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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The Austin Parks and Recreation Department’s (PARD)
Aquatic Division is charged with the daunting task of
managing 51 public aquatic facilities and providing
quality programs and services to the residents of
the City of Austin. These facilities include seven (7)
municipal pools, 28 neighborhood pools, three (3)
wading pools, 11 splash pads, one (1) rental facility
at Commons Ford Ranch, and Barton Springs Pool.
However, four city pools were closed for the season
due to leaking and aging conditions in 2017.

An inventory of an aging aquatic infrastructure, rapid
population growth, demographic changes, funding
considerations, and regulatory requirements are not
only challenges faced by the City of Austin’s Aquatic
Management Team but have served as the catalyst
for examination and planning for the future of the
City’s aquatic facilities.

MASTER PLAN PURPOSE

The purpose of this plan is to recognize facility
management opportunities system-wide and to
provide recommendations on the current, expanded
or reduced aquatic facility system that would be
both more equitable and more sustainable into the
future.

The recently completed Aquatic Facilities Needs
Assessment included the inspection, evaluation, and
recommendation for renovation, redevelopment
and/or replacement with new facilities on existing
or alternative sites. This plan, which builds upon and
serves as a continuation of the Needs Assessment,
is intended to provide PARD with a comprehensive
Master Plan that evaluates existing management
opportunities, develops a sustainable management
model, and provides recommendations for
developing an equitable, sustainable aquatic system
that addresses the present and future needs of the
City. Additionally, this master plan must be treated
as a living document that needs to be reviewed
and revised every 5 years (minimum) or as needed
to respond to changing demographics and urban
growth patterns of the City of Austin.

PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT - 3 PHASES

The public engagement for this Master Plan consisted
of a review of the input gathered during the Needs
Assessment and the SWIM512 campaign held in
the summer of 2015 and was followed by public
workshops held during three phases of the Master
Plan process.

NEeeps AsSESSMENT INPUT

The public input process began during the Aquatic
Facilities Needs Assessment in 2014, which consisted
of 11 regional meetings, a statistically valid, random
sample survey of 500 residents, over 2,500 surveys
collected at the pools, and a Television Town Hall.
The process engaged over 13,000 residents.

Recurring themes included:

= Keep the pools open and affordable
= Increase the hours and swim season length

= Improve restrooms, bathhouses, and seating
areas

= Improve cleanliness of pools, bathhouses,

restrooms, etc.

= Provide shade
The most important actions the City could take to
improve pools (from the surveys):

= Increase the swim season (67%)

= Provide additional shade (63%)

= Upgrade pool and bathhouses (33%)

= Add more lap lanes (28%)

= |nstall zero depth entry (28%)

= Provide more seating areas (23%)

SWIM 512: PusLic ENGAGEMENT SYNOPSIS

Between the Needs Assessment and this Master Plan,
the City completed the SWIM512 campaign to take
advantage of users at the poolsin the summer of 2015,
utilizing on-site community conversations at three (3)
Municipal Pools and eight (8) Neighborhood Pools,
plus Neighborhood Talks at neighborhood association
and organization meetings and Community Focus
Groups at recreation centers.
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The results of this process include:

= Generally strong support for larger family
aquatic centers and the development of
indoor, year-round facilities

= A large percentage of the survey respondents
are willing to pay a fee to use pools

= Preferred features, among the children polled
through the summer camp and after school
program, included tall slides, climbing walls, lazy
rivers, indoor pools, diving boards, and shade

= Strong need for pools in some underserved
neighborhoods, especially where geographic
barriers such as major highways limit access to
pools (ex., Colony Park)

MASTER PLAN ENGAGEMENT

As part of the Master Plan process, two rounds
of public meetings were conducted in 2016. In
addition, the City and Consultants participated in
neighborhood association meetings to promote
the public workshops and the survey. Follow-up
workshops were held in 2017.

Survey Results
What to Do with Pools that are Beyond Repair:
= Repairing pools that are in good condition
(41%)
= Closing the pool and replacing it with a family
friendly option (30%)
Priorities
= Closing pools that are beyond repair (34%)

= Making necessary renovations to remaining
pools (34%)

= Closing pools that are beyond repair and add
a series of larger swimming pools to serve all
areas of the city (32%)

Criteria for Action

= Current annual visits to the pool (51%)

= Proximity to other pools - distance to other
pools (47%)

= Population size within a mile of the pool (47%)
= Costs to upgrade (44%)

Potential Distribution

Three potential systems of distribution were presented
and discussed with participants.

= Neighborhood Pool Focused, which included
primarily smaller neighborhood pools and
would require a much larger quantity to serve
the City

= Regional/Community Centered, which
included a smaller number of more regional
and community pools of a larger size

= Combination Concept, which included all pool
types in a system with fewer pools than existing
but more evenly distributed

The Combination Concept was generally accepted
as the most realistic to serve Austin.

CURRENT STATE OF AUSTIN AQUATICS

A review of the current state of Austin aquatics must
be part of the effort to determine the improvements
necessary to yield a more sustainable and equitable
aguatic system to serve Austin residents and visitors.

Aaquaric Faciumies NEeps ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

Most of Austin’s aquatic facilities were built between
1927 and 1990 with an average age of over 50 years
old. The typical useful life span of a standard pool is
25-30 years. As a result, many pools are physically and
functionally obsolete, lacking popular features, such
as zero-depth entry, interactive play areas, slides,
program space, and spray features. Additionally,
many do not meet current health or accessibility
guidelines or codes.

Many areas of the City are not served or are
underserved, and many have overlapping service
areas. Many of the pools in Austin are located close
to other pools, and many areas have no pools
nearby. In addition, some communities, most notably
Colony Park and northeast Austin, have worked with
the Parks and Recreation Department to develop a
community master plan that includes a new aquatic
facility as acknowledgment of the need to add and
enhance recreational opportunities to the Colony
Park area. Few pools are located in the northern and
southern portions of the city, while in the central part
of the city, most notably east of I-35, several pools are
located within a mile of another pool.

ATTIENDANCE AND BUuDGET

The overall average annual attendance of the
pools (not including Barton Springs) over the 2002-
2015 period was 743,905, with over 298,000 at the
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seven Municipal pools, nearly 434,000 at the 25
Neighborhood Pools, and just under 12,000 at the
Wading Pools.

Austin operates the pools at an annual average cost
of approximately $6.4 million, not including budget
for Barton Springs. Costs (overall and by participant)
vary greatly by pool. All revenues go to the City’s
General Fund.

Ofthe currentbudget, only $2.1 millionis used to cover
maintenance, most of which is allocated for utilities.
The maintenance budget has been consistently
exceeded, resulting in reductions to other PARD
programs/improvements.

Over the past ten-years, the City of Austin has
expended $29.2 million for capital projects related to
the Aquatic system or approximately $3 million per
year.

AQUATIC VISION

The Aquatic Division mission and visionwas developed
through the extensive public engagement in the
Needs Assessment, SWIM512, and Master Plan
processes as well as input from the Aquatic Division
Staff, Master Plan Team consisting of the Aquatic
Advisory Board, Technical Advisory Group, and
District Representatives Group.

Aaquaric DivisioN VisION
(What we strive to be)
Lead the Aquatic Industry with the highest quality

aquatic standards for safety, programming, facilities,
and staffing

Aquaric DivisioN MissioN
(Our Fundamental Purpose)

Provide a sustainable and equitably distributed
system of outstanding aquatic facilities and programs

Goats & OBJECTIVES

Goal 1: Financially Sustainable System

Develop a sustainable management model for
existing facilities and develop a city-wide sustainable
facility model that addresses the present and future
needs of the City.

Objectives:

1. Provide an equitable distribution of aquatic
facilities throughout the City of Austin, including
but not limited to:

= Support research and development in areas

identified as deficient in aquatic facilities
such as the Colony Park/Lakeside area in the
northeast quadrant of the City

= Implement the recommendations of this
Plan regarding the short- and long-term
improvements, upgrades, consolidations, and
decommissioning

= Utilize current demographic analysis as a key
factor in the process to determine locations of
upgraded, expanded, new, ordecommissioned
facilities
2. ldentify a variety of facility types to meet the
diverse needs of residents, such as:

= Provide aquatic facilities to offer year-round
programming (see Goal 3)

= Provide a balance of “neighborhood-based”
and value driven aquatic “community” (multi-
neighborhood) facilities that offer family and
fitness oriented aquatic opportunities

3. Establish a system of aquatic facilties and
programs at a higher level of management and
economical sustainability over the long-term

4. Establish an organizational and support structure
to maintain a more sustainable system

5. Establish closer relationships with the permitting
agencies and departments to streamline the
development process

Goal 2: Diverse Facilities

Provide a modern and safe aquatic system
throughout the City.

