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Introduction

City Council Direction:

The City Manager was directed by Council Resolution 150732 totéam, a
includingpartners and appropriate expertise from a variety of disciplines, to
determine actions that would be necessary to implement the findings of the Charrette
Report withirthe current project federal approvals or Records of Decision (ROD).

The Purpose dhis Report or Technic&loposal:
To serve as a summary of findings by the Trinity Parkway Technical Team regarding:
A Bvaluation of the ideas within the Trinity Parkway Design Charrette Report

A How those ideas may be implemented within the context of current federal
regulatory approvals



Technical Review

AlLoca]regional and private partners and the City of Dallas funded a Technical
Team of consultants and providedkind support through staff and resources.

AThis Technical Team included national and local expetiseell as staff from
the local, state and federal project partner agencies.

A Several members of the Design Charrette Team also actively participated in
Technical Team work sessions

AThe Technical Team has been working throughout the fall of 2015 and winter of
2016 to bring forward its assessment of feasibility regarding the ideas presented.

AThe Technical Team proceeded with interaal®sign investigations and
development of detailed conceptual designs from hdradvn ideas in the
Charrette Report.

AThey focused their work on the ideas recommended in the Charrette Report
and then assessed their potential consistency with the existing ROD
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Design Charrette Team

A arry Beasley Planner/Urban Designer, Chairman*

Mrent Browrg, Urban Planning & Design*

Ahlex Kriegeg Architect/Urban Designer*

AleffTumling Transportation Planner*

Aabe Bent Transportation Planner*

AgnacioBunsterOssa; Landscape Architect/Urban Designer
Arimothy Dekkeg Hydrology Specialist*

A
A
A

izabeth MacdonalgUrban Designer
lan Jacobs Planner/Urban Designer
iIssa Hoaglardmailyarg, Economic Development Specialist*

AlohnAlschule, Economic Development Specialist*
AdlanMountjoy¢ Architect/Urban Designer*
Mark Simmonsg Landscape Architect/Ecology Specialist

* Also participated in Technical Team work sessions



Technical Team

Larry Beasley, ckacilitator
Brent Brown, Gé-acilitator

AbcWORKSHQ@PJrban Planning and Design

A Cityof DallasStaff¢ Multiple Technical Disciplines

AlLarry Good Urban Planning/Design and Economic Development
A Gresham, Smith and PartnerStormwaterManagement andesign
AKeith Manoy Transportation Planning

AHalffAssociateg Transportation Planning/Road Design

AHNTB CorporationGeotechnical and Levee Integrity

A Salcedo Groug Civil Engineering

AMichael VarValkenburgif\ssociateg Environmental Design and Landscape
Architecture



Local, state and federal project partners:

ACity of Dallas

ANorth Texas Tollway Authority (NTTA)

ANorth Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG)
ATexas Department of TransportatidxDOY

AFederal Highway Administration (FHWA)

AUnited States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)



Public Forums

During the months of May and June, 2015, several local public forums were conducte
around the city to gather input on the 20 ideas featured in the Charrette Report.

Citizens and others were also afforded an opportunity to provide public input via an o
online opportunity.

Several hundred comments were received. This input was shared with the Technical
¢SIFY YR tFUGSNI gAUK ¢NRYyAUe tIN)ygle !F
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Summary of Findings
ATKS ¢SOKYAOFf ¢SFEYQa O2yOSLJidzrf RS&AA.
significantly performs or is largely consistent with the Charrette Report in the
Technical Proposal as follows
A Of the 20 key features of the charrette scheme:
ANine (9) are clearly consistent
AThree (3) offer only minor variations that are not incompatible
AOne (1) offers potential significant variation and requires Council choices

AThree (3) are policy decisions, not matters of technical design, and the
detailed design accommodates them

AFour (4) are still subject to more detailed design which normally will not
happen until later in the process and therefore cannot now be fully judged,
though nothing incompatible is anticipated.

