.26% 4

 10.53% 8

Right amount 52.63% 40

 5.26% 4

 0.00% 0

Too much 5.26% 4

Totals 100% 76

24. It is important that Lamar Beach have activities and amenities to meet the needs of: (select all that apply) (Multiple Choice - Multiple Response)

Percent Count

Children (0-12) 21.54% 56

Teenagers (13-19) 22.69% 59

Adults (20-55) 26.15% 68

Seniors (55+) 20.00% 52

Other special users groups  8.46% 22

None of the above 1.15% 3

Totals 100% 260

Responses

Responses

Responses

50 

12 

5 

14 

2 

0 

7 

Not enough

Right amount

Too much

22. Parking:  

16 

4 

8 

40 

4 

0 

4 

Not enough (please fill out a comment…

Right amount

Too much

23. Other Recreational Amenities for the 
General Public:  

56 

59 

68 

52 

22 

3 

Children (0-12)

Teenagers (13-19)

Adults (20-55)

Seniors (55+)

Other special users groups

None of the above

24. It is important that Lamar Beach have 
activities and amenities to meet the needs 

of: DRAFT
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25. Should the identity of Lamar Beach be formal or informal?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Formal 4.55% 4

 2.27% 2

  6.82% 6

 Neutral/Neither 17.05% 15

   17.05% 15

 11.36% 10

Informal 40.91% 36

Totals 100% 88

26. Should the identity of Lamar Beach be eclectic or unified?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Eclectic 29.76% 25

 8.33% 7

  11.90% 10

 Neutral/Neither 25.00% 21

   9.52% 8

 2.38% 2

Unified 13.10% 11

Totals 100% 84

27. Should the identity of Lamar Beach be active or passive?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Active 35.37% 29

 15.85% 13

  12.20% 10

 Neutral/Neither 20.73% 17

   4.88% 4

 4.88% 4

Passive 6.10% 5

Totals 100% 82

Responses

Responses

Responses

4 

2 

6 

15 

15 

10 

36 

Formal

 Neutral/Neither

Informal

25. Should the identity of Lamar 
Beach be formal or informal?   

25 

7 

10 

21 

8 

2 

11 

Eclectic

 Neutral/Neither

Unified

26. Should the identity of Lamar 
Beach be eclectic or unified?   

29 

13 

10 

17 

4 

4 

5 

Active

 Neutral/Neither

Passive

27. Should the identity of Lamar 
Beach be active or passive?   
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28. Should the identity of Lamar Beach be modern or traditional?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Modern 21.43% 18

 5.95% 5

  11.90% 10

 Neutral/Neither 35.71% 30

   5.95% 5

 2.38% 2

Traditional 16.67% 14

Totals 100% 84

29. Should the identity of Lamar Beach be natural or man-made?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Natural 37.35% 31

 6.02% 5

  7.23% 6

 Neutral/Neither 20.48% 17

   12.05% 10

 6.02% 5

Man-made 10.84% 9

Totals 100% 83

30. Should the identity of Lamar Beach be regional or local?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Regional 8.99% 8

 3.37% 3

  2.25% 2

 Neutral/Neither 10.11% 9

   6.74% 6

 10.11% 9

Local 58.43% 52

Totals 100% 89

Responses

Responses

Responses

18 

5 

10 

30 

5 

2 

14 

Modern

 Neutral/Neither

Traditional

28. Should the identity of Lamar 
Beach be modern or traditional?   

31 

5 

6 

17 

10 

5 

9 

Natural

 Neutral/Neither

Man-made

29. Should the identity of Lamar 
Beach be natural or man-made?   

8 

3 

2 

9 

6 

9 

52 

Regional

 Neutral/Neither

Local

30. Should the identity of Lamar 
Beach be regional or local?   DRAFT
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31. Do you think that the areas of Lamar Beach to the north and south of West Cesar Chavez Street could function as a unified park?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

     es should be separate parks.  42.35% 36

           uld work together as one park. 57.65% 49

Other 0.00% 0

Totals 100% 85

32. Do you agree that we are looking at the right benchmarks? (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Strongly agree 8.64% 7

Agree 50.62% 41

Neutral 20.99% 17

Disagree 14.81% 12

  lease fill out a comment card) 4.94% 4

Totals 100% 81

33. Although I may not agree with everything stated today, I feel that the overall process for the Lamar Beach Master Plan is headed in the right direction.  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Strongly agree 15.79% 12

Agree 43.42% 33

Neutral 25.00% 19

Disagree 13.16% 10

  lease fill out a comment card) 2.63% 2

Totals 100% 76

Responses

Responses

Responses

36 

49 

0 

No, the north and south sides should be
separate parks.

Yes, the north and south sides of West
Cesar Chavez Street should work…

Other

31. Do you think that the areas of Lamar 
Beach to the north and south of West 

Cesar Chavez Street could function as a 
unified park? 

7 

41 

17 

12 

4 

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly disagree (please fill out a
comment card)

32. Do you agree that we are looking 
at the right benchmarks?  

12 

33 

19 

10 

2 

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly disagree (please fill out a…

33. Although I may not agree with 
everything stated today, I feel that the 
overall process for the Lamar Beach 
Master Plan is headed in the right 

direction.   DRAFT
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MEETING RECORD 
To:  Charles Mabry 

From: Rachel Tepper 

Date: November 24, 2015 

Project Name: Lamar Beach 

Project #: 5381 

Subject: Lamar Beach TAG Meeting #4 

Meeting Date:  11/20/2015 

Start/End:  9:00 - 11: 00 AM 

Location:  PARD Annex (919 W. 28 1/2 Street) Shoal 
Creek Conference Room 

Copy To: TAG Committee Members, DW Team  

1. Summary of online survey results 
a. Survey results will be uploaded to the Lamar Beach Master Plan website  
 

2. Presentation of draft alternatives  
a. All of the alternatives are addressing a key challenge, which is the need to knit the park back 

together. The oval-a-bout at Cesar Chavez and Stephen F. Austin consumes 7 acres of land. 
There is a lot of opportunity to gain back land by clarifying intersections.  

b. DW intends to present six alternatives at the Dec. 15 public meeting with a light amount of 
analysis. The intent will be to get the stakeholders feedback on what direction to go and then do 
more detailed analysis on the key alternatives and present this at the Jan. 28 public meeting.  

c. DW is currently working to add a transportation planning subconsultant to do transportation and 
traffic modeling of the different road alignments. This consultant will provide initial analysis at the 
Dec. 15 public meeting and detailed analysis at the Jan. 28 public meeting.  

d. UDG will also provide high level analysis of the alternatives for the Dec. 15 meeting and then 
more detailed analysis for the Jan. 28 public meeting. UDG will look at civil engineering issues 
such as costs and physical feasibility.  

e. It is possible this plan may recommend a few different ‘preferred alternatives’ that achieve the 
visions and goals of the stakeholders but allow for flexibility in implementation. 
 

f. Alternative 1: Current Alignment  

• Road alignment stays as is.  
() Pros: Lower cost than other alternatives. Less coordination needed with utility providers. 
() Cons: assumes the same amount of high speed traffic through the site. Doesn't address 

pedestrian mobility/accessibility well.  
 

g. Alternative 2: Elevated Ramps 

• Express lanes touch down past the High School; Cesar Chavez is at grade with a signalized 
intersection at Stephen F. Austin. 
() Pros: Can maintain mobility for express lane users. Can provide pedestrian 

mobility/access under the elevated express lane. 
() Cons: Will still have fast moving traffic bisecting the park from express lanes users.  

 
 

h. Alternative 3: Tunneled Road 

Landscape Architecture 
Planning 
Urban Design 
 
800 Brazos Street 

Suite 490 

Austin, TX 78701 

512-499-0222 

512-499-0229 fax 

 

www.designworkshop.com 

Meeting Telephone Conference Call

• Bury Cesar Chavez  
() Pros:  

() This area makes since to tunnel because it is not connect to anything – when Cesar 
Chavez gets to Downtown it becomes a major connector into Downtown.  

() Maintains mobility – potential for additional capacity as well  
() Cons: 

() Southbound traffic cannot access Cesar Chavez from Lamar 
() Park road goes all the way through  
() Is this park worth the expense? Are the existing or future uses significant enough to 

justify the expense of tunneling the road?  
 

i. Alternative 4: Urban Street 

• Cesar Chavez at grade with a signalized intersection at Stephen F. Austin and possibly more 
intersections. 
() Pros: Minimal expense. More walkable block structure. Slows traffic down making it 

safer for peds/bikes. Pressler comes directly south and doesn't tie into HS light.  
() Cons: reduced mobility.  

 
j. Alternative 5: Separated Systems 

• Elevate Cesar Chavez and realign against the bluff/rail corridor 
() Pros: Pressler ties directly into the Chavez access onto Mopac.   
() Cons:  

() Limited access from Cesar Chavez into the park.  
() Consider aligning the park road directly adjacent to the elevated road in order to 

avoid bisecting the park.  
() This option does impact electric and water utilities. Can transmission lines tie into 

the road? Difficult to maintain if buried, could potentially work if the road is elevated.  
() Austin Energy notes that cost wise this is expensive, + utilities.  

 
k. Alternative 6: Hybrid 

• Realign Cesar Chavez against the bluff/rail corridor but keep it at the same grade as the rest 
of the park.  
() Pros: Maximizes the area of the park.  Maintains access from Chavez into the park.   
() Cons:  

() This option does impact electric and water utilities. Can transmission lines tie into 
the road? Difficult to maintain if buried, could potentially work if the road is elevated.  

() Austin Energy notes that cost wise this is expensive, + utilities. 
 

l. Comments that apply to all alternatives:  

• Can we try all of the alternatives with/without Pressler?  

• Make sure all ballfields are all optimally aligned (away from afternoon sun) when possible.  

• Show existing metrics to compare against the proposed conditions (parking, sq footage, etc.)  

• WAYA parking requirement is 220’ minimum  

• WAYA uses Bechtol-Harper Field which is a larger field size (pony league?). It is not 
necessary to have four little-league fields. WAYA needs three smaller fields and one larger 
field that can also be connected to a 3rd multi-purpose field.  

• WAYA emphasized the need to minimize the distance and have quick and easy connections 
from the fields to the parking area. WAYA parents often have a lot to carry and their children 
are too young to be dropped off.  

• Some neighborhood amenities could be integrated into the WAYA fields – it does not have to 
be separate.  

• Williams Field is not used and could go away. It hasn’t been programmed in over two years. 
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• AISD is supportive of clarifying the Cesar Chavez and Stephen F. Austin intersection and 
potentially gaining back acreage from the oval-a-bout.  

• For the workshop, consider showing a matrix with comparisons of key metrics  

• Consider presenting the commonalities amongst all of the alternatives first (i.e. all have ball 
fields, APA, etc.) 