Objectives:

1. Reduce pool closure occurrences due to

maintenance issues as a result of the age of
facilities, such as:

= Bring all facilities, including associated buildings,
parking, decks, etc. up to current standards
and codes, such as ADA, health, safety and
pool codes

2. Provide suitable aquatic facility infrastructure for
use by public or private events, including:

= Bathhouse facilities

= Qualifying pool length(s)

= Ample deck space

= Mobility access to facility

= Covered/shaded gathering spaces
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= Climate controlled staff areas
= Upgraded restrooms and pool houses

3. Modernize existing facilities and develop new
facilities to include features identified most in the
community engagement process, such as, but
not limited to:

= Improved restrooms/pool houses
= Shade

= Wi-Fi

= Slides

= Shallow water play areas

= Lap lanes

= Climbing walls

= Diving boards

Goal 3: Year-Round Facilities

Establish and maintain year-round facilities in key
demographic service areas that provide maximum
equitable access to aquatic environments and
opportunities

Objectives:

1. Prepare a feasibility study to determine the scope,
size, programming, and financial impact of indoor
facility(s)

2. Provide year-round, heated outdoor recreation/
lap pool facilities. Example:

= |dentify locations which will best support year-
round outdoor programs, lessons, and lifeguard
training

3. Develop indoor aquatic facilities to:

= Enhance lifeguard training opportunities

= Cultivate partnerships with educational
organizations, such as AISD and other school
districts serving Austin

= Support local competitive swimming, water
polo, synchronized swimming, diving, etc.

= Provide year-round programming (all ages)

= Expand drowning prevention and other water
safety programs

= Reduce and limit weather-related impacts on
aquatic programs
Goal 4: Progressive, Responsive Programming

Provide enhanced programming that responds to
community input and that appeals to all user groups

Objectives:

1. Provide an equitable and enhanced distribution
of aquatic programs throughout the City

2. Deliver enhanced aquatic programming services,
such as:

= Expand programs related to water safety, swim
lessons, fitness, and leisure recreation.

= Provide new and trending programs as desired
by the community (examples: scuba, kayaking,
paddle boarding, yoga, etc.)

3. Expand year-round programming at an indoor
facility

4. Increase swim event opportunities for aquatic
events and competitions

5. Maintain and expand community outreach
relating to Aquatic Programs offered city-wide

6. Develop an annual survey to assist in determining
what future programming may be desired
Goal 5: Enhanced Operational Support

Provide aquatic focused maintenance facilities
and develop operational procedures to support a
sustainable aquatic system

Objectives:
1. Standardize mechanical components and
equipment for renovated and proposed

facilities throughout the system to achieve ease
of maintenance and operation procedures of
aquatic facilities and to reduce cost for inventory,
such as:

= Create an inventory of standard mechanical
components and aquatic equipment for ease
of replacement, maintenance, and repair

2. Allocate and designate a central aquatic system
facility that would provide an opportunity to store
aquatic equipment, make repairs, and house
aquatic maintenance staff, while also providing
a closer connection between aquatic and
maintenance staff

3. Mentor, train, and support existing and future
aquatic mechanic/maintenance staff

4. Procure and support the acquisition of additional
aquatic mechanic staff

5. Support, develop, cross-train, and mentor aquatic
staff in the maintenance and operations of
aquatic facillities

vi
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Goal 6: Foster Partnerships

Foster partnership opportunities to complement and
enhance the aquatic system

Objectives:

1. Develop and expand aquatic partnerships with
local educational entities and organizations who
may want to include aquatics as part of their
curriculum or activities offered

2. Expand partnerships to increase swimming abilities
and water safety

3. Increase and enhance outreach to promote
aquatic programs and water safety
Goal 7: Recruit & Retain High Performance Staff

Hire, train, and secure
aquatic staff

retention of developed

Objectives:

1. Train, mentor, and maintain a dedicated aquatic
staff at all levels

2. Continually evaluate hiring practices and
procedures to improve and expand the Aquatic
Staff, such as:

= Develop and foster relationships with Corporate
City of Austin Human Resources and PARD
Human resources in the hiring of lifeguards and
other aquatic staff as needed

= Automate administrative hiring practices for
seasonal lifeguards

3. Establish and hire the needed quantity of full time
lifeguard employees to support a year-round
aquatic system

4. Implement procedures and policies to enhance
recruitment of lifeguard staff, such as:

= Continue to sponsor and provide non-fee
based lifeguard training

= Sponsor and provide a no-cost alternative to
supply lifeguards with uniforms and equipment

= Consider paying or reimbursement for lifeguard
training

5. Adapt and procure permanent ‘front line’ staff
for utilization at aquatic facilities and to omit the
demand for lifeguards from performing other
duties

6. Improve lifeguard staff experience and retention
during the operating season by improving
environmental conditions and amenities at each
aquatic facility, such as:

= Provide lifeguard break/safety rooms with

environmental controls

= Improve quality and quantity of shading at
facilities for lifeguards

= Provide free of charge, sun protection material
and apparel

= Provide access to ice and cold water

Goal 8: Environmental Sustainability

Provide facilities that maximize environmental
sustainability and energy efficiency

Objectives:

1. Upgrade andstandardize facilitiesand procedures
with more efficient aquatic facility design which
takes advantage of technology, such as:

= Auto-fill
= Variable speed pumps
= Improved chemical controllers

2. Design facilities using Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) and/or Sustainable
Sites Initiatives (SITES) principles, such as:

= Upgrade systems to provide a potential
reduction of water use

= Design landscapes for low water use and low
maintenance levels

= Utilize stormwater best management practices

POOL CLASSIFICATIONS

Austin currently has five categories of aquatic
facilities: Neighborhood Pools, Municipal Pools,
Wading Pools, Waterfront, and Spraygrounds. The
table below identifies the recommended pool
classifications.

Classification Service Area Pool Square Feet

3,000 - 5,000 S.F.
Zero depth entry.

Features

Neighborhood |20-minute walk Recreation and Activity Paols

Pool 5-minute drive 25 m or 75' x 6-8 lanes
. . 5,000 - 7,000 S.F.
Ceniniy 10-m_|nute Zero depth entry. Recreation and Activity Pools
Pool drive
25 m x 6-12 lanes
Regional 15-minute 7,000 - 12,000 SF. Interactive water plan features,

party/staff training room, youth

(EETS @R fitness, may have 50 m length

drive 25-50 m long x 6-8 lanes

Year-Round
Community
Indoor Facility

15-minute
drive

5,000 - 7,000 S.F.
25 yards x 6-8 lanes

Designed for training, fitness, and
program use

Year-Round Over 15,000 S.F.
Premier Indoor |30 minute drive| 50 m x 25 yards, Warm water

Facility

Designed for optimum training,
fitness, competition, and program
pool, diving well use

The public engagement process identified
community desires for a variety of facility types,

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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sizes, and features. Participants reviewed the facility
classifications af public meetings and used templates
to identify potential arrangements throughout the
City to represent an equitable distribution of facilities
to serve the growing participation. A mixture of
Neighborhood, Community, and Regional Pools was
identified with a clearneed forindoor facilities foryear-
round programs and fraining. These classifications are
intended to help start a conversation, when a new
facility is to be developed. Public engagement wiill
be necessary to identify the type, size, and features
most desired for a specific location.

SUSTAINABLE AQUATIC SYSTEMS

The City of Austin - Office of Sustainability defines
three goals for sustainability:

= Prosperity and jobs
= Conservation and the environment

= Community health, equity, and cultural vitality

In relation to the Austin Aquatic System, sustainability
should be applied on several fronts, including the
following:

= Facilities
Budget/Cost
Staffing

Maintenance/Operations

Programming

The following five categories should be used to
benchmark a sustainable system:

= Water Use

= Attendance

= Annual Maintenance Repairs

= Demographics

= Actual Cost per Patron (Future)

Baseline values must be established for each
benchmark category, and these values should be
updated annually as new data becomes available.
The actions recommended in the Aquatic Facility
Sustainability table below apply when a poolreaches
the indicated deviation in any benchmark category.
The Site Suitability Ranking Process described next
should be utilized as part of the decision-making
process once the highest threshold is reached.

SITE SUITABILITY RANKING PROCESS

The purpose of the Site Suitability Ranking Process
was to establish a methodology to rank the
suitability of existing and future aquatic sites for
development, renovation, expansion, consolidation,
or decommissioning.

This process will be used as a guide for future
decision-making with regard to the status of aquatic
facilities. The flow chart below summarizes the steps
of the process, which incorporates input gathered
from the public plus an extensive amount of data
relevant to the assessment of a site for development
or redevelopment as an aquatic facility.

Viii
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Site Suitability Rating Scores were determined for
each pool site, including separate scores for the
Neighborhood and Community/Regional scenarios.
The Site Suitability Rating Score represents the
summation of criteria scores multiplied by the
criteria. weights. Scores could theoretically range
from O to 100. Actual results ranged from 42 to 81 for
Neighborhood Pool and 46 to 71 for Community or
Regional Pool.

Using the scores from this site suitability process, pool
sites were then ranked (against each other) by pool
classification. The top ten aquatic sites for Community
Pools and top five for Regional Pools are listed below.

Communiry Pool

= Bartholomew

= Garrison

Mabel Davis

Balcones

Walnut Creek (tied)
Dick Nichols (tied)
Northwest (tied)
Dove Springs (tied)

Givens
= Montopolis

RecionAL PoolL
= Bartholomew

= Garrison

Mabel Davis

Balcones
Walnut Creek (tied)
Dick Nichols (tied)

AQUATIC SYSTEM
RECOMMENDATIONS

This Master Plan provides aquatic system
recommendations to facilities, operations, policies,
and programs in Austin. The implementation of these
recommendations should include follow-up public
input processes to ensure that any proposed changes
meet the aquatic needs of the local community.

No public pools may be decommissioned absent an
affrmative vote of the Austin City Council. Prior to
Council decision regarding the potential initiation of
a decommissioning process, Council must receive a
staff presentation and conduct a public hearing.