AlIn additionpther matters have emergeldrough the technical design process
that will require Council consideration as discussed herein
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Technical Team Findings




Confirmation #1

|dea #1

Roadway and land bench elevations, roadway corridor and end connection to

nighways generally as earlier proposed.
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Technical Team Findind#$ie Technical Proposal reviewed these confirmations for
conformity with Design Charrette Team drawings and determined that they are

consistent with the ROD.
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ldeas #2, #3, & #4

Confirmations #2, #3 & #4

Pedestrian links across the Parkway generally as earlier prapdsédks under and
over the Parkway at aboutiile intervals; Topf-levee bikeways and pedestrian
paths generally as earlier proposed; Service roads/bikeways/pedestrian paths arounc

the Parkway generally as earlier proposed.
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Technical Team Findind$ie Technical Proposal reviewed these confirmations for

conformity with Design Charrette Team drawings and determined that they are

consistent with the ROD.
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Variation #1 idea #5

Only build a 4 lane roadwa nct)}\fit those 4 lanes of traffic (narrower lanes + grass

shoulders) meandering within the approved road corridor.
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Technical Team Findinddte Technical Proposal is generally
consistent with the Design Charrette Team vision and several
elements further reinforce that vision. Regarding the ROD,
the Technical Team understood that design exceptions would
&= De required from the approved scheme and these would be

{ suggested as part of a staged approach. Lane widths were

meant to be those of a standard arterial roadway. This is

likely acceptable for a first phase as a meander within
existing road alignment. Reduced lane width and minimized
shoulders may require design exceptions 15




Variation #2 dea #6

Buildfewer ramps. Only build two set of ramps within the park accessing the inner cit)
for the foreseeable future: 1 on/off pair at the north end near the Medical District and
1 on/off pair at the south end near Cedar Crest.

Technical Team Findind$e Technical Proposal, even with its variations, generally
meets the intent of the Design Charrette Team vision, provided that one intrusive
ramp at Riverfront is relocated.if shifted from Cedar Qrehicle Miles Traveled.
oaxac¢euv LINBSSOuAZYya @oSNB dISYSNI &SR T2
well as the recommended interchanges by the Design Charrette Team. Design
exceptions would likely be required from the approved design for fewer ramps, and t
shift and reconfigure ramps. The initial two sets of ramps or interchanges are
recommended as part of a first phase
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Variation #3 & #4 deas #7 & #8

Ban trucks except femergencies; Add aturn option within the Parkway corridor at
mid-point I

Technical Team Findingdiere is nothing in the Technical Proposal that would
forestall adoption o policy to ban trucks, but this decision will require further
assessment with project partners to determine potential financial implications.

Regarding Wurns,Corpgguidance would be required from the approved scheme

and thesevouldbeincluded as pamf a phased approach. Y



|dea #9

Variation #5

Allow onstreet parking along the Parkway on weekend slow periods and special
occasions
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Technical Team Findindsiere is nothing in the Technical Proposal that would
forestall adoption of this policy decisiarthe outside lane has been designed to be
slightly wider than minimal standards to accommodate extra width needed for
occasional parking. Thsll require a decision among project partners related to
operation of the roadway, with the need to address potential financial implications
and liability/safety concerns
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ldea #10

Design Refinement #1

Meander the Parkway within the approved road corridor so that future road sections
can be finished now as paff parking areas on both sides of the Parkqvey park

access and scenic overlook.

Technical Team Finding3esign exceptions may be required from the approved
scheme to achieve the polfifs and parking for park access. These would be

suggested as integral to the staged or phased approach because these pull
aved areas are all located within areas that may ultimately be paved as

off arkinfg P : _
part of a full build out as currently approved in 3C
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Design Refinement #2 dea #11
Design refinement of the landscape configuration to add a consistent linear tree |
LI 00 SNY Igi AcEnfets dinng therP@xkway' | 1 A Yy 3 A-;Lil’iec! I & ¢ NI
tFEN)y SFée F2NJ OKIFINFOUSNI YR 0S| dzié o

Technical Team Findind$e Technical Proposal is generally consistent with the
Design Charrette Team vision to achieve the experience of a roadway lined with tree
This potential configuration aftree-lined Parkway remains contingent upon the
65%level landscape design development when the full detailed landscape plan is
further refined. This will include additional hydrologic review that is consistent with
GKS /2NLJAQ USOKYAOIFtf LI N¥YSUSNROD® 17



Design Refinement #3 idea #12

Design refinement of the landscape configuration to add character, interest, and a
strong ecological strategy all along the Parkway, especially along the land bench

edges and at stream outfall areas.

Technical Team Findindtsappears that an acceptable landscape concept is possible

within the current technical desighmore detailed landscape design would include

FTdzZNI KSNJ KeRNRBf 2aA0 NBUJASg UGUKIU Aa 02y
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Design Refinement #4 Idea #13
Design refinement of flood protection barriers with landscape, art, wall treatments
and hillocks or berms to eliminate blank walls and secure more pervasive views of th
park and to add character, interest, and a strong ecological strategy all along the
Parkway.