 
 

3. Next Steps  

• Alternatives Workshop, Dec. 15, 2015 
() 6:30 – 7:00 Vision Workshop results and benchmark analysis will be on display  
() 7:00 – 8:00 Presentation of alternatives  
() 8:00 – 8:30 Participant review session of alternatives - there will be a paper survey for 

people to respond to each alternative and indicate their initial reactions.  
() This public meeting will be followed up with a survey and webinar available on the 

website like the Vision Workshop 
 

 
 
Attachments:  
1. Sign in Sheets 
2. Lamar Beach Vision Workshop Survey Results  
3. Draft Alternatives 

 
  
END OF NOTES 
 
The record herein is considered to be an accurate depiction of the discussion and/or decisions made 
during the meeting unless written clarification is received by Design Workshop within five (5) working 
days upon receipt of this meeting record. 
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Lamar Beach | Vision Workshop Survey Results

Session Name
Lamar Beach Vision Workshop Meeting and Online Poll

Date Created Active Participants Total Participants
10/14/2015 6:00:00 PM 474 474

Average Score Questions
0.00% 33

Results by Question

1. How many #hashtags have there ever been on Twitter for #Lamarbeach?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

100 22% 21

75 18% 17

10 16% 15

3 18% 17

0 26% 24

Totals 100% 94

2. Based on the map on the previous slide, in which area of Austin do you live?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Area 1 23% 102

Area 2 43% 194

Area 3 21% 94

Area 4 12% 53

Other 2% 8

Totals 100% 451

Responses

Responses

21 

17 

15 

17 

24 

100

75

10

3

0

1. How many #hashtags have there ever been on 
Twitter for #Lamarbeach?   

102 

194 

94 

53 

8 

Area 1

Area 2

Area 3

Area 4

Other

2. Based on the map on the  
previous slide, in which area of Austin do you live? 
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3. Based on the map on the previous slide, in which area of Austin do you work?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Area 1 45% 206

Area 2 30% 138

Area 3 13% 59

Area 4 6% 26

Other 6% 27

Totals 100% 456

4. Approximately how often do you visit Lamar Beach? (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Everyday 15% 67

A few times a week 45% 204

A few times a month 24% 108

A few times a year 10% 46

Never 4% 19

Other 1% 6

Totals 100% 450

5. What time of day do you usually visit Lamar Beach?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Morning  30% 199

Afternoon 31% 202

Evening  30% 198

Night  5% 36

Other 3% 20

Totals 100% 655

Responses

Responses

Responses

206 

138 

59 

26 

27 

Area 1

Area 2

Area 3

Area 4

Other

3. Based on the map on the previous slide, in which 
area of Austin do you work? 

67 

204 

108 

46 

19 

6 

Everyday

A few times a week

A few times a month

A few times a year

Never

Other

4. Approximately how often do you visit Lamar 
Beach?   

199 

202 

198 

36 

20 

Morning

Afternoon

Evening

Night

Other

5. What time of day do you usually visit Lamar 
Beach?   

Lamar Beach | Vision Workshop Survey Results

6. I believe the most important goals to focus on are… (select three):   (Multiple Choice - Multiple Response)

Percent Count

           ding residents and commuters. 22% 228

         e connection through the park. 13% 131

              he enjoyment of the park by all. 25% 259

         alue for the residents of Austin. 10% 99

           te and its surrounding context. 18% 186

fy the identity of Lamar Beach. 5% 53

 Please fill out a comment card. 6% 62

Totals 100% 1018

7. How do you normally get to Lamar Beach? (pick up to two)  (Multiple Choice - Multiple Response)

Percent Count

Walking/Jogging 25% 147

Cycling 10% 59

Driving 59% 348

Riding Transit 4% 24

wing (or other form of boating) 2% 9

Other 1% 6

Totals 100% 593

Responses

Responses

228 

131 

259 

99 

186 

53 

62 

Gain support from affected stakeholders including
current users, adjacent property owners, surrounding

residents and commuters.
Integrate adjacent properties and nearby neighborhoods
while providing safe, accessible connection through the

park.
Balance existing uses on the site with additional social

and recreational possibilities that maximize the
enjoyment of the park by all.

Ensure financial sustainability for the park while creating
long-term value for the residents of Austin.

Enhance the natural assets and minimize the negative
impacts on the site and its surrounding context.

Solidify the identity of Lamar Beach.

Other: Please fill out a comment card.

6. I believe the most important goals to focus  
on are… (select three):  

147 

59 

348 

24 

9 

6 

Walking/Jogging

Cycling

Driving

Riding Transit

Rowing (or other form of boating)

Other

7. How do you normally get  
to Lamar Beach?  
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8. Currently, what is the biggest barrier to accessibility? (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

   esar Chavez and Access Ramps 51% 200

Speed of cars on Cesar Chavez 7% 29

Fencing 2% 8

Lack of pedestrian connections 16% 61

The railway on the north side 5% 19

The lake on the south side 2% 7

The lack of sidewalks 5% 21

 p topography on the north side 1% 5

Other 10% 41

Totals 100% 391

9. Currently, what is the biggest barrier to mobility? (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Traffic congestion 51% 212

Not enough travel lanes 4% 16

Speed limit 0% 2

Stop lights 1% 6

Visibility 4% 17

Lack of sidewalks 10% 42

  onnections across Cesar Chavez 21% 87

Other 8% 32

Totals 100% 414

Responses

Responses

200 

29 

8 

61 

19 

7 

21 

5 

41 

Traffic congestion on Cesar Chavez and Access…

Speed of cars on Cesar Chavez

Fencing

Lack of pedestrian connections

The railway on the north side

The lake on the south side

The lack of sidewalks

The steep topography on the north side

Other

8. Currently, what is the biggest barrier to 
accessibility? 

212 

16 

2 

6 

17 

42 

87 

32 

Traffic congestion

Not enough travel lanes

Speed limit

Stop lights

Visibility

Lack of sidewalks

Lack of connections across Cesar Chavez

Other

9. Currently, what is the biggest barrier to mobility?  
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10. If circulation improvements were to take place at Lamar Beach, what are the most important issues to address? (choose your top three): (Multiple Choice - Multiple Response)

Percent Count

Pedestrian safety 25% 279

Pedestrian access 15% 166

Pedestrian mobility 9% 99

Bicycle safety 12% 139

Bicycle access 5% 62

Bicycle mobility 3% 34

Vehicular safety 8% 95

Vehicular access 12% 137

Vehicular mobility 10% 114

Other 1% 13

Totals 100% 1138

11. If infrastructure improvements were to take place at Lamar Beach, what are the most important issues to address? (Choose your top three): (Multiple Choice - Multiple Response)

Percent Count

Vehicle parking 23% 248

Bicycle parking 7% 71

Drainage 16% 174

Water and Wastewater 9% 94

Communication utilities 4% 46

Lighting and Electric 13% 136

Basic facilities 22% 231

Irrigation 3% 35

Other 2% 22

Totals 100% 1057

Responses

Responses

279 

166 

99 

139 

62 

34 

95 

137 

114 

13 

Pedestrian safety

Pedestrian access

Pedestrian mobility

Bicycle safety

Bicycle access

Bicycle mobility

Vehicular safety

Vehicular access

Vehicular mobility

Other

10. If circulation improvements were to take place at Lamar 
Beach, what are the most important issues to address? 

(choose your top three):  

248 

71 

174 

94 

46 

136 

231 

35 

22 

Vehicle parking

Bicycle parking

Drainage

Water and Wastewater

Communication utilities

Lighting and Electric

Basic facilities

Irrigation

Other

11. If infrastructure improvements were to take place at 
Lamar Beach, what are the most important issues to 

address? (Choose your top three):  
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12. If environmental improvements were to take place at Lamar Beach, what are the most important issues to address? (choose your top three): (Multiple Choice - Multiple Response)

Percent Count

Water quality 14% 158

Drainage 17% 183

Habitat 20% 216

Erosion  10% 109

Stream bank degradation 8% 86

Shade 16% 179

Air quality 8% 83

Nature deficit disorder 7% 79

Other 1% 9

Totals 100% 1102

13. Athletic Fields: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Not enough 7% 27

 1% 4

 6% 24

Right amount 50% 194

 8% 31

 7% 27

Too much 21% 82

Totals 100% 389

 

Responses

Responses

158 

183 

216 

109 

86 

179 

83 

79 

9 

Water quality

Drainage

Habitat

Erosion

Stream bank degradation

Shade

Air quality

Nature deficit disorder

Other

12. If environmental improvements were to take place at 
Lamar Beach, what are the most important issues to 

address? (choose your top three):  

27 

4 

24 

194 

31 

27 

82 

Not enough

Right amount

Too much

13. Athletic Fields: 
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14. Animal Services: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Not enough 63% 259

 4% 17

 5% 20

Right amount 13% 55

 2% 8

 2% 8

Too much 11% 44

Totals 100% 411

15. Hike and Bike Trails: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Not enough 11% 42

 9% 36

 21% 83

Right amount 54% 211

 1% 5

 1% 4

Too much 3% 13

Totals 100% 394

Responses

Responses

259 

17 

20 

55 

8 

8 

44 

Not enough

Right amount

Too much

14. Animal Services:  

42 

36 

83 

211 

5 

4 

13 

Not enough

Right amount

Too much

15. Hike and Bike Trails: 
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16. Bikeways: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Not enough 9% 35

 8% 31

 22% 85

Right amount 50% 194

 4% 16

 1% 4

Too much 5% 21

Totals 100% 386

17. Viewing Overlooks: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Not enough 13% 51

 12% 47

 23% 88

Right amount 47% 180

 2% 9

 1% 3

Too much 2% 7

Totals 100% 385

18. Rowing Facilities: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Not enough 2% 7

 3% 13

 10% 39

Right amount 72% 274

 6% 22

 2% 7

Too much 5% 20

Totals 100% 382

Responses

Responses

Responses

35 

31 

85 

194 

16 

4 

21 

Not enough

Right amount

Too much

16. Bikeways:  

51 

47 

88 

180 

9 

3 

7 

Not enough

Right amount

Too much

17. Viewing Overlooks: 

7 

13 

39 

274 

22 

7 

20 

Not enough

Right amount

Too much

18. Rowing Facilities: 
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19. Lake Access/Boat Launch: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Not enough 9% 34

 8% 29

 16% 60

Right amount 60% 227

 3% 11

 1% 5

Too much 3% 13

Totals 100% 379

20. Picnic Tables and Benches: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Not enough 23% 84

 21% 77

 22% 82

Right amount 29% 107

 1% 5

 1% 5

Too much 2% 6

Totals 100% 366

21. Restrooms: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Not enough 26% 101

 23% 89

 28% 109

Right amount 20% 78

 1% 3

 0% 0

Too much 1% 3

Totals 100% 383

Responses

Responses

Responses

27 

4 

24 

194 

31 

27 

82 

Not enough

Right amount

Too much

19. Lake Access/Boat Launch:  

84 

77 

82 

107 

5 

5 

6 

Not enough

Right amount

Too much

20. Picnic Tables and Benches:  

101 

89 

109 

78 

3 

0 

3 

Not enough

Right amount

Too much

21. Restrooms: 
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22. Parking: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Not enough 31% 118