AaquAarTic FAciLimies AND DISTRIBUTION

The Austin residents and the Parks and Recreation
Department indicated a need for a more sustainable
and equitable system. To accomplish this end, an
aquatic system should be implemented using the
pool classifications outlined on the previous pages.
The map on the next page (x), Aquatic Service
Areas — 20 Year Plan, identfifies the distribution of this
system.

RecioNAL AQuATic CENTERS

Pools would be upgraded to Regional Aquatic
Centers at the following sites:

= Balcones

= Bartholomew

= Garrison

= Northwest

= Deep Eddy (serves as a unique regional facility)
Community Poots
Pools would be upgraded to Community Pools at the
following sites:

= Dick Nichols

= Dittmar

= Dove Springs

= Givens

= Montopolis

= Springwoods

= Walnut Creek

NEeicHBORHOOD PooOLS

Gaps between Regional and Community facilities
will be filled by the existing Neighborhood Pools.
The Site Suitability Ranking Process and Sustainability
thresholds should be utilized to guide decisions at
these locations.

New Aaquartic FAciuTies
1. Colony Park/Lakeside Community - To serve this
underserved area

2. Northeast (new) - To serve an underserved area
(east of I-35 and north of Highway 290)

3. Northwest (new) - Long-term replacement of
Canyon Vista

Southeast (new)

Gl

Southwest (new)
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The Site Suitability Ranking Process was applied to
the potential Colony Park site, and the site scored
fairly well for suitability as a Neighborhood Pool
(score of 62 of 100). Much of the infrastructure has
not yet been built for the planned aquatic facility
at this location. As a result, the site’s score will likely
increase as infrastructure is added at the park, since
infrastructure represented its lowest scoring criteria.
The site received high scores for several other criteria.

New INDOOR FAcCILITIES

The map also shows two indoor facilities: a Premier
Indoor Facility, located within a triangle east of I-35,
south of Highway 183, and north of Highway 290, and
a Community Indoor facility to serve the southern
portion of the City.

OPERATIONS

General
1. Establish a central Aquatic Maintenance Facility

2. Synchronize supply
procurement policies

inventory control and

3. Include Wi-Fi and internet (fiber) capabilities for
greater efficiency

4. Utilize online applications to improve efficiency of
the large and aging aquatic system

Marketing

1. Increase the use of social
marketing budget

media and the

2. Promote new programs targeted to Active Adults
and Seniors

3. Create new special events and networking
opportunities through aquatic programming
targeted at young adults without children

4. Get creative in partnering with fithess centers,
physical therapists, hospitals, health insurance
providers, fitness non-profit organizations, and
clubs for sponsorships, leases, and rentals

Lifeguard Retention

1. Improve staff areas when facilities are selected
for improvement or replacement

2. Provide Support Staff to assist Lifeguards with
additional tasks (janitorial, customer service)

3. Expand tuition reimbursement or scholarship aid
for Lifeguards who successfully earn certification

4. Reduce janitorial obligations for the Lifeguards

5. Consider financial assistance for fransportation
due to the size of the City and long commutes

6. Focus recruitment efforts, affordable or subsidized
training, and employment incentives in
neighborhoods where Lifeguard applicants have
been limited

7. Incorporate online
programs

scheduling and payroll

8. Consider an indoor facility to increase In-Service
and Pre-Season Training opportunities

9. Hire more Full-Time Head Lifeguards for a higher
level of professionalism
PoLicies AND PARTNERSHIPS

1. Make Free Life Vests (PFDs) available at all
locations for children who cannot pass the swim
test

2. Increase availability of Learn to Swim programs
for children and adults with unique needs through
partnerships and sponsors

3. Begintosearchout potential partnersand sponsors
for the development of an indoor aquatic facility

4. Develop partnerships with club teams, high school
teams and other groups, including competitive
divers and synchronized swimmers, who might
rent pool space at a premier indoor facility

ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

1. Design and operate all new facilities to LEED Silver
level guidelines as required for all large capital
projects for the City

Utilize efficient equipment
Utilize rainwater and reclaimed water for irrigation

Monitor water use to respond quickly to any leaks

o > W N

Specify grasses and landscape planting better for
Austin’s climate

6. Locate pools near public transportation for ease
of access

7. Reduce paper waste through digital connections,
improved by providing Wi-Fi

8. Ensure that pool backwash flows to sanitary sewer
lines rather than into creeks or drainage corridors

9. Coordinate Best Management Practices with the
Offices of Sustainability, Watershed Protection,
etc.

10. Utilize natural light and/or LED fixtures in structures
11. Utilize low-flow plumbing fixtures

12. Consider the long-term use of a pool during the
design process with consideration to ease of
maintenance, energy use, and impact on the
environment

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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ReVENUE GENERATION

Revenue generation would contribute to a
more sustainable aquatic system. The following
opportunities should be further explored to generate
revenue.

Fees and Charges

The new aquatic system provides a variety of aquatic
opportunities with Neighborhood Pools remaining
free and fees for Community and Regional pools
(based upon the socio-economic conditions of the
surrounding market area).

Concessions

All Regional Aquatic Centers (and potentially
Community Pools) should have concession offerings
with ashaded area. PARD could operate concessions
at a substantial profit.

Naming Rights/Sponsorship and Partnerships

The quality of the new facilities offers an attractive
opportunity for naming rights and sponsorships.
Events and programs could also be sponsored.
PARD should explore partnerships with healthcare
providers, commercial entities, and .

Increased Programming

The upgraded facilities will offer an opportunity to
expand program offerings, and thereby increase
revenue.

PrROGRAMS

1. Utilize videos for parents to determine skill level for
correct class placement for swim lessons

2. Emphasize the need for drowning prevention
programs and swim lessons

3. Provide promotional materials to worship, medical
offices, and social services agencies to get more
children enrolled

4. Consider evening and weekend lessons to
accommodate the needs of working parents

5. Provide more “teachable” and *“swimmable”
water at new facilities considered including
heating for early season lessons and active adult
early morning programs

6. Place the focus on drowning prevention and
safety as a necessary lifetime skill

7. Create new programs targeted to Active Adults
and Seniors

IMPLEMENTATION

CaritaL Costs

Capital costs foraquatic improvements are estimated
in the range of $152 to $193 million, depending on
how many of the current Neighborhood Pools are
kept in operation.

STAFFING

The pool staffing requirements for the new system
will be approximately 980 staff (2016 staff included
768 total staff), including lifeguards, pool managers,
attendants, etc.

REVENUE

This new system has great potential for increased
income generation from concessions, entrance fees
(an increase of approximately $1.5 to $2 milion per
year), and programming.

The indoor pools would generate revenues from
increased programs, pool and lane rentals, swim
meets, concessions, and other sources. In addition,
similar indoor facilities throughout the country have
benefited from both capital and operating funds
from hotel taxes, tourism funds, sponsorships, naming
rights, and partnerships.

OvreraTIONS CosTs

Once the recommendations are fully implemented,
PARD should experience lower costs for operation
per pool due to the newer condition of facilities,
more energy efficient mechanical systems, reduced
maintenance repairs, and the benefits of a LEED
Certified and more environmentally sustainable
system. Staffing costs will be higher due to the
increased number of staff (primarily Lifeguards)
required to operate the system as mentioned earlier
in this chapter.

MAINTENANCE REPAIRS

Continuous maintenance repairs, both scheduled
(known) and unscheduled (unknown), will remain
constant until all of the pools are upgraded. The
process outlined in Chapter 6 should be followed to
examine the Sustainability of a pool going forward. In
addition, PARD should not spend more than $200,000
on a pool to keep it in operation unless the repairs
will keep the pool operating for another 3-5 years
and/or the repairs will be incorporated into the pool
upgrade process.

Xii

AUSTIN AQUATIC MASTER PLAN



PotentiaL FUNDING SCENARIOS AND FiscaL
EXPENDITURES PRIORITIES

The City would need at least $8 to $10 million per year
over the next 20 years to implement all of the capital
facility improvements recommended in this plan (not
including inflation). These capital improvements must
be weighed against the other needs of the City.

A goal of this plan is to provide the City with the
tools necessary to develop a more sustainable and
equitable system of aquatic facilities and programs.
Accordingly, PARD and the City should use this plan to
develop a capital improvement plan that considers
other fiscal expenditure priorities.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PRIORITIZATION:

= Address the critical pools in danger of failing
based on Sustainability thresholds in conjunction
with Site Suitability Rankings

= Make geographically located improvements to
maintain quality facilities throughout the City

= Prioritize development of at least one indoor
facility to assist in Lifeguard recruitment and
training and meeting a growing need for year-
round programming and lap swimming

= Develop new pools based on population
growth and to serve underserved areas, such
as the Colony Park/Lakeside Community, as
indicated in this plan

TASK FORCE FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

The Austin City Council appointed a Task Force of the
Parks and Recreation Board membership on August
22, 2017. The City Council formed the Task Force to
conduct public meetings and solicit additional public
feedback on the draft planning tool known as the
Draft Aquatic Master Plan (Plan).

The Task Force held six public meetings beginning in
September through November 2017 at five different
locations, providing citizen communication and
input and one formal Community Public Input event.
The community input event regarding the Aquatic
Master Plan was held on October 23, 2017 at the Gus
Garcia Recreation Center. All Task Force members
attended this event.