100 Year Flood Protection - Flood Protection Wall

Section J: South of Reunion Overlook looking South

.....

Section M: North of H Street Viaduct looking South

100 Year Wall

e R Height of Wall Necessary to Achieve 100-yr Flood Protection

lllllll

19



Flood Protection Wall

25 Year Wall

10 Mile
Height of Wall Necessary to Achieve 25-yr Flood Protection - . N, | Hooaw

TechnicallTeam FindingsDesign exceptions will be required from the approved
scheme to achiev@&rmingon the Parkway side for the 108ar flood standard.

Further detailing of this concept with landscape elemaatide pursued during the
65%level landscape design developm&asolutiorof bermingon the park side of

the wall cannot be determined until the full park review is undertaken because more
solutions may be necessary to me€etps hydrologic requirementursuing a flood
standard of less than the 1§@ar protection will almost certainly challenge the ROD,
NELINSaSYuAy3d I KAIK NARA] AY Y2Q0Ay3 (K
recommendation is to uphold the use of the-§688@r flood standard for the Parkway



Design Refinement #5 dea #14
DesigfhNBEFAYSYSylG G2 SELX2A0 FTADBS YI 22N 4?2

SKETCH OF PARKING AREAS ALONG THE PARKWAY TO ACCESS PARK LANDS

Technical Team Findindduis idea is consistent with the ROD, although design
exceptions may be required to achieve-gifilbarking areas as part of a phased or
staged approach.
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Design Refinements #6 & #7 deas #15 & 16

Allow toll free park use from the Parkwlagcate transit stops so as to enhance

transit-user access to the park over the Parkgy example, provide a Houston
Bridge streetcar stop and a Riverfront Boulevard bus stop.

Technical Team Finding#ere is nothing in the Technical Proposal that would
forestall adoption of this policy decision to allow toll free use of the park. This will

require a policy decision among project partners related to operation of the roadway
with the need to confirm financial implicatioWdth regard to transit user access,

this opportunit¥ IS not ruled out by the current Technical Propbsial should be
resolved with further design.
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|dea #17

Development Strategy #1
C2NJ GKS WwWwSdzyA2yk/ 2YYSNDODSQ YR WaAE al
happen earlier than expected by allowing development to locate as close to the park

as possible.
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Technical Team Findind$ie Technical Proposal confirms the Design Charrette Team
vision for this development strategy. This will be further explored as part of the park

review process now underway.
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dea #18
Development Strategy #2
Fori KS W5S&aA3dy BA&AGNAOGQET FFEOAfAGFGS (K
regular and attractive pedestrian connections across the Parkway to the park.

Technical Team Findind$ie Technical Proposal confirms the Design Charrette Team
vision for this development strategiyhis will be further explored as part of the park
review process now underway.
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Development Strategy #3 dea #19
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and Parkway are less important.
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SKETCH PLAN SHOWING PEDESTRIAN ACCESS OVER THE LEVEE TO LAKES

Technical Team Findind$ie Technical Proposal confirms the Design Charrette Team
vision for this development strategiyhis will be further explored as part of the park

reviewprocess now underway. o5



ldea #20

Development Strategy #4

For the districts at the far north and south ends of the Parkway, just before it joins the
existing highways, build under or over the roadway elevation within the alignment so
that the Parkway development spurs private development that augments the

neighborhoods.
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DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY AS PARKWAY EXTENDS EASTWARD
UNDERNEATH S. LAMAR AND S.M. WRIGHT

SKTECH PLAN AT SHOWING PARKWAY ENTRANCE TO FLOODWAY AT INWCOD BRIDGE

Technical Team Findind$ie Technical Proposal confirms the Design Charrette Team
vision for this development strategiynis will be further explored as part of the park

reviewprocess now underway.
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Additional Consideration #1

No design speed specified in Charrette Repedulting design speed in Technical Propssal
45 MPH.

Technical Team Finding&aluation suggests that the 45 MPH effective design speed,
with the 4lane crossection, will cut the vehicle miles traveled in the regional model
by about 40% from the ROD maximum estimgdtewever it still accommodates the
projected demand in the near term as part of a phased plan.

Also, a lower speed would reduce the number of vehicles using the roabighy

would reduce toll revenue. This would have a financial implication on project funding
and would need to be considered in developing the project financing plan with
project partners. Posted speamdy be established by agreement with NTTA.