 26% 99

 20% 76

Right amount 17% 65

 2% 8

 1% 3

Too much 4% 14

Totals 100% 383

23. Other Recreational Amenities for the General Public: (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

  (please fill out a comment card) 9% 30

 9% 30

 16% 53

Right amount 59% 202

 3% 9

 2% 7

Too much 3% 9

Totals 100% 340

24. It is important that Lamar Beach have activities and amenities to meet the needs of: (select all that apply) (Multiple Choice - Multiple Response)

Percent Count

Children (0-12) 19% 202

Teenagers (13-19) 21% 217

Adults (20-55) 31% 326

Seniors (55+) 22% 230

Other special users groups  6% 63

None of the above 1% 9

Totals 100% 1047

Responses

Responses

Responses

118 

99 

76 

65 

8 

3 

14 

Not enough

Right amount

Too much

22. Parking:  

30 

30 

53 

202 

9 

7 

9 

Not enough (please fill out a comment card)

Right amount

Too much

23. Other Recreational Amenities for the General 
Public:  

202 

217 

326 

230 

63 

9 

Children (0-12)

Teenagers (13-19)

Adults (20-55)

Seniors (55+)

Other special users groups

None of the above

24. It is important that Lamar Beach have activities 
and amenities to meet the needs of: 
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25. Should the identity of Lamar Beach be formal or informal?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Formal 3% 13

 3% 11

  4% 14

 Neutral/Neither 31% 120

   10% 39

 12% 45

Informal 38% 146

Totals 100% 388

26. Should the identity of Lamar Beach be eclectic or unified?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Eclectic 27% 104

 11% 41

  13% 49

 Neutral/Neither 33% 124

   5% 18

 4% 16

Unified 7% 27

Totals 100% 379

Responses

Responses

13 

11 

14 

120 

39 

45 

146 

Formal

 Neutral/Neither

Informal

25. Should the identity of Lamar Beach be 
formal or informal?   

104 

41 

49 

124 

18 

16 

27 

Eclectic

 Neutral/Neither

Unified

26. Should the identity of Lamar Beach be 
eclectic or unified?   
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27. Should the identity of Lamar Beach be active or passive?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Active 23% 85

 12% 43

  13% 47

 Neutral/Neither 39% 147

   5% 18

 3% 11

Passive 6% 22

Totals 100% 373

28. Should the identity of Lamar Beach be modern or traditional?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Modern 12% 45

 8% 32

  13% 49

 Neutral/Neither 46% 174

   6% 24

 5% 17

Traditional 10% 36

Totals 100% 377

Responses

Responses

85 

43 

47 

147 

18 

11 

22 

Active

 Neutral/Neither

Passive

27. Should the identity of Lamar Beach be 
active or passive?   

45 

32 

49 

174 

24 

17 

36 

Modern

 Neutral/Neither

Traditional

28. Should the identity of Lamar Beach be 
modern or traditional?   
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29. Should the identity of Lamar Beach be natural or man-made?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Natural 28% 107

 12% 46

  15% 55

 Neutral/Neither 32% 120

   6% 24

 3% 11

Man-made 4% 14

Totals 100% 377

30. Should the identity of Lamar Beach be regional or local?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Regional 5% 19

 1% 5

  3% 11

 Neutral/Neither 19% 74

   10% 38

 13% 50

Local 49% 188

Totals 100% 385

Responses

Responses

107 

46 

55 

120 

24 

11 

14 

Natural

 Neutral/Neither

Man-made

29. Should the identity of Lamar Beach be 
natural or man-made?   

19 

5 

11 

74 

38 

50 

188 

Regional

 Neutral/Neither

Local

30. Should the identity of Lamar Beach be 
regional or local?   
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31. Do you think that the areas of Lamar Beach to the north and south of West Cesar Chavez Street could function as a unified park?  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

     ides should be separate parks.  43% 159

           ould work together as one park. 52% 194

Other 5% 19

Totals 100% 372

32. Do you agree that we are looking at the right benchmarks? (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Strongly agree 3% 12

Agree 41% 151

Neutral 43% 157

Disagree 10% 36

  (please fill out a comment card) 3% 11

Totals 100% 367

Responses

Responses

159 

194 

19 

No, the north and south sides should be separate
parks.

Yes, the north and south sides of West Cesar
Chavez Street should work together as one park.

Other

31. Do you think that the areas of Lamar Beach to the 
north and south of West Cesar Chavez Street could 

function as a unified park? 

12 

151 

157 

36 

11 

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly disagree (please fill out a comment card)

32. Do you agree that we are looking at the 
right benchmarks?  
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33. Although I may not agree with everything stated today, I feel that the overall process for the Lamar Beach Master Plan is headed in the right direction.  (Multiple Choice)

Percent Count

Strongly agree 4% 15

Agree 45% 162

Neutral 39% 140

Disagree 10% 38

  (please fill out a comment card) 2% 8

Totals 100% 363

Responses

15 

162 

140 

38 

8 

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly disagree (please fill out a comment card)

33. Although I may not agree with everything stated 
today, I feel that the overall process for the Lamar 
Beach Master Plan is headed in the right direction.   
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MEETING RECORD 
To:  Charles Mabry 

From: Rachel Tepper 

Date: February 15, 2016 

Project Name: Lamar Beach 

Project #: 5381 

Subject: Lamar Beach TAG Meeting 5  

Meeting Date:  February 5, 2016 

Start/End:  9:00 - 11: 00 AM 

Location:  PARD Annex (919 W. 28 1/2 Street) Shoal 
Creek Conference Room 

Copy To: TAG Committee Members, DW Team  

Following are the minutes of the above referenced meeting.  The following people were present:  
(See sign-in sheet) 
 
Items in bold print indicate what action is required, who will perform the action and the deadline to 
complete action.   
 
1. Recap of January 27th workshop and design alternatives  

Design Workshop (DW) presented the refined alternatives to the TAG. The following 
questions/comments came up during the discussion.  
a. COA Transportation Department remembered seeing an option where Cesar Chavez is 

aligned against the bluff and then swings back down underneath Lamar. Design Workshop 
and PARD clarified that this was an early idea but was not presented to the public.  

b. COA Transportation Department requested more information on costs and engineering 
assumptions. DW to follow up with transportation on a detailed memo that includes 
costs and engineering assumptions.  

c. Austin High is supportive of the Separated Systems option because it moves the traffic 
away from Austin High.  

d. WAYA is supportive of the increased parking in all of the options, but is primarily concerned 
with phasing in the plans that relocate the road north. WAYA would be significantly 
impacted if they did not have access to the Lamar Beach fields for more than a year, they 
would like to have some fields in operation at all times.  

e. Austin High requested clarification on whether there would be a signalized intersection in 
Hybrid and Separated Systems into the Park Road. The Diagrams on the boards do not have 
a symbol for traffic signal. DW indicated that yes, the traffic model includes having an 
additional intersection just west of Lamar into the park. DW will update the boards to 
indicate this on the graphic.  

f. In the proposed intersection to the park road just west of Lamar, the Transportation Department 
thought that the intersection would need “free rights and dual lefts” and that intersection 
wouldn’t work so close to the proposed Lamar/Chavez intersection.  

 
 
 
 

Landscape Architecture 
Planning 
Urban Design 
 
800 Brazos Street 

Suite 490 

Austin, TX 78701 

512-499-0222 

512-499-0229 fax 

 

www.designworkshop.com 

Meeting Telephone Conference Call

 
 
2. Discussion of a preferred alternative: It is looking like the Hybrid alternative is coming out ahead of 

the others as a favorite, what about this alternative does your organization need changed in order for 
you to support it?  
a. Austin Water Utility would like more clarity on the location of the 72” water line in relation to the 

proposed relocation of Cesar Chavez in both the Separated Systems and the Hybrid Alternatives. 
Urban Design Group is going to coordinate with Austin Water Utility to discuss this in 
more detail. 

b. Austin High is concerned with Pressler traffic coming through the park in the Hybrid alternative.  
c. COA Transportation Department is concerned with the Lamar/Cesar Chavez intersection and 

what this would do to the capacity of the entire downtown transportation network.  
d. WAYA is concerned with traffic concerns at peak hours (between 3:00 and 6:00 pm) – especially 

if there is additional traffic from Pressler street that is routed through the park.  
e. CTRMA wanted more clarity about how much the Lamar/Chavez intersection impacts the 

capacity on Mopac. The traffic study done by the A&M Center for Transportation Research 
concluded that the MoPac South Express would have minimal impact to the traffic on Cesar 
Chavez because it was already exceeding capacity, but that study assumed the existing capacity 
on Chavez would remain. If capacity decreases due to the Lamar/Chavez intersection, this may 
also have an impact on MoPac.  

 
 
3. Knowing that the Hybrid alternative is a long-term vision, what are some strategies that could happen 

in the 1 year, 5 year and 10 year timeframe?  
a. COA Transportation Department recommended that if this project were to move forward, it 

would need to be a city-wide bond so that all of the departments received the funding at the 
same time and construction could occur as a complete package. 

b. WAYA would likely need a partnership for temporary field relocation if they were going to be 
displaced for any period of time.  

  
 
 
4. Next Steps  

• Next TAG Meeting: Draft Master Plan Review, March 23rd 

• Austin High requested an additional stakeholder meeting with all groups in order for all of the 
stakeholders to get on the same page. PARD to follow up about potential meeting dates.  

• PARD and the DW team will meet with the COA Transportation Department to discuss more 
details about costs and traffic impact.   

 
 
 
Attachments:  
1. Sign in Sheets 

 
  
END OF NOTES 
 
The record herein is considered to be an accurate depiction of the discussion and/or decisions made 
during the meeting unless written clarification is received by Design Workshop within five (5) working 
days upon receipt of this meeting record. 
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LAMAR BEACH MASTER PLAN 
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Following page is also from Mr. Ward

Following from Mr. Ward
RECOMMENDATIONS WORKSHOP COMMENTS
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1

Lauren Gaetano

From: Ashley Widener
Sent: Tuesday, October 20, 2015 9:31 AM
To: Rebecca Leonard
Cc: Lauren Gaetano
Subject: FW: Austin - Lamar Beach Comparisons

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Categories: 1 - NOW

 
 
Ashley Widener

Asheville | Aspen | Austin | Beijing | Chicago | Denver | Dubai | Houston | Lake Tahoe | Los Angeles 

1390 Lawrence Street, Suite 100 
Denver, Colorado 80204 
303 623-2616, Ext. 5200 (direct) 
303 623-5186 (main)
www.designworkshop.com

       
 
From: Mabry, Charles [mailto:Charles.Mabry@austintexas.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, October 20, 2015 7:16 AM 
To: ELIZABETH KALBACHER; Den DWI Mailbox 
Cc: amy.taylor@austinisd.org; Amber Elenz; Ashley Unbehagen; Erika Brown 
Subject: RE: Austin - Lamar Beach Comparisons 

Ms. Kalbacher, 
 
Thank you for this input and attending the Lamar Beach public meeting.  This type of input is exactly what we are 
seeking at this point in the master plan process.  I have forwarded your email to Design Workshop. 
 
Feel free to contact me with any additional input or questions. 
 