The Task Force supports the recommendations made
in the Aquatic Master Plan with the modifications
noted in their report, which is included as Chapter 9
of this report.

TAask FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

2018 Bond - On the November 2018 general
election ballot, include a stand-alone bond
proposition exclusively for aquatics facilities in the
amount of $124,000,000. The bond proposition
should include all end-of-functional life pool
replacements for pools listed in years 0 through 5
within the Draft Aquatic Master Plan.

Pool Replacement - The costs for the pool
replacements should be the total cost detailed
in the Draft Aquatic Master Plan to bring existing
pools up to modern, environmentally sustainable,
energy and water efficient, ADA, health, and
safety standards.

New Pools - Funding identified by staff to add
four additional new pools that would provide
public swimming opportunities to populations
not currently adequately served by a city pool -
Colony Park (NE Austin), NW Austin, SE Austin, and
SW Austin.

Maintenance Funding - Funding needs to be
secured, either as M&O or bond, for capital costs
associated with maintenance for pools listed in
years 6 through 20 within the Aquatics Master
Plan.

Public Private Partnerships - A Request for
Information (RFI) and subsequent Request for
Proposals (RFP) to be released for a public-
private partnership in the creation of a premier
indoor aquatic center on city-owned property as
identified by the City Manager’s office.

Future Maintenance and Operations Funding -
Additionally, in the event maintenance and
operations savings resulting from the renovated
pools do not entirely offset the expense of the
additional new pools, the Task Force recommends
that the Parks and Recreation Department annual
operating budget be increased by the amount
needed to maintain each new pool plus all the
existing pools as each pool is opened to the
public. Further, expanded pool hours require new
funds for additional staff and operating expenses.

Public Process on Any Future Decommissioning -
TheTask Force recommendsthatnoindividual pool
ever be decommissioned without an affirmative
vote of the Austin City Council. If in the future, if it
is ever impossible to repair or renovate an existing
facility and permanent closure appears to staff
to be the only alternative, then staff must present
the City Council with a request to hear about the
pool conditions and receive public input. Council
will then make a decision either to close the pool
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or will identify and allocate additional funds to
keep the pool open.

Historic and Cultural Factors - The Task Force also
recommends that historical and cultural factors be
considered as a high priority when a pool facility is
at point of replacement or decommissioning. Staff
recommends the following pools be considered
of unique historic and cultural importance:

= Barton Springs

= Deep Eddy

= Big Stacy

= Rosewood

= Parque Zaragoza

Increased Pool Funding - Three items were
identified by the Task Force that could potentially
increase pool funding to help offset costs.

a. Since the public pools clearly serve a public
interest (providing exercise and cooling
during hot summer months), we recommend
that Austin Energy & Austin Water grant “at
cost” rates for water and electricity used to
run the public pools. Parks and Recreation
Department currently pays full rate for utilities
at all facilities, and this reduction could result
in positive savings for pool expenses that could
be diverted to maintenance. New facilities
should also include solar panels to reduce
electricity use. This will be particularly helpful
with the natatorium.

b. Rather than automatically turning over all
fees for pool usage to the City’s General
Fund, return all fees for pool usage to the
Park and Recreation Department Aquatics
capital improvement fund or for use on pool
maintenance or operations. Directing pool
fees to the Park and Recreation Department
should not be in lieu of any existing funding or
future allocation to the Park and Recreation
Department.

c. Through the input process conducted by the
Task Force, Austinites generally appear willing
to pay individual fees for an expanded swim
season and for early and late hours at existing
pools.

ADDITIONAL RATIONALE

= Modernizing the City of Austin Aquatics System
will eliminate emergency closures and pool
replacements that have come up over the past
decade due to the age of pools.

= The modernization will reduce maintenance

and operations costs while addressing the
substantial facility condition issues resulting
from long standing unmet maintenance and
operational needs of the pools.

The maintenance savings should be allocated
for operating the new pools.

A city natatorium is requested by staff to enable
training of lifeguards year-round so that many
pools can be kept open either for extended
months of operation or year-round. In fact,
Aquatics Division staff note that the natatorium
is a pre-condition for any extension of pool
hours within the system. Such a facility would
be indoor, climate controlled, include public
access, and be open year-round. The facility
could include outdoor swimming as well.

To serve the entire aquatic system, a centrally
located pool maintenance facility is needed
to house standard frequently needed parts
and supplies, and where maintenance staff
have access to planning and workspace
environments.

It will take a comprehensive aquatics bond to
win enough support from City of Austin voters
and therefore new pools included in years
6-10 are brought forward to gain the support
citywide.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND

The Austin Parks and Recreation Department’s Aquatic Division is charged with the daunting task of managing
51 public aquatic facilities and providing quality programs and services to the residents of the City of Austin.
In order to provide these services in a safe and effective manner, their year-round and seasonal operations
require the recruitment, training and supervision of over 750 lifeguards to fully staff its lifeguarded sites. These
facilities include seven (7) municipal pools, 28 neighborhood pools, three (3) wading pools, 11 splash pads,
one (1) rental facility at Commons Ford Ranch, and Barton Springs Pool.

This inventory of aging aquatic infrastructure, combined with rapid population growth, demographic
changes, funding considerations, and regulatory requirements, presents a challenge for the City of Austin’s
Aquatic Management Team but also serves as the catalyst for examination and planning for the future of the
City’s aquatic facilities.

With approximately 1.25 milion annual visitors to these facilities, the Aquatic Division is not only charged
with providing a safe, clean and healthy environment but also the management, fiscal accountability, and
maintenance of the mechanical operations. The City of Austin has an exceptional reputation in the aquatic
industry and operates two facilities that are considered historically relevant to the development of America’s
public sector pools: Deep Eddy Pool and Barton Springs Pool.

However, in the summer of 2017, four city pools were closed for the season due to leaking and aging
conditions (Shipe, Govalle, Givens, and Mabel Davis). In 2014, City officials allocated $3 million dollars for
both Shipe and Govalle to be rebuilt and returned to the aquatic center inventory in 2019. With the closure of
the Mabel Davis Pool (and later Givens), the Austin Parks and Recreation Department proposed providing a
shuttle service to the Garrison Pool in south Austin throughout the summer months, exemplifying PARD efforts
to ensure aquatic access to residents.

Community members who frequent the City of Austin’s public aquatic facilities love their pools and over 13,000
residents actively participated in a three-part, comprehensive public education and consensus building
process called SWIM512. The methodology and results are detailed in Chapter 2 of this AQuatic Master Plan.
Working with industry professionals, professional staff, a citizen’s advisory board, and community members of
Austin, the completion of this 20-30 year vision for Austin’s aquatic facilities will serve as a guide for Austin’s
aquatic future. This effort alone has exhibited the Austin Parks and Recreation Department’s commitment to
aquatics.
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1.2 MASTER PLAN PURPOSE

In 2015, the City of Austin (City) Parks and Recreation Department (PARD) issued a Request for Proposals and
selected the Team of Brandstetter Carroll Inc., Adisa Communications, Architecture Plus, JLJ Enterprises, and
Chan and Partners to provide consulting services for the creation of a master plan to guide the current usage
and future development of the City’s public swimming pools and related facilities. The goal was to recognize
facility management opportunities system-wide and to provide recommendations on the current, expanded
or reduced aquatic facility system that would be both more equitable and more sustainable into the future.

The City of Austin commenced construction of aquatic facilities in the early 1930s. In principle, PARD’s
existing aquatic facilities were planned to operate for fifty years and most facilities are approaching, or have
exceeded their operating life span. The Parks and Recreation Department (PARD) and Brandstetter Carroll
Inc. completed an Aquatic Facility Needs Assessment in 2014, which included the inspection, evaluation,
and recommendation for renovation, redevelopment and/or replacement with new facilities on existing or
alternative sites. The assessment also included a Qualitative Assessment of each pool facility. The Aquatic
Division intended to expand on the findings of the Aquatic Assessment by developing this Aquatic Master
Plan. The process of developing this Master Plan was a top priority for PARD and the City of Austin. The
geographical, environmental, recreational, historical, and cultural qualities of the existing facilities provide an
opportunity to enhance the aquatic program for PARD and the City.

The plan, which builds upon and serves as a continuation of the Aquatic Facility Needs Assessment, isintended
to provide PARD with a comprehensive Master Plan that addresses existing management opportunities and
constraints, develops a sustainable management model for existing facilities and provides recommendations
in developing an equitable, city-wide sustainable facility model that addresses the present and future needs
of the City. Additionally, this master plan must be treated as a living document that needs to be reviewed
and revised every 5 years (minimum) or as needed to respond to changing demographics and urban growth
patterns of the City of Austin.

1.3 MASsTER PLAN OBJECTIVES

The Master Plan efforts focus on thirty-three (33) existing aquatic facilities and one potential pool site, including
but not limited to the pool, the bathhouse, the mechanical room, parking lot, and other support facilities.
The emphaisis is on addressing aquatic facility system management issues, including aquatic user facility
programs, facility operation and maintenance, facility environmental sustainability, aquatic health codes,
and aquatic program fiscal efficiencies aquatic facilities.

The recommendations of the Master Plan are intended to be used as a guide for sustainable and equitable
management of City of Austin aquatic facilities and associated attributes. The recommendations may
be utilized as marketing tools to generate public interest, support, funding, and design efforts for future
development of aquatic facilities and associated uses.