FinallyTxDOE C1 2| gAff SEFYAYS GKS I ondetiande 2
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approved.
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Additional Consideration #2

Parkway and Levee Alignment

J

Technical Team Findingisthe interest of avoiding some costs and achidgsgyimpact
on the Forest te Technical Team discussed the potential to share I‘I%ht of way along

future Lamar Levee. However, sharing right of way between two federal agencies
(FHWA and the Corps) is not preferred and would require waivers to federal policies
regarding primacy of the infrastructure. These approvals would be through the
headquarters levels and are not likely to be approved, and therefore not recommenc
by the team. Additionallthis segment represents a fairly small portion of the Parkway
and cost reductions and avoidance of the Forest would likely be nominal given
construction requirements related to alignment with the future levee. -



Additional Consideration #3

Economic Development of33/SH183 Connections.

Technical Team Findindsts consideration is in addition to the economic
development concepts proposed as a path®Design Charrette, but may present
an opportunity to expand economic development along the corridor.

Further preliminargxploration of this additional consideration may be performed
internally by City staff.
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Additional Consideration #4

Bridge Deck Treatment over Outfalls

Technical Team Findingsidge treatment aacepts can be explored as pafrthe
design development process, but may increase overall project costs for these
facilities, both for initial iImplementation and ongoing operations and maintenance.

30



Conclusions and Recommendations

AUsinginformed expertise based upon professional experience, the Technical Team
held firmly to the principles of bringing the Charrette to a more detailed level of
conceptual desigio better assess the compatibility of the proposal with current
federal approvals.

A While compatibility with existing federal approvals has been tested via dialogue
with local, state, and federal partners, official federal approvals have not been
sought due to thaeed to advance the detailed conceptual designs fuxiher
accommodate formal consideration.
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Recommended Next Steps

AThe Parkway needs to be advanceddetailed schematic of the current Technical
Proposal and the landscape design needs to be advanced uptto@B5%de a
deliverable to partner agencies ioterim design schematreview anchydrolic
coordination fodetermination of compatibility with current federal approvals.

AThis work could be completed through the existing contracts with current authority
but will require funding from the project partners. Very preliminary cost estimates
range from $23 million to take design to this stage. Magsk may take 145
months assuming federal partners are able to complete expeditious reviews.

A Should the City Council desire to move forward with detailed schematic design ant
65% design of landscape components, the project partnefsrmilize
deliverables and schedules, and then submit deliverables for formal appraval
federal/state partners.

32



Summary of Specific Recommendations

1.

Develop necessary documentation to allow design exception to impléimernts
meanderingand pull-off parkingas a part of a staged approach to Parkway
Implementation.

. Complete analysis and develop recommendatiorshifiing the rampand

reconfiguring Riverfront ramps

. Explore appropriate policy concerning operation of the roadway with respect to

restricting noremergencyruck traffig allowing occasionaln-street parkincgand
accommodatindoll-free use of the park

. Continue design exploration of tinee-lined Parkwagoncept and théandscape

configuratiorto add character, interest and strong ecological strategy along parkwe

Continue exploration of aesthetic design refinements dfabe protection barriers
andbridge deck crossingser outfalls.

. Continue design and transit agency coordination as necessary concerning possik

transit stop locationand/or access
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Summary of Specific Recommendations

7. Continue exploration afevelopment strategiggear Reunion, Commerce, Design
District, and MpMaster District as part of design and Park review process.

8. Continue exploration simp optionandramp designn and near Southside District
to support and enhance adjacent development opportunity.

9. Continue design exploration for strategiebudd over/under the roadwat the far
north/south ends of the Parkway to spur private development and enhance
neighborhoods.

10. Explore how the use of@wer design speed as a part of a staged implementation
will impact existing ROD.

11. Further investigateconomic development considerations in areas near t{88/8H
183 corridor

12. Investigate theéH-35/SH183 connectioto the Parkway scaled as appropriate as a
Phase 1 Parkway using traffic modeling provided by North Texas Council of
Governments (NCTCOG).

13. Investigatduture connections, amenities and access for adjacent neighbordmods

part of the park planning efforts. -



Overview of Detailed Conceptiixsigs
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Roadway Section

ORIGINAL CHARRETTE DESIGN

© DETAILED CONCEPTUAL DESIGN = =t

DETAILED CONCEPTUAL DESIGN
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Hampton/Inwood Area

ORIGIN%—IARRETTE DESIGN
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Northern Park Access Area

ORIGINAL CHARRETTE DESIGN
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SylvanWycliffArea

ORIGINAL CHARRETTE DESIGN
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