Charles Mabry, PLA 
Park Development Coordinator 
Planning and Development Division 
Parks and Recreation Department | City of Austin 
919 W. 28 ½ Street | Austin, TX 78705   
512‐974‐9481 
charles.mabry@austintexas.gov 
 
 
From: ELIZABETH KALBACHER [mailto:eakalbacher@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 11:54 PM 
To: dwi@designworkshop.com; Mabry, Charles 

2

Cc: amy.taylor@austinisd.org; Amber Elenz; Ashley Unbehagen; Erika Brown 
Subject: Austin - Lamar Beach Comparisons 

Greetings - 

I attended the Lamar Beach Master Plan - Vision Workshop and Public Meeting on Wednesday, October 14, 
2015 at Austin High School where Rebecca Leonard of Design Workshop made a presentation.   

As I do not have a direct email address for Ms. Leonard, I kindly request that this be forwarded to her 
immediately.  Thank you in advance.

Austin High is named as one of the major stakeholders of the Lamar Beach property and yet, Ms. Leonard's 
presentation was based upon and repeatedly referenced what she referred as "comparable parks" - comparable in 
that they were urban parks adjacent to a body of water.  However, not one of her said comparisons had a high 
school within or directly adjacent to the park area.   

As Austin High School is a MAJOR component and stakeholder of the Lamar Beach area, it is necessary to find 
comparisons that have ALL THREE components - (1) an urban park, (2) a water feature AND (3) a high 
school.  If no comparisons seem to exist with all three components, then at least the same number of 
comparisons with a high school and an urban park must be presented alongside the urban park and water 
comparisons in order for a TRUE comparison to be made.  The lack of actual comparisons including a high 
school seems to me to be a major flaw with this initial research and presentation. After a brief google search, I 
came up with the following possible comparisons that include an urban park adjacent to a high school: 

1. Edward R. Roybal Learning Center and Vista Hermosa Park in Los Angeles, CA 
2. Lincoln Park High School and Oz Park in Chicago, IL 
3. Taft High School and Norwood Park in Chicago, IL 
4. Marcel Sembat High School built right next to a public park in France 
5. Coolidge High School and Parks & Rec. Centers in Washington, DC 
6. Novi High School and Ella Mae Power Park in Novi, MI 
7. East High School and City Park in Denver, CO 

I am certain that the search capabilities of a major design firm such as Design Workshop would be able to yield 
much more specific and appropriate comparisons.  But, I submit this initial list to show that such comparisons 
do in fact exist and must be considered.   

I certainly hope that not including appropriate high school comparisons was an honest oversight and not a 
blatant attempt to disregard the impact of Austin High School as part of the Lamar Beach project.  I look 
forward to future meetings where appropriate acknowledgement and consideration will be given to Austin 
High.  Thank you.

Elizabeth Kalbacher 
512.589.1592
eakalbacher@sbcglobal.net

Confidentiality note: The above email and any attachments contain information that may be confidential and/or 
privileged. The information is for the use of the individual or entity originally intended. If you are not the 
intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of this information is prohibited. If this 
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From: Mabry, Charles
To: Rachel Tepper
Subject: FW: Keep APA at Lamar Beach
Date: Friday, October 16, 2015 12:57:12 PM

Rachel,

 See below...can you please add this to your input?

 Thanks.

 Charles Mabry, PLA
 Parks and Recreation Department | City of Austin
 512-974-9481

 -----Original Message-----
 From: Gary Chapman [mailto:chapi0351@yahoo.com]
 Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2015 2:17 PM
 To: PARD Lamar Beach Master Plan
 Subject: Keep APA at Lamar Beach

 Since my husband and I cannot attend tonight's meeting, we are writing to voice our support for keeping APA in
their current location. As volunteers of APA, we have seen first hand the great job that Ellen Jefferson and APA
have done to make to make Austin the largest "No Kill City" in the USA. We volunteered at the American Pets
Alive Conference held in Austin in February and saw people from all over the country come to hear how APA has
been able to save so many animals. They were then able to take this information back to their homes in other cities
and states and use these ideas to save more animals in their area.

 APA is a valuable asset to the city of Austin, TX and the rest of our country and needs to be in a central location,
like Lamar Beach, to continue their awesome work. Please allow APA to remain at Lamar Beach, in the heart of
Austin!

 Gary and Sandy Chapman

From: Mabry, Charles
To: Rachel Tepper
Subject: FW: Lamar Beach
Date: Wednesday, February 03, 2016 10:50:42 AM

Rachel,
 
I’m not sure how you are recording feedback for the master plan but could you please include the
 email below regarding the name of Lamar Beach?  We are not entertaining any renaming, currently,
 and this was relayed to Mr. Sanders.
 
Thanks.
 
Charles Mabry, PLA
Parks and Recreation Department | City of Austin 
512-974-9481
 
From: Rod Sanders [mailto:rodsanders123@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, January 29, 2016 6:19 PM
To: Mabry, Charles
Subject: Lamar Beach

Dear Mr. Mabry,

I enjoyed meeting you at Austin High the other evening. Thank you for taking my concerns
seriously. As you requested, I am writing to provide my formal request for renaming Lamar
Beach.

For many years, I have been troubled by the fact that the main commercial thoroughfare
through Austin is named for the most notorious racist in the history of Texas. Today, we as a
society have become more sensitive to the subtleties of racism embedded in symbols and in
the honoring of those who have supported racism in America's checkered history. These
things have always been offensive to people of color. Recently, there have been national and
local movements to remove and change flags, move statues, rename streets, schools and other
public works, etc.

Previously, these issues have been brought up from time to time with little or no effect. The
reasoning has usually been that it isn't that important, that the racism exhibited must be
considered in the context of the time in history, that changing names involves unnecessary
expenses and that people shouldn't be so sensitive and should just get over it. While those
attitudes have become less dominant, the changes that are being made at this time focus
largely on the Confederacy and the institution of slavery as the examples of the racism from
which we wish to see honors removed.

As Texans, we have bestowed a lot of honors on Confederates. In Austin, we like to think we
are more open to diversity, and we have a large population of residents who have migrated
from the north. Maybe that's why some of these changes are taking place here with far less
resistance than in the deep south. Hopefully, that will be the case with Lamar Beach.

I have lived within a mile of Lamar Beach for over 30 years. I've ridden my bike along the
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path by Lady Bird Lake many times. To me and my friends, it has just been the greenbelt. But
last week, I saw a post on a neighborhood listserv about the meeting to discuss Lamar Beach.
That was the first time I had ever heard this stretch of parkland referred to by that name. I
wanted to learn more. I then read the city resolution dated June 14, 2014 where in the second
paragraph Lamar Beach is referred to as "a gateway to downtown Austin." I was incensed!

As a student of history, I know exactly who Lamar was. I would know if his name had been
posted on any signage along that familiar stretch of greenbelt. I wondered, when and how did
this land get named in honor of Lamar? Obviously, it came about prior to the resolution for
the Pressler Street extension. I did a little more research online but I found nothing. I then
decided to attend the meeting. When we met, you may recall that the first thing I asked was
how and when the name came about. I didn't ask why because I figure it has to do with the
fact that Lamar moved the capital to Austin after Sam Houston had moved it to Houston. I
was not surprised that neither you nor Rebecca Leonard knew the answer. I remain curious
about the how and when. I think there is an answer somewhere in city archives but it's
hopefully not important.

Sam Houston was the 1st and the 3rd president of Texas. Mirabeau B. Lamar was the 2nd
president of the Republic of Texas. Houston and Lamar were political rivals. Earlier in his
life, Houston had married a Cherokee, been adopted into the Cherokee Nation and lived
among the Cherokees for years. Houston supported a peaceful coexistence policy with all
Indian nations in Texas - and there were many. Lamar hated Indians. He didn't care whether
they were peaceful agrarian people or nomadic raiders. His views were not uncommon but he
was the leader of racist sentiment in Texas government.

I could include a very long list of the different Indian nations that inhabited Texas when land-
grabbing racist American invaders appeared here in great numbers. Suffice to say that there
were a lot, but when Lamar came into power, he proclaimed that they all must go or die!
Lamar instituted a policy for the "total extinction" of Indian tribes within Texas. He followed
that up with military action against any Indians that refused to leave the republic. This is the
only instance I am aware of where genocide was sanctioned by a federal government until
Nazi Germany. This is not ancient history. It was only 20 years prior to the war to end slavery
in America.

Do we really want this gateway to downtown Austin to named in honor of a genocidal racist? I
know I don't. There are just so many alternatives. I'll offer just three who are more deserving
of the honor and why:

1) Duwali Beach - Duwali was Sam Houston's friend, peace chief of the Texas band of
Cherokees. He had signed a treaty with Houston that the legislature refused to honor. Along
with many other Cherokees, he was murdered by the Texas military subsequent to Lamar's go
or die proclamation. Naming this gateway to honor Chief Duwali would go some way to raise
awareness of why we have no Indian reservations in these parts. Such an unusual name on
signage fronting downtown would likely raise curiosity about the origin of the name and
encourage people to learn more about the history of Texas.

2) Austin Beach - It makes sense for a gateway to downtown Austin between the lake and City
Hall. But unlike Duwali, we all pretty much know who Stephen F. Austin was. He is honored
by many things including the name of our city and the high school fronting this parkland as
well.

3) Sam Houston Beach - Houston opposed joining the Confederacy, he was the 1st president
of Texas among other things, but I don't know of anything in Austin for which he has been
honored. Maybe that's because the Texas legislature, that commonly decries Austin's
liberalism, has a history of racism itself. Sam Houston saw things differently.

There are many others. To me, just about any name is preferable to one that honors the most
notorious racist in the history of Texas.

Thank you for your consideration.

Rod Sanders
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Rachel Tepper

From: Mabry, Charles <Charles.Mabry@austintexas.gov>
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2015 3:38 PM
To: Rachel Tepper
Cc: Claire Hempel; Rebecca Leonard
Subject: FW: Lamar Beach Master Plan -- Dougherty Arts Center

Rachel, 
 
Can you please make note of the input below?  We can talk more about this later. 
 
Thanks. 
 
Charles Mabry, PLA 
Parks and Recreation Department | City of Austin   
512‐974‐9481 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Larry Akers [mailto:lakers@semanticdesigns.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2015 3:42 PM 
To: Mabry, Charles 
Cc: Mejia, Alberto; VacaLambert, MaryAnn; Webb, Guiniviere; German, Sarah; lucy.millerdowning@austintexas.gov; 
Moore, Nancy; Jeff Jack; Stump, Marty 
Subject: Lamar Beach Master Plan ‐‐ Dougherty Arts Center 
 
All, 
 
I will be out of town for the first Lamar Beach Vision Workshop, but I would like to submit for discussion an idea that has 
its roots in Butler Park. 
 