1.4 MASTER PLAN PROCESS

The Brandstetter Carroll Inc. Team (BCl Team) utilized an approach, which built upon the Team’s prior
knowledge of the Austin Aquatics System and which provided a logical sequence of reviewing the existing
conditions and direction, development of a vision based upon stakeholder engagement, outlining alternative
scenarios for the aquatics system, and finally developing an Action Plan to implement the recommendations.
The following phases were implemented as part of the Master Plan process:

= Process Development Phase to refine the scope of work and prepare a Public Engagement Plan

= Planning Context Phase to review existing conditions and practices, identify key issues and concerns,
and summarize the findings which provided the background framework for the remaining tasks

®m  Strategic Vision, Goals and Objectives Phase, which included the first round of stakeholder discussions
which were used along with the Planning Context to develop the Vision, Mission, Goals and Objectives
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Analysis and Preliminary Recommendations Phase to identify alternative scenarios for the overall
system and then analyze and provided recommendations for implementation of an expanded or
contracted aquatics system

Various types of aquatic facilities were identified to serve the diverse needs of Austin.  The public
engagement assisted to identify the priorities for criteria to be used in the process of rating the existing
pools for their ability to be maintained and/or upgraded. The Consultants used these priorities to
analyze 78 elements (within 8 criteria) for each existing pool site and one proposed site and then to
rank the sites for their ability to serve into the future.

Action Plan Phase which refines the preliminary recommendations based upon review comments;
establishes long term goals, objectives, and strategies; and provides an Action Plan forimplementation
whichidentifies projects, programs, policies, funding sources, andresponsible partiesin a fime sequence
format. This phase addressed programs, use agreements, partnerships, operations, sustainability,
Best Management Practices, potential revenue generation, proposed facility improvements, and
personnel.

Final Master Plan Phase to bring all of the previous phases into one comprehensive report. The process
on reviewing the draft included reviewing the project scope, responding to issues and concerns as
they were presented during the development of the master plan, and addressing comments/concerns
related to the master plan as collected from Boards and Commissions, TAG, Aquatic Advisory Board
the PARD Technical Team and District Representatives.

Throughout the process, the Consultants coordinated closely with a Team of PARD Administration, Park
Development Division, and Aquatic Division. These committees were also engaged as sounding boards
throughout the process of developing the Master Plan.

The Technical Advisory Group (TAG) of primarily City staff, which included representatives from the
following groups/agencies/departments:

— Watershed Protection to address water quality issues and City of Austin existing conditions, such as
regulatory and ordinances and emptying to creeks

— The Land Development Group, part of Public Works and is involved in the City of Austin permitting
process

- Imagine Austin and Code Next, a big picture organization with emphasis on codes and zoning
— The Austin Office of Sustainability with a role of environmental awareness

— University of Texas Aquatics and Charles Logan to provide their technical expertise on pool
operations and would be a possible renter of facilities

— AISD, a potential partner in the use of the pools
— A pool aquatics specialist from the construction industry

The Aquatic Advisory Board (AAB) is an existing committee of internal stakeholders with a thorough
understanding and history of engagement with the pools and programs.

Technical Team (T7) is primarily the PARD Aquatics Division staff, a representative of the PARD Public
Information Office, and the Project Manager from Park Development which provided oversight of the
overall process and reviewed the details and operations of maintenance part of the planning.

District Representatives Group (DRG) is comprised of representatives from Council Districts.

BCI Consultant Team - The contracted consulting team consists of Brandstetter Carroll Inc., Architecture
Plus, Adisa Communications, JLJ Enterprises, and Chan & Partners LLC.
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Three Technical Memos were prepared by the Consultant and delivered to the TAG. These documents served
to keep the group updated with regard to the completion of various tasks of the planning process. These
Technical Memos were later incorporated into the text of this Master Plan.

Technical Memo 1

This memo included the following:

= Asummary of the Public Involvement Plan - Now part of Chapter 3 (full text in Appendix D)

= Asummary of the March 2016 Public Workshops - Now part of Chapter 3

= Adiscussion of the survey to be used at July 2016 Public Workshops

The full text of this memo with referenced documents is located in Appendix C.

Technical Memo 2

This memo included the following:

= Asummary of the staff SWOC (Strengths, Weakness, Opportunities, and Challenges) - See Chapter 2
= Asummary of Austin Aquatic Programs, Attendance, and Budget - Now part of Chapter 2

= |nterviews ofthe Technical Advisory Group - Utilized as part of the Health, Safety, Welfare, Environmental,
and Regulatory analysis in Chapter 2

All elements of this memo have been integrated into this document. As a result, it was not necessary to
duplicate this information in the appendix of this Master Plan.

Technical Memo 3

This memo included the following:

= Asummary of the Public Input to date - Now part of Chapter 3

= The results of the survey referenced in Technical Memo 1 - Now part of Chapter 3

= A discussion of the survey to be used at July 2016 Public Workshops - Included in Chapter 3

The full text of this memo, including full survey results, is located in Appendix C.
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PLANNING
CONTEXT

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The Planning Context chapter provides an overview of the factors and conditions that represent the existing
conditions for aquatic facilities and programs in Austin. These factors must be considered as part of an effort
to determine the improvements necessary to yield a more sustainable and equitable aquatic system to serve
Austin residents and visitors. This chapter includes a summary of the Aquatic Needs Assessment, a review
of the current status of the aquatic system, an analysis of aquatic operations, and an overview of health,
safety, welfare, environmental and regulatory conditions facing the Austin Parks and Recreation Department
(PARD).

2.2 DEMOGRAPHICS

2.2.1 Introduction

An overall understanding of the population characteristics and demographic trends in Austin is necessary
to identify the present and predicted future needs for aquatic services and facilities. This section provides
a summary of demographics for the City of Austin as a whole. For demographics based on service area of
aquatic sites, see Chapter 7.

2.2.2 Austin Demographic Characteristics

Table 2.1 illustrates the population trends for the City from 1960 to 2040. This table uses US Census Bureau
data and projections from City Demographer Ryan Robinson for future projections. Trends indicate that the
population has increased continuously, with the largest growth rates from 1970-2000, and is expected to
continue to grow at a steady pace through 2040.

Table 2.1: Austin Population (1960-2040)

Census With ETJ Projections*
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2010 2015 2020 2040
Austin 186,545 251,808 345,890 499,125 656,562 790,390 965,605 1,059,680 1,152,559 1,574,742
10 Year Growth % 34.9% 37.3% 44.3% 31.5% 20.4% 19.4%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau and City Demographer Ryan Robinson (projections)
*Include ETJ
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Table 2.2 shows the household from 2000 to 2022 and indicates that, in Austin, the average household size
decreased from 2000 to 2010 but is expected to remain steady at 2.37 through 2022. The average household
size for residents in Austin is lower than for the United States, Travis County, and the State of Texas. The 2017
average household size of 2.37 is lower than that of Travis County (2.49) which is lower than that average
household size of the State of Texas (2.78). The 2.58 average size for the USA is between the Travis County and
Texas values.

Table 2.2: Household and Family Size (2000-2022)

Households Average Household Size

2017 2000 2010 2017 2022
USA 123,158,887 2.59 2.58 2.59 2.60
Texas 8,922,933 2.74 2.75 2.78 2.79
Travis County 476,373 2.47 2.48 2.49 2.50
Austin 386,333 2.41 2.37 2.37 2.37

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Esri forecasts

Table 2.3, Median Age, identifies a frend throughout Austin, Travis County, Texas, and the USA of an increasing
median age. The median age in Austin was 29.6 in 2000 and is expected to increase to 32.9 by 2022. It should
be noted that the median age for Austin is slightly lower than for the County and the State, and significantly
lower than the U.S. The median age in 2017 was 32.6 in Austin as opposed to 33.0 for Travis County, 34.6
for Texas, and 38.2 for the USA. The age of the residents is important, because PARD needs to plan for the
appropriate age groups that it will be serving through its aquatic facilities.

Table 2.3: Median Age (2000-2022)

2000 2010 2017 2022
USA 35.3 37.1 38.2 38.9
Texas 32.3 33.6 34.6 35.6
Travis County 30.4 32.0 33.3 33.7
Austin 29.6 31.2 32.6 32.9

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Esri forecasts

Table 2.4 displays the population age 65 and over from 2000 to 2022 and indicates that this age group
increased from 6.7% to 9.1% of the population in Austin between 2000 and 2017 and is expected to continue
to increase to 10.4% by 2017. All of the other jurisdictions have a higher percentage of the population in this
age cohort than does Austin, which is currently (as of 2017) at approximately 9.1%, compared to the County
at 9.5%, the State at 12.5%, and the USA at 15.6% of the population. The percentage of persons over age 65
is significantly lower in Austin and Travis County than the other jurisdictions.