It is well known that the Dougherty Arts Center (DAC) facility is in need of replacement.  Rebuilding in its current location 
is not feasible, due to flood plain considerations, ground pollution concerns, and other site limitations.  A proposal was 
made by TUR Partners, a planning group that developed a revised master planning vision for the Butler Park/Auditorium 
Shores area, to relocate the DAC between the Long Center and the Palmer Events Center as part of a new shared‐used 
facility.  TUR's physical plant recommendations have been poorly received and show little traction.  Though their DAC 
proposal has not been as discounted as some other aspects of their plan, it faces the complexities of shared use 
between two City departments and a private entity as well as a complex and constrained physical location. 
 
Be that as it may, the community has expressed a desire for the DAC to remain in the Lady Bird Lake district, if not within 
Butler Park. 
 
Lamar Beach candidate building Site C presents an opportunity that should be seriously considered for the DAC.  The site 
is sufficient in size, has excellent arterial access, can accommodate the circulation needs for drop‐offs to the DAC's 
various children's programs, and is sufficiently distant from any arterial traffic to establish a more than adequate safety 
buffer for outdoor children's activities and ambience for artistic endeavor. 
 
The biforcation of the building site by the power line may be much less of a problem for the DAC than it would be for 
many consolidated facilities.  The reason is that the DAC serves two very related but potentially physically distinct 

2

program areas: 1) gallery, performance, classroom, meeting, and administrative spaces, and 2) studio spaces, including 
quasi‐industrial operations like kiln and metalworking spaces or studios that may have special ventilating needs.  
Symbiosis and close connection between these two areas is a requirement.  But physical co‐habitation is not; it may 
even present a challenge.   
 
Given that Site C has two distinct but immediately neighboring building sites of substantial size, it seems like a very rich 
opportunity for meeting the DAC's needs.  Each of the two half‐acre pad spaces should be sufficient to accommodate 
one of the program areas. Furthermore, the smaller .13 acre pad site on the east side might make an ideal location for 
an outdoor children's activity area, open to the other sites but sheltered, as it is, by an existing grove of trees. 
 
I hope this idea will receive a complete and fair airing in the Lamar Beach planning process.  I only regret that I will not 
be present on October 14 to raise it myself. 
 
Larry Akers 
Stakeholder Representative ‐‐ Friends of the Parks of Austin Town Lake Park Community Events Center Venue Project 
 
 

ONLINE COMMENTS 
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DECEMBER 2015

AUSTIN, TX  •  CITY OF AUSTIN
LAMAR BEACH | AUSTIN PETS ALIVE CONCEPTS

OPTION 1: REMODEL/ADDITION TO EXISTING

OPTION 2: TWO-STORY W/ SHARED STRUCTURED PARKING

OPTION 3: SHARED COMMUNITY SPACE 

BLDG. S.F. (AFTER REMODEL):   12,400 S.F.
CONSTRUCION COST ESTIMATE:   $3,900,000

PARKING SPACES:     46

BLDG. S.F. (AFTER REMODEL):   12,900 S.F.
CONSTRUCION COST ESTIMATE:   $13,200,000

PARKING SPACES 
(GARAGE & SURFACE):    9 SURFACE, 41 IN SHARED GARAGE = 50 TOTAL

BLDG. S.F. (AFTER REMODEL):   14,600 S.F.
CONSTRUCION COST ESTIMATE:   $12,100,000

PARKING SPACES:     70 (MORE PARKING POSSIBLE)

ADMIN. & VOLUNTEER    3,800 - 4,800 S.F.
VET CLINIC         1,500 - 2,200 S.F. 

LOADING/STORAGE         1,600 - 2,400 S.F.

CIRCULATION         2,100 - 3,400 S.F.

CAT AREAS          2,200 - 2,800 S.F.

DOG KENNELS    13,500 - 15,000 S.F.

ADOPTION          1,200 - 1,800 S.F.

DONA SPRING ANIMAL SHELTER

BEREKELY, CA

STATEN ISLAND ANIMAL SHELTER

STATEN ISLAND, NY

SOUTH LOS ANGELES ANIMAL SHELTER

LOS ANGELES CA

AUSTIN PETS ALIVE! CONCEPTS 

APPENDIX 7

DRAFT
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DECEMBER 2015

AUSTIN, TX  •  CITY OF AUSTIN
LAMAR BEACH | AUSTIN PETS ALIVE CONCEPTS

OPTION 1: REMODEL/ADDITION TO EXISTING

OPTION 2: TWO-STORY W/ SHARED STRUCTURED PARKING

OPTION 3: SHARED COMMUNITY SPACE 

BLDG. S.F. (AFTER REMODEL):   12,400 S.F.
CONSTRUCION COST ESTIMATE:   $3,900,000

PARKING SPACES:     46

BLDG. S.F. (AFTER REMODEL):   12,900 S.F.
CONSTRUCION COST ESTIMATE:   $13,200,000

PARKING SPACES 
(GARAGE & SURFACE):    9 SURFACE, 41 IN SHARED GARAGE = 50 TOTAL

BLDG. S.F. (AFTER REMODEL):   14,600 S.F.
CONSTRUCION COST ESTIMATE:   $12,100,000

PARKING SPACES:     70 (MORE PARKING POSSIBLE)

ADMIN. & VOLUNTEER    3,800 - 4,800 S.F.
VET CLINIC         1,500 - 2,200 S.F. 

LOADING/STORAGE         1,600 - 2,400 S.F.

CIRCULATION         2,100 - 3,400 S.F.

CAT AREAS          2,200 - 2,800 S.F.

DOG KENNELS    13,500 - 15,000 S.F.

ADOPTION          1,200 - 1,800 S.F.

DONA SPRING ANIMAL SHELTER

BEREKELY, CA

STATEN ISLAND ANIMAL SHELTER

STATEN ISLAND, NY

SOUTH LOS ANGELES ANIMAL SHELTER

LOS ANGELES CA

AUSTIN PETS ALIVE! CONCEPTS 

APPENDIX 7
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DECEMBER 2015

AUSTIN, TX  •  CITY OF AUSTIN
LAMAR BEACH | AUSTIN PETS ALIVE CONCEPTS

OPTION 3: SHARED COMMUNITY SPACE 
BLDG. S.F. (ENCLOSED):       14,600 S.F.
CONSTRUCION COST ESTIMATE:   $13,100,000

PARKING SPACES:     50 (MORE PARKING POSSIBLE)

ADMIN. & ADOPTION          2,900 - 3,100 S.F.
VET CLINIC                 5,200 - 6,000 S.F. 

LOADING/STORAGE                 2,000 - 2,400 S.F.

CIRCULATION               2,000 - 2,700 S.F.

CAT AREAS                    2,300 - 2,800 S.F.

DOG KENNELS              17,500 - 20,500 S.F.

VOLUNTEER/COMM. SPACE      3,100 - 3,500 S.F.

STATEN ISLAND ANIMAL SHELTER

STATEN ISLAND, NY

SOUTH LOS ANGELES ANIMAL SHELTER

LOS ANGELES, CA

SITE PLAN

BIRD’S EYE VIEW FROM THE SOUTH EAST

AUSTIN PETS ALIVE! REFINED CONCEPT

APPENDIX 7

DRAFT



178  |  Appendix

Area on Site in Acres Area on Site  in Acres SF Difference
Outdoor Play area/Dog Runs/Green Space 40,301 0.93 41,525 0.95 1224
Parking 32,514 0.75 27,004 0.62 ‐5510
Bldg and Covered Sidewalks 32,732 0.75 28,228 0.65 ‐4504
Kennels 42,773 0.98 59,095 1.36 16322

Totals: 148,320 3.40 155,852 3.58
7532

Open, In front
Gated, on the 
side Total Open

Portion of Shared 
Spaces Total

parking spaces 47 15 62 43 32 75

area ratio
parking 
spaces  area ratio

parking 
spaces 

Urban Core Parking 
Req'd

Meeting Space 2400 75 32.00 2550 75 34.00 27.20
Offices 5500 275 20.00 5500 275 20.00 16.00
Kennels 12015 1000 12.02 17000 1000 17.00 13.60
Vet Services 11350 500 22.70 11500 500 23.00 18.40

Totals: 19,250 86.72 19,550 94.00 75.20

Zoning Rules & Assumptions

Lamar Beach Master Plan APA Existing Facility/Proposed Facility Projection Comparison

Building Program Element

3. LDC 25‐2‐736‐(e) : Surface parking is prohibited, except for parking area for buses, van pooling, the Handicapped, or public access to park land.

Site Footprint Needed per Building Element

Parking

4. LDC 25‐2‐736‐(d): Max height is 60 feet.  Could be less per above.

   a. This applies to Impervious Cover, Bldg Cover, Height, FAR, setbacks etc.
   b. Allowable uses will also be determined.

OPTION 4 IN DRAFTEXISTING

1. P zoning allows for Planning Commision/Land Use Commissions to set most zoning and approve site plans.

2. Lamar Beach Park is in the Lamar Subdistrict of the Waterfront Overlay.

Building Footprint

Building Info Relative to Parking Requirements

AUSTIN PETS ALIVE! EXISTING FACILITY/PROPOSED FACILITY PROJECTION COMPARISON

APPENDIX 7

DRAFT
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












 

 

 

























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


      

      
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 









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

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      
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




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 
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
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






























 










       

       

      




      

      




      

      



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














 

 


 
























APPENDIX 8
TRANSPORTATION MEMO

DRAFT



182  |  Appendix









 

































     

 


 



































 


 
















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 
























































 





























 


































































 
















































 














 






 






 

































 




























 


































































 






 






 

































 



























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


 












































































 















 














 






 






 



































 
































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APPENDIX 8  

49 WEST 27TH STREET, SUITE 10W     NEW YORK, NY  10001-6936     212-242-2490     FAX 212-242-2549 

www.nelsonnygaard.com 

M E M O R A N D U M 
To: Design Workshop 

From: Michael King, Iain Banks 

Date: September 13, 2016 

Subject: Recommendations on Preferred Alignment of Cesar Chavez Street through Lamar 
Beach Park 

This memo provides recommendations on the preferred alignment (separated) of Cesar Chavez 
Street.  It address traffic delay impacts, origin-destination distances, street widths and turn lanes, 
bicycle facilities, driveway design, parking management & loading, and transit.

TRAFFIC DELAY IMPACTS 
In preferred alignment (separated), Chavez is located along the bluff rejoining the existing 
alignment at B. Reynolds Drive for the connection to Lamar Blvd. The Chavez/Lamar ramps 
remain at Reynolds and Muraida. New signalized intersections at Chavez/Park Road and 
Chavez/Pressler would be added.  A park road and road under Chavez connect from Lamar to 
SFA.

The addition of two signalized intersections increases signal delay and travel time over the 
existing condition and lowers corridor speeds accordingly.  Figure 1 updates the table from our 
February 18, 2016 memo.  We have highlighted in red where corridor speeds exceed 17 mph 
(possible 25 mph travel speed).  In the preferred alignment northbound access to Lamar Blvd 
from Chavez is enhanced with left-turns enabled at a modified intersection at Muraida
incorporating a 250-ft eastbound turn lane. At the time of the data collection this turn was 
prohibited so turning volumes modeled were based on assumptions of anticipated travel flows.

Figure 1 Signal Delay and Travel Time and Corridor Speed with Preferred Alignment (separated)

Route Direction
Signal Delay 

(sec)
Travel Time 

(sec)
Corridor 

Speed (mph)

AM PM AM PM AM PM

On Chavez, from SFA to Muraida WB 66 93 178 205 17 15

EB 132 103 239 210 12 13

On Chavez & Lamar, from SFA to Riverside EB/SB 116 130 223 237 13 12

NB/WB 146 146 255 254 11 11

On Chavez & Lamar, from SFA to W 5th SB/WB 50 44 165 159 19 19

EB/NB 152 199 294 340 13 11

Austin Lamar Beach Park 
Austin Parks Department

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates Inc. | 2

ORIGIN-DESTINATION 
Figure 2 updates the table from our February 18, 2016 memo regarding origin-destination 
distances.  Distances that are shortened considerably are shown in green; those that are 
lengthened are shown in red.

Figure 2 Origin-destination Distances

Origin-Destination Existing Separated Scenario

AHS - Lamar/5th 1.0 - 1.1 miles via Chavez & Lamar 
depending on direction

0.9  - 1.1 miles via park road or road under 
Chavez, depending on direction 

AHS - MOPAC 0.5 miles 1.4 miles

APA - Lamar 0.9 miles via Chavez & Reserve 0.3 miles via park road

TRC - Pressler/5th 1.6 - 1.8 miles via SFA, Chavez, Lamar, 
Fifth/Sixth & Pressler depending on 
direction

1.3 miles via SFA, park road, Chavez & 
Pressler

WAYA - Lamar 0.9 miles via Chavez & Reserve 0.3 miles via park road

YMCA - Pressler/5th 0.7 - 1.1 miles via Lamar & Fifth  depending 
on direction

0.4 miles via Chavez & Pressler 
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STREET WIDTHS AND TURN LANES 
Figure 3 provides a street-by-street listing of street widths and turn lanes.  

Figure 3 Number of Lanes and Turn Lanes

Street # of Lanes Turn Lanes

Chavez, west of Pressler 3 lanes WB
2 lanes EB

• 150' long left turn lane at Pressler

Chavez, Pressler - Reynolds 2 lanes WB
2 lanes EB

• 150' long right turn lane at Pressler
• 150' long left turn lanes into YMCA and APA parking lots
• 150' long left turn lane at Reynolds
• 150’ long right turn at Reynolds

Chavez, east of Reynolds 2 lanes WB
2 lanes EB

• 150' long right turn lane at Reynolds
• 150' long left turn lane at Reynolds
• 250’ long left turn lane at Muraida

Pressler 1 lane NB
1 lane SB

• No turn lanes

Reynolds 1 lane NB
1 lane SB

• 150' long right turn lane at Chavez

Park road 1 lane EB
1 lane WB

• 150' long left turn lane at Chavez

Austin 1 lane EB
1 lane WB

• No turn lanes

Road under Chavez 1 lane EB
1 lane WB

• No turn lanes
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APPENDIX 9
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE MASTER PLAN LEVEL COST ESTIMATEPreferred Alternative Cost Estimate for Lamar Beach Master Plan 
DESIGN WORKSHOP 

** Estimates are based on data from 2015 - 2016. 

Notes / Assumptions Quantity Units  Unit Cost Potential Cost Contingency Potential Cost Responsible Party 

1. Cesar Chavez Street Minor Improvements 
Street Trees on Cesar Chavez Street (both sides) 4" Shade Trees 130.00 ea  $                  750.00  $                        97,500.00 30%  $                              126,750.00 
Sidewalk on Cesar Chavez Street 10395.00 sf  $                    10.00  $                      103,950.00 30%  $                              135,135.00 
Construction Cost for Cesar Chavez Street Minor Improvements  $                      201,450.00  $                              261,885.00 
TOTAL Cost for Cesar Chavez Street Minor Improvements  $                      271,957.50 --  $                              353,544.75 

2. Stephen F. Austin Drive Improvements
Street Trees on Stephen F. Austin (one side) 4" Shade Trees 27.00 ea  $                  750.00  $                        20,250.00 30%  $                                26,325.00 
Sidewalk on Stephen F. Austin (one side) 16044.00 sf  $                    10.00  $                      160,440.00 30%  $                              208,572.00 
Road Striping
Construction Cost for Stephen F. Austin Drive Improvements  $                      180,690.00  $                              234,897.00 
TOTAL Cost for Stephen F. Austin Drive Improvements includes 35% for soft costs  $                      243,931.50 --  $                              317,110.95 

3A. Ball Field Improvements Phase One
Chalmer's Field includes demolition/site preparation and grading 86000.00 sf  $                     3.75  $                      322,500.00 30%  $                              419,250.00 
McEachern Field includes demolition/site preparation and grading 68000.00 sf  $                     3.75  $                      255,000.00 30%  $                              331,500.00 
Sayer's Field includes demolition/site preparation and grading 33130.00 sf  $                     3.75  $                      124,237.50 30%  $                              161,508.75 
Bishop field includes demolition/site preparation and grading 32490.00 sf  $                     3.75  $                      121,837.50 30%  $                              158,388.75 
Kocurek Field includes demolition/site preparation and grading 40505.00 sf  $                     3.75  $                      151,893.75 30%  $                              197,461.88 
Bechtol-Harper includes demolition/site preparation and grading 88225.00 sf  $                     3.75  $                      330,843.75 30%  $                              430,096.88 
Batting cages (8) 8.00 ls  $             15,000.00  $                      120,000.00 30%  $                              156,000.00 
Restroom, concession stand and press box 1.00 ls  $           250,000.00  $                      250,000.00 30%  $                              325,000.00 
Pedestrian Bridge WAYA< >YMCA 50 lf x 15' w 1.00  ls  $           185,000.00  $                      185,000.00 30%  $                              240,500.00 
Chalmer's Field lighting source: estimate from Musco Sports Lighting 1.00  ls  $           151,000.00  $                      151,000.00 30%  $                              196,300.00 
McEachern Field lighting source: estimate from Musco Sports Lighting 1.00  ls  $           121,000.00  $                      121,000.00 30%  $                              157,300.00 
Sayer's Field lighting source: estimate from Musco Sports Lighting 1.00  ls  $           132,000.00  $                      132,000.00 30%  $                              171,600.00 
Bishop Field lighting source: estimate from Musco Sports Lighting 1.00  ls  $             89,000.00  $                        89,000.00 30%  $                              115,700.00 
Kocurek Field lighting source: estimate from Musco Sports Lighting 1.00  ls  $             89,000.00  $                        89,000.00 30%  $                              115,700.00 
Bechtol-Harper lighting source: estimate from Musco Sports Lighting 1.00  ls  $           101,000.00  $                      101,000.00 30%  $                              131,300.00 
Relocate electric transmission lines at baseball fields 1400.00  lf  $                      500  $                      700,000.00 30%  $                              910,000.00 
Construction Cost for Ball Field Improvements Phase One  $                   3,244,312.50  $                           4,217,606.25 
TOTAL Cost for Ball Field Improvements Phase One includes 35% for soft costs  $                   4,379,821.88 --  $                           5,693,768.44 

4A. West Parking Area Phase One 
Parking Lot 38400.00 sf $10  $                      384,000.00 30%  $                              499,200.00 
Construction Cost for West Parking Area Phase One  $                      384,000.00  $                              499,200.00 
TOTAL Cost for West Parking Area Phase One includes 35% for soft costs  $                      518,400.00 --  $                              673,920.00 

5A. Neighborhood Amenity Area Phase One
Neighborhood Amenity - Playground 1.00 ls  $           150,000.00  $                      150,000.00 30%  $                              195,000.00 
Neighborhood Amenity - Benches 10.00 ea  $               1,000.00  $                        10,000.00 30%  $                                13,000.00 
Neighborhood Amenity - Trash Receptacles 4.00 ea  $                  700.00  $                          2,800.00 30%  $                                  3,640.00 
Neighborhood Amenity - Grills 2.00 ea  $                  500.00  $                          1,000.00 30%  $                                  1,300.00 
Neighborhood Amenity - Picnic Tables 5.00 ea  $               2,000.00  $                        10,000.00 30%  $                                13,000.00 
Construction Cost for Neighborhood Amenity Phase One  $                      173,800.00  $                              225,940.00 
TOTAL Cost for Neighborhood Amenity Phase One includes 35% for soft costs  $                      234,630.00 --  $                              305,019.00 

6. Flume and Boat Ramp Improvements
Trail Signage 3.00 ea  $                  500.00  $                          1,500.00 30%  $                                  1,950.00 
Demo concrete drainage flume and construct planted bioswale 10000.00  sf  $                    15.00  $                      150,000.00 30%  $                              195,000.00 
Construction Cost for Flume and Boat Ramp Improvements  $                      151,500.00  $                              196,950.00 
TOTAL Cost for Flume and Boat Ramp Improvements includes 35% for soft costs  $                      204,525.00 --  $                              265,882.50 

7. Butler Hike and Bike Trail Improvements
Invasive Species Removal 1.00 ls $130,000  $                      130,000.00 30%  $                              169,000.00 
Widen Pedestrian Bridges 50 lf x 15' w 3.00 ea  $           185,000.00  $                      555,000.00 30%  $                              721,500.00 
Construction Cost for Butler Hike and Bike Trail Improvements  $                      685,000.00  $                              890,500.00 
TOTAL Cost for Butler Hike and Bike Trail Improvements includes 35% for soft costs  $                      924,750.00 --  $                           1,202,175.00 

8. Heron Creek and Park Trail Improvements
Decomposed Granite Trails 3600.00 lf  $                    18.00  $                        64,800.00 30%  $                                84,240.00 
Heron Creek Underpass 1.00 ea  $           100,000.00  $                      100,000.00 30%  $                              130,000.00 
Construction Cost for Heron Creek and Park Trail Improvements  $                      164,800.00  $                              214,240.00 
TOTAL Cost for Heron Creek and Park Trail Improvements includes 35% for soft costs  $                      222,480.00 --  $                              289,224.00 

9. South Parking Area
Parking Lot 88000.00  sf  $                        10  $                      880,000.00 30%  $                           1,144,000.00 
Vehicular Bridge & road connection YMCA to Town Lake Animal Facility 1.00  ls  $                250,000  $                      250,000.00 30%  $                              325,000.00 
Construction Cost for South Parking Area  $                   1,130,000.00  $                           1,469,000.00 
TOTAL Cost for Heron Creek and Park Trail Improvements includes 35% for soft costs  $                   1,525,500.00 --  $                           1,983,150.00 

10. Town Lake Animal Facility/Austin Pets Alive
Facility Reconstruction 1.00 ls  $      14,000,000.00  $                 14,000,000.00 30%  $                         18,200,000.00 
Construction Cost for Town Lake Animal Facility/ Austin Pets Alive  $                 14,000,000.00  $                         18,200,000.00 
TOTAL Cost for Town Lake Animal Facility/ Austin Pets Alive includes 35% for soft costs  $                 18,900,000.00 --  $                         24,570,000.00 