Table 2.4: Population Age 65 and over (1990-2017)

2000 2010 2017 2022
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
USA 34,991,753 12.4% 40,136,920 13.0% 51,092,236 15.6% 60,072,953 17.6%
Texas 2,072,532 9.9% 2,615,138 10.4% 3,537,012 12.5% 4,303,289 14.0%
Travis County 54,824 6.7% 74,771 7.3% 114,956 9.5% 148,705 11.0%
Austin 43,905 6.7% 56,009 6.9% 85,158 9.1% 106,520 10.4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Esri forecasts

Table 2.5 identifies the population under age 18 from 2000 to 202. The table indicates a steady decrease
in the percentage for this age range in the City of Austin from 22.5% in 2000 to 21.8% in 2017. This decline
corresponds to the previous table which identified the growing population over age 65. The percentage
of the population under age 18 in Austin is lower than for the County, the State, and the USA. It is notable,
however, that the percentage in this age group is not declining as rapidly in Austin or Travis County as it is
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in Texas or the USA, in contrast to their lower percentage. Additionally, the total number of residents under
age 18 is increasing dramatically in Austin, despite the decreasing percentage of this age group, due to
continued population growth.

Table 2.5: Population Under 18 (1990-2017)

2000 2010 2017 2022
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
USA 72,325,430 25.7% 74,098,929 24.0% 73,035,696 22.3% 75,091,191 22.0%
Texas 5,880,213 28.2% 6,864,738 27.3% 7,215,505 25.5% 7,776,658 25.3%
Travis County 193,323 23.8% 244,800 23.9% 281,944 23.3% 312,280 23.1%
Austin 147,726 22.5% 180,204 22.2% 204,006 21.8% 221,234 21.6%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Esri forecasts

All of this information indicates that the population of Austin is younger and has smaller household and family
sizes than the County, the State of Texas, and the United States in terms of their percentages.

2.2.3 The Top Ten Demographic Trends in Austin (As identified by City Demographer,
Ryan Robinson)

Many of these frends reaffirm the demographic patterns described previously in the previous section (2.2.2).
The following text was written by Ryan Robinson, City of Austin Demographer, and reproduced with minor
modification from City of Austin website.r

Austin is evolving as a city and as an urban area. Its point along a trajectory of growth and demographic
change can be located and described by outlining several large-scale phenomena of urbanization. This list
of The Top Ten Big Demographic Trends will attempt to answer these questions: Where have we just come
from, where are we now, and where are we going as a City? Demographically speaking that is.

The theme of ethnic change and diversification is a common one throughout the Top Ten, and yet each
point addressing the issue highlights a particular aspect of ethnic change significant in its own right. In one
way or another, the trends discussed below are inherently intertwined with one another—each force exerting
its own push or pull on the collective, synergistic direction of the City’s demographic path.

1. No majority

The City of Austin has now crossed the threshold of becoming a Majority-Minority city. Put another way, no
ethnic or demographic group exists as a majority of the City’s population. The City’s Anglo (non-Hispanic
White) share of total population has dropped below 50% (which probably occurred sometime during
2005) and will stay there for the foreseeable future.

It’s not that there has not been absolute growth in the total number of Anglo households in Austin but
rather it’s because the growth of other ethnic and racial groups has outpaced the growth of Anglo
households. For example, the growth rate of Latino and Asian households far exceeds the growth of
Anglo households in Austin.

And yet, what used to resemble a seemingly inexorable path toward greater and greater ethnic and racial
diversification within the City is becoming less certain. The brakes have been thrown on the City’s rate of
diversification--due mostly fo housing prices inside the urban core which have spiked--with no apparent
end in sight to the increases. The Whitening of the urban core is indeed striking. Almost all of central east
Austin and vast stretches of south central Austin became Whiter during the decade. So what’s happened
since 2010? More than likely, we have experienced a continuation and even a possible acceleration of
this trend. We really won’t know until we can map Census 2020 data. Annual tract-level population data
updates from the Census Bureau’s American Community Survey come freighted with such large margins-
of-error that it’s difficult fo determine what exactly is happening demographically within neighborhoods
across the City.

1 City of Austin website, “Top Ten Demographic Trends in Austin, Texas,” http://www.austintexas.gov/page/top-ten-demographic-
trends-austin-texas
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2. Decreasing families-with-children share in the urban core

The share of all households within the city’s urban core made-up of families-with-children is slowly declining.
In 1970, the urban core’s families-with-children share was just above 32%, Census 2000 puts the figure at
not quite 14%. Moreover, with only a few neighborhood exceptions, the urban core is also becoming
almost devoid of married-with-children households.

Citywide, the trends have been similar in that the overall number of families-with-children has increased
while the share of total households from families-with-children has decreased. This relative loss of families-
with-children households has significant implications for the city’s several school districts, but AISD will feel
the greatest brunt of the effect.

Here’s the rub: the absolute number of children in the city is going up, while their share of total population
is declining. This paradox is further exacerbated by the fact that in absolute terms the demand for services
will increase as the share of families that remain within the city will become, in relative terms at least,
increasingly poor because of who is left and who is moving in. School systems and health care providers
will have a hard time managing the increasing absolute need in light of this loss in share.

Although there will continue to be pockets and neighborhoods with high concentrations of affluent
families in Austin, it has been middle class families that are becoming increasingly less common within
the urban core. Without a sizable share of middle class families to stabilize the urban core, working class
families suffer because the rung above them on the socio-economic ladder has been removed, making
it more difficult for them to achieve upward social mobility.

3. African American share on the wane

The city’s African American share of total population will more than likely continue its shallow slide even as
the absolute number of African Americans in the city continues to increase. The import of this decrease in
share should not be underestimated as just a few decades ago African Americans made-up around 15%
of the city’s population and just a few decades from now African Americans could represent a mere 5%
of the city’s population and constitute the smallest minority group in the city.

4. Hispanic share of total population

Will it ever surpass the Anglo share? Maybe not, but they will be close to each other in a short 25 years.
Enough cannot be said about how strong Hispanic growth has been. The city’s Hispanic share in 1990 was
under 23%, the Census 2000 figure was almost 31%, and this share of total is probably around 35% today.

Importantly, the city’s stream of incoming Hispanic households is socio-economically diverse. Middle-
class Hispanic households have migrated to Austin from other parts of the state and the country for high-
tech and trade sector jobs while international immigrant Hispanic and Latino households have come here
for construction and service sector jobs. Among other effects on the total population, the huge influx of
Hispanic families into Austin, with higher-than-average household sizes and more children per household,
has acted to dampen the increase in the city’s median age, keeping Austin one of the youngest cities
in the country. Moreover, were it not for Hispanic families moving into the urban core, the city’s falling
families-with-children share would have had a much steeper descent.

5. Asian share skyrocketing

The Asian share of total population in Austin almost doubled during the nineties, leaping from 3.3% in 1990
to almost 5% by 2000 and stands somewhere near the 6.5% mark today. Like their Hispanic counterparts,
the incoming Asians to Austin during the past 15 years are a much more diverse sub-population than
what existed in Austin in the past. For example, thirty years ago, any Asian in Austin was likely Chinese and
somehow associated with the University of Texas. Today, Austin hosts an Asian population that spans the
socioeconomic spectrum and is sourced by several countries of origin, with India, Vietham and China
being the largest contributors.

Austin has become a destination, for example, for Vietnamese households flowing out of metropolitan
Houston. This highly entrepreneurial population has opened new businesses, purchased restaurants, made
loans available to its network and acquired real estate. Emerging clusters of Viethamese households are
evident in several northeast Austin neighborhoods.
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Amazingly, by the middle of the next decade, the number of Asians in Austin will more than likely exceed
the number of African Americans. While the general population of Austin doubles every 20 to 25 years,
the number of Asians in Austin is doubling every ten years.

Geography of African Americans, dispersion and flight to the suburbs

The critical mass and historical heavy concentration of African American households in east Austin began
eroding during the 1980s, and by the mid-1990s, had really begun to break apart. Over the past 25 years,
middle-class African American households have left east Austin for the suburbs and other parts of Austin.
The level of residential segregation for African Americans has dropped significantly as their level of spafial
concentration has diminished. Many community leaders talk today of how many of these families are
still returning to churches in east Austin on Sunday morning. However, many of these same community
leaders fear that the newly-suburban African American population will eventual build suburban churches
closer to home, leaving the original houses of worship somewhat stranded. The potential impact of the
loss of these churches and their community outreach and community care programs on the African
American households left in east Austin could be devastating.

Geography of Hispanics, intensifying urban barrios along with movement into rural areas

Analysis of Hispanic household concentrations from Census 2000 reveal the emergence of three
overwhelmingly Hispanic population centers in Austin: lower east Austin (which also serves as the political
bedrock of Austin’s Hispanic community), greater Dove Springs, and the St. Johns area. Dove Springs
shifted from being about 45% Hispanic in 1990 to almost 80% by 2000. St. Johns went from being 35% to
70%--this radical transition is clearly evident on the streets of St. Johns, a neighborhood that once hosted
one of Austin’s oldest African American communities

The import of this trend is this: at the same time that ethnic minority populations are moving into the
middle-class and are more capable than ever to live anywhere they choose, there are parts of the city
where ethnic concentration is greatly increasing. However, it is lower-income minority households that are
most likely to participate in the clustering phenomenon.

An increasingly sharp edge of affluence

Maps of Median Family Income from Census 2000 show an increasingly hard edge between affluent
central Texas and less-than-affluent parts of the urban region. While some forms of residential segregation
have decreased markedly over the past few decades in Austin, the degree of socio-economic spatial
separation has steeply increased. The center of wealth in Austin has slowly migrated into the hills west of
the city.

This trend of wealth-creep out of the City creates an even greater burden for citizens funding services
and facilities that are used and enjoyed by individuals from across the region. Austin is becoming a
more divided city, divided not just in terms of income but also in terms of cultural attributes, linguistic
characteristics, and political persuasions. For example, precinct-level results from the 2004 Presidential
election reveal a deep cleavage within the Austin urban area in terms of the residential location of
Republicans and Democrats and the dividing line between Red and Blue Austin that roughly follows
MoPac from south to north, illuminating the strong east to west political spatial dichotomy.

Regional indigent health care burden

During the foreseeable future, the regional indigent health care burden will continue to grow and the
city’s disproportionate shouldering of the cost will increase as well. The creation of the Travis County
Hospital District in 2004 was a giant step toward leveling the uneven burden of indigent health care across
the Austin region, and yet, there was an obvious spatial pattern of who supported the creation of the
district and who did not, which can be seen in the precinct-level results of that vote.

Intensifying urban sprawl

The Austin region will continue to experience intense urban sprawl. Although there is an enormous amount
of residential development currently underway within the urban core and in downtown Austin, the
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thousands of new units being created there will be only a drop in the regional bucket of total residential
units created. There simply are very few land availability constraints in the territory surrounding Austin.

And yet this is not to say that the positive effects of new urbanism and Smart Growth policies will not be
felt inside the city, it is rather to say that even with the success of the many enlightened urbanizing efforts
currently afoot in Austin, urban sprawl and its footprint will have an enduring presence in central Texas.

Conclusion

Austin is a magical place, an attractive place, attractive not only in terms of natural beauty but also in
terms of its gravitational pull for people.

Austin draws its special character from its physical setting along the Balcones Escarpment, a city wedged
between coastal plain and dramatic cliffs, canyons and juniper carpeted rolling hills; it sits on the edge
of the Chihuahuan desert existing as a physical and cultural oasis where talented, entrepreneurial, hard
working people are drawn from all over the world.

Austin’s quality of life has become its biggest economic development engine, and the city’s diverse
demographic structure serves to support and enrich its quality of life.

NOTE: This list was originally put together in 2008 and has been updated using Census 2010 information
and the more recently released American Community Survey data. March 2016.

2.2.4 Social Needs and Conditions Index

Certain socioeconomic characteristics help to identify individuals or target populations most likely to use
and/or benefit from public sector programs, services, and community outreach efforts. The results of this
analysis apply to much more than just parks and recreation services, indicating neighborhoods that would
benefit most from community services of which aquatic facilities and programs represent just one example.
The methodology used to develop this index is presented in Figure 2.1.

Figure 2.1: Social Needs and Conditions Methodology
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A Social Needs & Conditions Index was developed from seven socioeconomic and demographic indicators
that measure the well-being of residents in each of Austin’s 200 census tracts. Figure 2.2 shows the Social
Needs & Conditions Index for each of the census tracts in Austin. This data was used to assist the project team
in establishing priorities as they relate to facility, outreach, and program development. The full text of this
process is included as Appendix B.

Figure 2.2: Social Needs and Conditions Index
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2.3 AQuATtic NEeps ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

In 2013 and 2014, Brandstetter Carroll Inc. (BCI) and its team of consultants prepared the Aquatic Facilities
Needs Assessment. That document works in conjunction with this Master Plan as a source of the qualitative
assessment of the facilities, analysis, public engagement, and preliminary recommendations. The Needs
Assessment is summarized here.

2.3.1 Existing Aquatic Facilities in Austin

The City of Austin has seven (7) municipal pools, 29 neighborhood pools, three (3) wading pools, and one (1)
waterfront pool (Barton Springs). The City also operates eleven (11) splash pads and a rental facility. Two pools
(Bartholomew and Westenfield) have recently been reconstructed, and four (4) pools are closed (Kealing,
Palm, St. John’s, and Odom). The splash pads are recent developments, and Deep Eddy and Barton Springs
are totally unique facilities that have had other plans prepared inrecent years. Table 2.6 provides an overview
of the aquatic facilities in Austin with their configurations, sizes, year built/renovated, and the presence of a
bathhouse or restroom building.

Table 2.6: Aquatic Facilities Characteristics

RR POO otal Poo a Poo ading Dep anging Roo ea
D ATIO ape Yalo quare Fee quare Feet Poo a ane Restroo ear B Renovated
Municipal Pools
Bartholomew L and freeforni 75' 7,740 7,740 0"-12' 4 Both 1961 2013
Deep Eddy Rectangles 21,329 21,329 0"-8' 9 Both 1921 2012
Garrison Rectangle 162'x65' 14,486 12,276 2,210 3'-6' 8 Both 1966
Mabel Davis Rectangle 168'x62' 11,717 11,717 1-12' 8 Both 1980
Northwest L 50m 15,642 13,392 2,250 3'-15' 8 Both 1956
Springwoods L with zero 4,400 4,400 0-5 6 Both Unknown
depth
Walnut Creek L 25 m 14,951 10,643 4,308 2'-12" 8 Both 1983
Neighborhood Pools
Balcones L 75' 4,583 4,583 2'1"-4' 6 Both 1986
Big Stacy Rectangle 97'x43' 4,000 4,000 3'6"-6'10" 6 Both 1935 1977
Brentwood Rectangle 42'x60" 2,731 2,400 331 3'-4'6" 5 Restrooms 1954
Canyon Vista Rectangle 75' 3,280 3,280 3-9"-12-4"| 6 No 1985
Civitan Rectangle 65'x45' 3,515 2,400 1,115 3-5' Restrooms 1964
Dick Nichols Rectangle 75' 10,463 9,848 615 3-8 9 Both 1996
Dittmar z 75' 6,531 6,531 2'-11' 6 Both 1988
Dottie Jordan L 75' 4,550 4,230 320 3-11' 6 Both 1974
Dove Springs Rectangle 135'x75' 11,365 10,540 825 3'-8'10" 6 Both 1994
Gillis Rectangle 86'x40' 2,550 2,550 3'3"-8' No 1954 1979
Givens L 150' 11,920 10,700 1,220 3-13' 2 Both 1958
Govalle Rectangle 65'x45' 2,400 2,400 3-5' Restrooms 125' away 1954 1986
Kennemer L 75' 4,224 4,224 3'-9'6" 6 Restrooms 1975
Martin L 75' 4,880 4,880 2'-11'6" 6 Restrooms 1934 1977
Metz Rectangle 105'x45' 3,992 3,992 3'6"-10' Restrooms 1937 1986
Montopolis L 25m 4,880 4,880 2'-11'6" 1 Restrooms 1978
Murchison L 75' 4,224 4,224 3'-9'6" 6 Restrooms 1974
Parque Zaragoza Rectangle 45'x105' 3,992 3,992 3'4"-9'4" Closed 1932
Patterson Rectangle 42'-62' 2,731 2,400 331 2'9" 5 Restrooms nearby 1954
Ramsey Rectangle 42'x105' 3,800 3,800 3'-8' 5 Restrooms 1941 1999
Reed Rectangle 40'-65' 2,731 2,400 331 3'-4'6" 4 Restrooms 1956
Rosewood Rectangle 75'x130" 8,670 8,670 3-10'6" Restrooms downstairs| 1932 2009
Shipe Rectangle 42'x100' 5,250 4,000 1,250 3'-10' 4 Nearby 1934
West Austin Round 50' 1,500 1,500 4 0 Restooms 1930 2011
Westenfield Rectangle 75 4,393 3,067 1,326 -7 4 Both 1931 2013
and fan
Special Rental Facility
Commons Ford Ranch |Rectangle 744 744 2'-8
Splash Pads
Bailey 1938 2009
Bartholomew 2010
Chestnut 2005
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CURRENT POOL Total Pool  Main Pool Wading Depth Changing Room / Year

DESIGNATIONS Length Square Feet Square Feet Pool S.F. (min-max) Lanes Restrooms Year Built Renovated
Clarksville (Mary Frances Baylor) 2010

Eastwoods 1929

Liz Carpenter

Lott 2005

Metz 1937 1998
Pease 2009
Ricky Guerrero 2009
Rosewood 2009
Wading Pools

Little Stacy Rectangle 53'x30' 1,500 9"-2' No 1997
Shipe Rectangle 25'x50' 1,250 8"-2' Nearby 1934 1997
Waterfront Pools

Barton Springs 200m 0'-14' 1929

2.3.2 The Need for a Facility Assessment

Many of Austin’s aquatic facilities were built between the 1930’s and the 1950’s with the most recent facilities
builtin the 1980’s or early 1990’s. The typical useful life intended for an aquatic facility is 30 years. Accordingly,
many of these facilities have outlived their useful life by a tremendous amount. Pools built in the 1930’s are
nearly 80 years old, and those builtin the 1950°s are between 50 and 60 years old. Even the more recent ones
built in the 1980’s are 25 or more years old.

The Brandstetter Carroll Inc. Team (BCI) was chosen to prepare the Aquatic Facilities Needs Assessment to
evaluate and provide recommendations for all of the City of Austin aquatic facilities with the exception of the
splash pads, and the facilities at Bartholomew, Westenfield, Deep Eddy, and Barton Springs.