PHASE ONE | Cost Totals  $                 27,154,038.38  $                         35,300,249.89 

PHASE ONE (PROJECTS THAT CAN HAPPEN BEFORE THE REALIGNMENT OF CESAR CHAVEZ)

Austin Parks and Recreation 
Department 

Austin Parks and Recreation 
Department / The Trail Foundation 

(Potential)

Austin Parks and Recreation 
Department / The Trail Foundation 

(Potential)

Austin Parks and Recreation 
Department / YMCA

Austin Pets Alive!/ Austin Animal 
Services

City of Austin Public Works 
Department and AISD

Austin Parks and Recreation 
Department 

West Austin Youth Association 

includes 35% for soft costs like project management, design and engineering services, surveying 
and testing

West Austin Youth Association 

West Austin Youth Association and 
Austin Parks and Recreation 

Department

*Order of Magnitude Cost only. This should not be used for specific budgeting or construction bidding. 
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APPENDIX 9
Preferred Alternative Cost Estimate for Lamar Beach Master Plan 
DESIGN WORKSHOP 

** Estimates are based on data from 2015 - 2016. 

Notes / Assumptions Quantity Units  Unit Cost Potential Cost Contingency Potential Cost Responsible Party
11. Cesar Chavez Street Realignment 
Cesar Chavez realignment - elevated (62'w)* 1300 L x 62' w (4x11' lanes, 2x8' shldr, 2x1' rail) 80600.00  sf  $                      125  $                 10,075,000.00 40%  $                         14,105,000.00 *additional contingency 
Cesar Chavez realignment - elevated (85'w)* 500' L x 85' w (5x11' lanes, 2x8' shldr, 2x6' sidewalk, 42500.00  sf  $                      125  $                   5,312,500.00 40%  $                           7,437,500.00 *additional contingency 
Cesar Chavez realignment - embankment section (62'w)* 500' L x 62' w (4x11' lanes, 2x8' shldr, 2x1' rail) 500.00  lf  $                    1,200  $                      600,000.00 40%  $                              840,000.00 *additional contingency 
Cesar Chavez Street realignment - at grade 55' w, plus sidewalks 1200.00  lf  $                      900  $                   1,080,000.00 30%  $                           1,404,000.00 
Demo existing Cesar Chavez Street (incl bridge) & regrade in areas without new road replacing 200000.00  sf  $                          3  $                      600,000.00 30%  $                              780,000.00 
Stephen F Austin Dr extend to parking under Cesar Chavez Street 45' w, plus sidewalks 360.00  lf  $                      500  $                      180,000.00 30%  $                              234,000.00 
Relocate electric transmission lines at new Cesar Chavez 2200.00  lf  $                    1,000  $                   2,200,000.00 30%  $                           2,860,000.00 
Construction Cost for Cesar Chavez Street Realignment  $                 20,047,500.00  $                         27,660,500.00 
TOTAL Cost for Cesar Chavez Street Realignment includes 35% for soft costs  $                 27,064,125.00 --  $                         37,341,675.00 

12. Cesar Chavez Street and B. R. Reynolds Drive Intersection 
Signalized intersection Cesar Chavez Street at B. R. Reynolds Drive 1.00 ls  $                250,000  $                      250,000.00 30%  $                              325,000.00 
Construction Cost for Cesar Chavez Street and B. R. Reynolds Drive Intersection  $                      250,000.00  $                              325,000.00 
TOTAL Cost for Cesar Chavez Street and B. R. Reynolds Drive Intersection includes 35% for soft costs  $                      337,500.00 --  $                              438,750.00 

13. Lamar Bridge Underpass Intersection Improvements
Cesar Chavez roadway lowering w/ 5x 11' lanes, incl retaining walls 600.00 lf  $               2,350.00  $                   1,410,000.00 40%  $                           1,974,000.00 *additional contingency 
Drainage and sump pump station 1.00 ls  $           350,000.00  $                      350,000.00 40%  $                              490,000.00 *additional contingency 
Traffic signal adjustments 2.00 ls  $           100,000.00  $                      200,000.00 40%  $                              280,000.00 *additional contingency 
Construction Cost for Lamar Blvd Bridge Underpass  $                   1,960,000.00  $                           2,744,000.00 
TOTAL Cost for Lamar Blvd Bridge Underpass includes 35% for soft costs  $                   2,646,000.00 --  $                           3,704,400.00 

14. Lamar Boardwalk 
Boardwalk Bridge 9000.00 lf  $                  200.00  $                   1,800,000.00 30%  $                           2,340,000.00 
Construction Cost for Lamar Boardwalk  $                   1,800,000.00  $                           2,340,000.00 
TOTAL Cost for Lamar Boardwalk includes 35% for soft costs  $                   2,430,000.00 --  $                           3,159,000.00 

15. Pressler Street Extension and Pedestrian Connection
Pressler Street (at grade) 28' w, plus sidewalks. *Railroad crossing not included 200.00  lf  $                      400  $                        80,000.00 30%  $                              104,000.00 
Pressler Street (elevated connect to Cesar Chavez Street) 28' w, plus sidewalks 50.00  lf  $                    4,500  $                      225,000.00 30%  $                              292,500.00 
Signalized intersection Cesar Chavez Street at Pressler Street 1.00 ls  $                250,000  $                      250,000.00 30%  $                              325,000.00 
Pedestrian Ramp to Park 360.00 sf  $                  500.00  $                      180,000.00 30%  $                              234,000.00 
Construction Cost for Pressler Street Extension and Pedestrian Connection  $                      735,000.00  $                              955,500.00 
TOTAL Cost for Pressler Street Extension and Pedestrian Connection includes 35% for soft costs  $                      992,250.00 --  $                           1,289,925.00 

16. South Park Road / Cesar Chavez Street Diet
Park road with parking (old Cesar Chavez Street frontage road diet) 300.00  lf  $                      125  $                        37,500.00 30%  $                                48,750.00 
Park road with parking (old Cesar Chavez Street diet) 2400.00  lf  $                      125  $                      300,000.00 30%  $                              390,000.00 
Construction Cost for South Park Road / Cesar Chavez Street Diet  $                      337,500.00  $                              438,750.00 
TOTAL Cost for South Park Road / Cesar Chavez Street Diet includes 35% for soft costs  $                      455,625.00 --  $                              592,312.50 

17. Savanna Restoration
Native Restoration Planting 200000.00 sf  $                     4.00  $                      800,000.00 30%  $                           1,040,000.00 
Construction Cost for Savanna Restoration  $                      800,000.00  $                           1,040,000.00 
TOTAL Cost for Savanna Restoration includes 35% for soft costs  $                   1,080,000.00 --  $                           1,404,000.00 

18. Gateway and Water Quality Features
Gateway Feature two works of public art with landscaping 2.00 ls  $           250,000.00  $                      500,000.00 30%  $                              650,000.00 
Landscape and Water Quality Improvements 20000.00 sf  $                    15.00  $                      300,000.00 30%  $                              390,000.00 
Construction Cost for Gateway and Water Quality Features  $                      800,000.00  $                           1,040,000.00 
TOTAL Cost for Gateway and Water Quality Features includes 35% for soft costs  $                   1,080,000.00 --  $                           1,404,000.00 

3B. Ball Field Improvements Phase Two
Flexible "Williams Field" or Tennis Courts 40505.00 sf  $                     3.75  $                      151,893.75 30%  $                              197,461.88 
R. D. Thorp Field 98000.00 sf  $                     3.75  $                      367,500.00 30%  $                              477,750.00 
R. D. Thorp Field Lighting source: estimate from Musco Sports Lighting 1.00 ls  $           218,000.00  $                      218,000.00 30%  $                              283,400.00 
Flexible "Williams Field" Lighting source: estimate from Musco Sports Lighting 1.00 ls  $             82,000.00  $                        82,000.00 30%  $                              106,600.00 
Construction Cost for Ball Field Improvements Phase Two  $                      819,393.75  $                           1,065,211.88 
TOTAL Cost for Ball Field Improvements Phase Two includes 35% for soft costs  $                   1,106,181.56 --  $                           1,438,036.03 

4B. West Parking Area Phase Two
Parking Lot Extended 24000.00  sf  $                    10.00  $                      240,000.00 30%  $                              312,000.00 
Construction Cost for West Parking Area Phase Two  $                      240,000.00  $                              312,000.00 
TOTAL Cost for West Parking Area Phase Two includes 35% for soft costs  $                      324,000.00 --  $                              421,200.00 

5B. Neighborhood Amenity Phase Two 
Interpretive sign 1.00 ea  $               3,500.00  $                          3,500.00 30%  $                                  4,550.00 
Playground 1.00 ls  $             75,000.00  $                        75,000.00 30%  $                                97,500.00 
Neighborhood Amenity - Benches 10.00 ea  $               2,000.00  $                        20,000.00 30%  $                                26,000.00 
Neighborhood Amenity - Trash Receptacles 4.00 ea  $                  700.00  $                          2,800.00 30%  $                                  3,640.00 
Neighborhood Amenity - Picnic Tables 5.00 ea  $               4,000.00  $                        20,000.00 30%  $                                26,000.00 
Construction Cost for Neighborhood Amenity Phase Two  $                      121,300.00  $                              157,690.00 
TOTAL Cost for West Parking Area Phase Two includes 35% for soft costs  $                      163,755.00 --  $                              212,881.50 

PHASE TWO | Construction Costs Totals  $                 37,679,436.56 --  $                         51,406,180.03 

PHASE ONE AND TWO Construction Costs Totals  $  64,833,474.94 --  $       86,706,429.92 

*Order of Magnitude Cost only. This should not be used for specific budgeting or construction bidding. 

Austin Transportation Department

City of Austin (Multiple Departments), 
The Trail Foundation

Austin Transportation Department

Austin Parks and Recreation 
Department

PHASE TWO (PROJECTS CONTINGENT ON REALIGNMENT OF CESAR CHAVEZ)

Austin Transportation Department

Austin Transportation Department

Austin Parks and Recreation 
Department /West Austin Youth 

Association

Austin Parks and Recreation 
Department 

Austin Parks and Recreation 
Department

City of Austin (Multiple Departments)

Austin Parks and Recreation 
Department /AISDDRAFT
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Preferred Alternative Cost Estimate for Lamar Beach Master Plan 
DESIGN WORKSHOP 

** Estimates are based on data from 2015 - 2016. 

Notes / Assumptions Quantity Units  Unit Cost Potential Cost Contingency Potential Cost Responsible Party
11. Cesar Chavez Street Realignment 
Cesar Chavez realignment - elevated (62'w)* 1300 L x 62' w (4x11' lanes, 2x8' shldr, 2x1' rail) 80600.00  sf  $                      125  $                 10,075,000.00 40%  $                         14,105,000.00 *additional contingency 
Cesar Chavez realignment - elevated (85'w)* 500' L x 85' w (5x11' lanes, 2x8' shldr, 2x6' sidewalk, 42500.00  sf  $                      125  $                   5,312,500.00 40%  $                           7,437,500.00 *additional contingency 
Cesar Chavez realignment - embankment section (62'w)* 500' L x 62' w (4x11' lanes, 2x8' shldr, 2x1' rail) 500.00  lf  $                    1,200  $                      600,000.00 40%  $                              840,000.00 *additional contingency 
Cesar Chavez Street realignment - at grade 55' w, plus sidewalks 1200.00  lf  $                      900  $                   1,080,000.00 30%  $                           1,404,000.00 
Demo existing Cesar Chavez Street (incl bridge) & regrade in areas without new road replacing 200000.00  sf  $                          3  $                      600,000.00 30%  $                              780,000.00 
Stephen F Austin Dr extend to parking under Cesar Chavez Street 45' w, plus sidewalks 360.00  lf  $                      500  $                      180,000.00 30%  $                              234,000.00 
Relocate electric transmission lines at new Cesar Chavez 2200.00  lf  $                    1,000  $                   2,200,000.00 30%  $                           2,860,000.00 
Construction Cost for Cesar Chavez Street Realignment  $                 20,047,500.00  $                         27,660,500.00 
TOTAL Cost for Cesar Chavez Street Realignment includes 35% for soft costs  $                 27,064,125.00 --  $                         37,341,675.00 

12. Cesar Chavez Street and B. R. Reynolds Drive Intersection 
Signalized intersection Cesar Chavez Street at B. R. Reynolds Drive 1.00 ls  $                250,000  $                      250,000.00 30%  $                              325,000.00 
Construction Cost for Cesar Chavez Street and B. R. Reynolds Drive Intersection  $                      250,000.00  $                              325,000.00 
TOTAL Cost for Cesar Chavez Street and B. R. Reynolds Drive Intersection includes 35% for soft costs  $                      337,500.00 --  $                              438,750.00 

13. Lamar Bridge Underpass Intersection Improvements
Cesar Chavez roadway lowering w/ 5x 11' lanes, incl retaining walls 600.00 lf  $               2,350.00  $                   1,410,000.00 40%  $                           1,974,000.00 *additional contingency 
Drainage and sump pump station 1.00 ls  $           350,000.00  $                      350,000.00 40%  $                              490,000.00 *additional contingency 
Traffic signal adjustments 2.00 ls  $           100,000.00  $                      200,000.00 40%  $                              280,000.00 *additional contingency 
Construction Cost for Lamar Blvd Bridge Underpass  $                   1,960,000.00  $                           2,744,000.00 
TOTAL Cost for Lamar Blvd Bridge Underpass includes 35% for soft costs  $                   2,646,000.00 --  $                           3,704,400.00 

14. Lamar Boardwalk 
Boardwalk Bridge 9000.00 lf  $                  200.00  $                   1,800,000.00 30%  $                           2,340,000.00 
Construction Cost for Lamar Boardwalk  $                   1,800,000.00  $                           2,340,000.00 
TOTAL Cost for Lamar Boardwalk includes 35% for soft costs  $                   2,430,000.00 --  $                           3,159,000.00 

15. Pressler Street Extension and Pedestrian Connection
Pressler Street (at grade) 28' w, plus sidewalks. *Railroad crossing not included 200.00  lf  $                      400  $                        80,000.00 30%  $                              104,000.00 
Pressler Street (elevated connect to Cesar Chavez Street) 28' w, plus sidewalks 50.00  lf  $                    4,500  $                      225,000.00 30%  $                              292,500.00 
Signalized intersection Cesar Chavez Street at Pressler Street 1.00 ls  $                250,000  $                      250,000.00 30%  $                              325,000.00 
Pedestrian Ramp to Park 360.00 sf  $                  500.00  $                      180,000.00 30%  $                              234,000.00 
Construction Cost for Pressler Street Extension and Pedestrian Connection  $                      735,000.00  $                              955,500.00 
TOTAL Cost for Pressler Street Extension and Pedestrian Connection includes 35% for soft costs  $                      992,250.00 --  $                           1,289,925.00 

16. South Park Road / Cesar Chavez Street Diet
Park road with parking (old Cesar Chavez Street frontage road diet) 300.00  lf  $                      125  $                        37,500.00 30%  $                                48,750.00 
Park road with parking (old Cesar Chavez Street diet) 2400.00  lf  $                      125  $                      300,000.00 30%  $                              390,000.00 
Construction Cost for South Park Road / Cesar Chavez Street Diet  $                      337,500.00  $                              438,750.00 
TOTAL Cost for South Park Road / Cesar Chavez Street Diet includes 35% for soft costs  $                      455,625.00 --  $                              592,312.50 

17. Savanna Restoration
Native Restoration Planting 200000.00 sf  $                     4.00  $                      800,000.00 30%  $                           1,040,000.00 
Construction Cost for Savanna Restoration  $                      800,000.00  $                           1,040,000.00 
TOTAL Cost for Savanna Restoration includes 35% for soft costs  $                   1,080,000.00 --  $                           1,404,000.00 

18. Gateway and Water Quality Features
Gateway Feature two works of public art with landscaping 2.00 ls  $           250,000.00  $                      500,000.00 30%  $                              650,000.00 
Landscape and Water Quality Improvements 20000.00 sf  $                    15.00  $                      300,000.00 30%  $                              390,000.00 
Construction Cost for Gateway and Water Quality Features  $                      800,000.00  $                           1,040,000.00 
TOTAL Cost for Gateway and Water Quality Features includes 35% for soft costs  $                   1,080,000.00 --  $                           1,404,000.00 

3B. Ball Field Improvements Phase Two
Flexible "Williams Field" or Tennis Courts 40505.00 sf  $                     3.75  $                      151,893.75 30%  $                              197,461.88 
R. D. Thorp Field 98000.00 sf  $                     3.75  $                      367,500.00 30%  $                              477,750.00 
R. D. Thorp Field Lighting source: estimate from Musco Sports Lighting 1.00 ls  $           218,000.00  $                      218,000.00 30%  $                              283,400.00 
Flexible "Williams Field" Lighting source: estimate from Musco Sports Lighting 1.00 ls  $             82,000.00  $                        82,000.00 30%  $                              106,600.00 
Construction Cost for Ball Field Improvements Phase Two  $                      819,393.75  $                           1,065,211.88 
TOTAL Cost for Ball Field Improvements Phase Two includes 35% for soft costs  $                   1,106,181.56 --  $                           1,438,036.03 

4B. West Parking Area Phase Two
Parking Lot Extended 24000.00  sf  $                    10.00  $                      240,000.00 30%  $                              312,000.00 
Construction Cost for West Parking Area Phase Two  $                      240,000.00  $                              312,000.00 
TOTAL Cost for West Parking Area Phase Two includes 35% for soft costs  $                      324,000.00 --  $                              421,200.00 

5B. Neighborhood Amenity Phase Two 
Interpretive sign 1.00 ea  $               3,500.00  $                          3,500.00 30%  $                                  4,550.00 
Playground 1.00 ls  $             75,000.00  $                        75,000.00 30%  $                                97,500.00 
Neighborhood Amenity - Benches 10.00 ea  $               2,000.00  $                        20,000.00 30%  $                                26,000.00 
Neighborhood Amenity - Trash Receptacles 4.00 ea  $                  700.00  $                          2,800.00 30%  $                                  3,640.00 
Neighborhood Amenity - Picnic Tables 5.00 ea  $               4,000.00  $                        20,000.00 30%  $                                26,000.00 
Construction Cost for Neighborhood Amenity Phase Two  $                      121,300.00  $                              157,690.00 
TOTAL Cost for West Parking Area Phase Two includes 35% for soft costs  $                      163,755.00 --  $                              212,881.50 

PHASE TWO | Construction Costs Totals  $                 37,679,436.56 --  $                         51,406,180.03 

PHASE ONE AND TWO Construction Costs Totals  $  64,833,474.94 --  $       86,706,429.92 

*Order of Magnitude Cost only. This should not be used for specific budgeting or construction bidding. 

Austin Transportation Department

City of Austin (Multiple Departments), 
The Trail Foundation

Austin Transportation Department

Austin Parks and Recreation 
Department

PHASE TWO (PROJECTS CONTINGENT ON REALIGNMENT OF CESAR CHAVEZ)

Austin Transportation Department

Austin Transportation Department

Austin Parks and Recreation 
Department /West Austin Youth 

Association

Austin Parks and Recreation 
Department 

Austin Parks and Recreation 
Department

City of Austin (Multiple Departments)

Austin Parks and Recreation 
Department /AISD
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Musco Sports Lighting, LLC  2012 

www.musco.com   •   lighting@musco.com 

Musco Sports Lighting: Budget Estimate 

 
September 16, 2016 

 

Charles Mabry 
City of Austin Parks & Recreation 
Austin, TX 

 
Dear Charles: 
Thank you for the opportunity to discuss Musco’s Green Generation Lighting® system, and the benefits it 
will bring to your Fields at Cesar Chavez Fields.  We are excited to offer this innovative system, and are 
confident you will see the value for many years to come.    

 
This estimate includes Musco’s Light-Structure Green™ System, along with estimated installation costs. 
This system includes galvanized steel poles, pre-cast concrete foundations, green generation light 
fixtures, pole length wire harnesses, and electrical components enclosures. This system also comes with a 
25 year warranty, including all maintenance and relamping.  

 

Benefits of Light-Structure Green™ 
• Reduction of energy and maintenance costs by 50% 
• Reduction of spill light and glare by 50% 
• Increased lamp life from 3,000 to 5,000 hours 
• Guaranteed constant light levels on your fields 
• An unmatched warranty for up to 25 years 
• A re-lamp of your facility after 5000 hours of operation 
• Includes our Control-Link® System for flexible control and performance monitoring 

 

Estimated Project Cost:  Turnkey 
 
Chalmers Field  400’ x 200’  (30FC)..…………………………………………….………………$151,000  ±10% 
McEachern Field  320’ x 200’  (30FC)..…………………………………………….……………$121,000  ±10% 
Bechol Harper Field  250’ radius  (50/30FC)..…………………………………………….…$132,000  ±10% 
Bishop Field  180’ radius  (50/30FC)..…………………………………………….…………….$89,000  ±10% 
Sayer Field  180’ radius  (50/30FC)..…………………………………………….………………$89,000  ±10% 
Kocurek Field  200’ radius  (50/30FC)..…………………………………………….…………..$101,000  ±10% 
Thorpe Field  350’ radius  (50/30FC)..…………………………………………….…………….$218,000  ±10% 
Williams Field  200’ radius  (30/20FC)..…………………………………………….…………..$82,000  ±10% 
 

Pricing is based on September 2016 pricing and is subject to change. 
 

This estimate includes anticipated equipment and installation costs.  It does not include the cost of a new 
electrical transformer.  It also assumes standard soil conditions.  Rock, bottomless, wet or unsuitable soil 
may require additional engineering, special installation methods and additional cost.  
 

Thank you for the trust you’ve placed in Musco Lighting.  Please feel free to contact me with any 
questions you may have. 
 
Brant Troutman 
Sales Representative 
Musco Sports Lighting, LLC 
Phone: 512-914-9500 
E-mail: Brant.troutman@musco.com 
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