The Scope of Services for the project included the following seven phases:
Planning Context

Inventory and Analysis

Needs Assessment

Qualitative Assessment

Options

S T o\ B

Goals, Objectives, and Recommendations

7. Recommendations for Each Pool

2.3.3 Demographic Analysis

The demographics of Austin are continuously changing and a detailed analysis was needed to identify the
trends impacting the delivery of aquatic facilities and services. The Needs Assessment included a detailed
review of demographics in Austin, which was updated and included in section 2.2 of this chapter. The
demographics analysis also included the Social Needs and Conditions Analysis which is provided in Appendix
B of this Master Plan.

2.3.4 A Publicly Driven Process

The Aquatic Assessment had two main public engagement goals: 1) to engage broad and diverse segments
of Austin residents to identify aquatic issues, concerns, and ideas, and 2) to update the community on the
assessment progress and based on current assessment status gather any additional input. The Aquatic
Assessment met these goals through these primary methods of public engagement:

= Surveys collected 3003
= Public input meetings 8
= Open houses 2
= Telephone Town Hall 1
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A summary of the public engagement results are included in Chapter 3 of this report.

2.3.5 The State of Aquatic Facilities in Austin

Two on-site assessment visits, addressing all aspects of the pool experience, were conducted for each of
the 36 pools within the scope of this project: one between February and March, 2013 when most pools were
empty of water and a second in August of 2013 when some pools were still in operation, and all were filled
with water. The assessments addressed all aspects of the pool experience including: the water bodies, the
parking lot, the bath houses, restroom buildings, and pump rooms and included cost information for the
repair or renovation of the facilities. An estimate for the cost to keep each pool operating for a minimum of 10
years was also included. (Qualitative Assessment Forms for each pool are located in Appendix | of the Needs
Assessment in a separate document.) Findings were provided within the following categories:

Pool conditions

The Virginia Graeme Baker (VGB) Act

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)

Bathhouse buildings and restrooms

Pump house buildings

Equipotential pool bonding

Pool decks

Wading pools adjacent to main pools

© ©® N o g b~ wDdPRE

Electrical systems
10. Mechanical and Plumbing systems
11. Structural conditions

2.3.6 The Future of Agquatic Facilities in Austin

The qualitative assessment for each pool facility, combined with the desires of the community as outlined in the
public engagement process through the statistically valid survey, web survey, Speak-Up Austin engagement,
surveys at the pools, television town hall meeting, and the eight public workshops held previously, clearly
identified a need to (see also Chapter 3):

= |ncrease the length of the swim season

= Provide additional shade

= Upgrade pool houses/bathhouses

= |mprove restrooms
The Consultant was asked to produce a series of options describing potential changes to both operation
procedures and the number of pools in the City of Austin, based on national trends.
This analysis included the following:

= Aquatic trends

= Code changes

= Potential funding mechanisms
= Alternative scenarios

2.3.7 Consultant’s Recommendations

The Assessment concluded with a series of objectives and recommendations based on the public input
and the qualitative assessment, which were primarily based on the status quo of facilities and operating
procedures. The Assessment recommendations included:

= High Priority Objectives
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= Long Term Objectives
m  General Recommendations for all Pools

= Prototypical Pool Plans

2.3.8 Substantial Repair Needs

Many of the facilities are in need of substantial repairs. For example, Givens, which was constructed in 1958 (59
years old), was one of the seven (7) pools identified in the 2014 Needs Assessment as unlikely to survive 5 more
years. The site needs extensive pool house improvements to meet ADA requirements as well as new plumbing
and lighting. The wading pool requires the addition of zero depth entry access to meet ADA requirements.
The pool wall has major cracks. The coping was replaced in 2013 but is already cracking, due to the structural
wall cracks below. The pool decks need replacement. The guard chairs, ladders, lifts, etc. are not bonded,
which was required after 1984, and could become a hazard if not addressed. Overall, this pool alone needs
over $1.1 million (according to the Needs Assessment in 2014) to fix these issues and keep it open.

Many of Austin's pools are in similar condition fo Givens. The 2014 Needs Assessment identified $47 million in
improvements, just to repair/rebuild current infrastructure. That figure does not include upgrades or efforts to
meet the needs of underserved areas.

Most of the facilities were built between 1927 and 1990 with an average age of over 50 years old. The typical
useful life span of a standard poolis 25-30 years. As a result, many pools are physically and functionally obsolete
(programmatically outdated). They do not have features and attractions that are popular with today’s users,
such as zero-depth entry, interactive play areas, slides, program space, and spray features. Additionally,
many do not meet current health or accessibility guidelines or codes (e.g., restrooms and showers, health
codes). Table 2.7 presents a summary of the issues needing addressed at each pool. (Bartholomew, Deep
Eddy, and Westenfield were not part of the Needs Assessment so are not included in the table.)

2.3.9 Geographically Inefficient

Many areas are not served or are underserved, and many have overlapping service areas. Figure 2.3 illustrates
five (5) key areas in the City of Austin that are underserved by aquatic facilities. These areas are numbered
in order of priority. The Northeast area of the City of Austin is identified as the most in need of new aquatic
facilities. This area incorporates the neighborhood community of Colony Park and Lakeside in addition to
other surrounding communities.

Many of the pools in Austin are located close to other pools, and many areas have no pools nearby. In
addition, some communities, most notably Colony Park and northeast Austin, have worked with the Parks
and Recreation Department to develop a community master plan that includes a new aquatic facility as
acknowledgment of the need to add and enhance recreational opportunities to the Colony Park area. Few
pools are located in the northern and southern portions of the city, while in the central part of the city, most
notably east of I-35, several pools are located within a mile of another pool. Some of parts of the City are also
served by “semi-public” pools (e.g., homeowners association pools) or other publicly accessible pools, while
other areas are not. These pools (locations also shown in Figure 2.3) can help to meet the aquatic needs for
some of these residents

2.3.10 Additional Aquatic Assessment Data

Additional analyses and documentation of the existing conditions at pools are included within the Criteria
and Elements discussion in Chapter 7 (Site Suitability Ranking Process).

2.4 CurreNT AQUATIC SYSTEM STATUS

Austin aquatic facilities have experienced high levels of use with approximately 1.25 million visiting pools
annually, including 662,000 at municipal and neighborhood pools.

2.4.1 Existing Outdoor Aquatic Programs

The Austin Parks and Recreation Department hosts a wide variety of aquatic programs for youth, adults, and
families. The following is a list of some of the programs offered by the City. Some of the programs are provided
in partnership with other organizations as identified.

PLANNING CONTEXT 15



Swim Lessons

Swim lessons are provided at 16 Neighborhood or Municipal Pools. Classes are divided into nine sessions

in 2016 from May 9 to August 12. Classes include:

= 16 years and older — 40 minute class

Figure 2.3: Existing Aquatic Service Areas with Underserved Areas

: . ey . 5@0&3‘&@
L o
Existing Aquatic Service,Areas s
) & g,
With Underserved Areas ldentified ;
(]
- Y g™ @ ° o
@ Springwoods é@
€ °
° &
. pe
o ¢ o ¢
& % o (] o & %7
Canyon,Vista O
o Balcones @ o
o Walnut Creek
o® ol Oj:
P
(= 4 °
o s © O § ° o
o LS L) Kénnemer
° M'urchls{sn o
Northwest J
o
. . ° Brentwood 6 mm@s
° &
$ 2 °
REeeY, %z@ CBome Jordan o
] &
o o 2° .Reed (Sliipe Bartholomew
L Patterson
00 Westenfield ° °
@S
%%Deep Edd oo Roﬂod @Givens ° &
Banun.We.stAustm () ey m’%
Springs| - ¢ 8
o %% Parque &
(<] o Marting™ Zaragoza
8 Gillis SMet
(o] o [ ) O & Civitan °
® o L] Big St.acy < o CMontopolls
D [o) Mabel Davis ° %
© o Dick Nichols Garrison [T,
® n, B
O Sty o
o) o Dittmar o ocBove Springs &
o OQ%Q"&
? o oo
(e} 2
o o ° )
°
L4 A
§7
8
Legend
Service Areas Pool Type Other Pools
20 Minute Walk to a [ Municipal o  Association/District
Neighborhood Pool . .
9 @ Neighborhood [} RV/Mobile Home
10 Minute Drive to a
Municipal Pool @® \Waterfront e Club
City of Austin Parks o University
Underserved Area
K 1 Dot = 100 People e YMCA
pr—— .
Lo City Limits ° Other Private
1 f 0 125 25 5
Planning Boundar
L 9 Y S M, (vl
J o] ‘-_.I) II © 2017 Brandstetter Carroll Inc. All rights reserved,
1 -

16

AUSTIN AQUATIC MASTER PLAN



Table 2.7: Aquatic Facility Issues Summary

Issue

Spring Woods

Architecture

w |Balcones

w |Brentwood

~ |Canyon Vista

N |Civitan

N JCommons Ford

N IDittmar

+ |Dottie Jordan

w |Govalle

N [Kennemer

» [Martin

~ [Metz

w |[Montopolis

+ [Murchison

+ [Northwest

~ |Parque Zaragoz

N |Reed

+ |Rosewood

~ |Shipe

+ |Shipe Wading

N |Stacy Wading R

+ |[West Austin

Roof needs replacement
Rusting doors/windows
ADA deficiencies

Paint

Cracking walls

Restrooms Outside Fence

Restrooms in Park (Bold, no restroom at all)

x |~ |Dove Springs

< |w |Gillis

< | & |Givens

x |w |Stacy

x |~ [Walnut Creek

x

x