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|. Project Description

The Cedar Park Town Center-Regulating Plan & UiGade project was initiated in 1997 and completed in
1998 as a Framework Plan for managing positive tiravithin the rapidly growing city of Cedar Parkwas
to be the final stage of the cities Comprehensiaa.Prhis Framework Plan, led by the Land Desigrdist
(LDS) of Austin, Texas, was awarded a Texas Chap$trA Planning & Analysis Merit Award in 2002.

Since the adoption of the LDS Framework Plan in8l$@veral events have occurred that have leceto th
significantly different design/development plansreatly being implemented. Such events include ghann
city officials, changes in regional transportatinfrastructure around the site, and changes imagelating
plan itself to meet an evolving market. Howevespgite such changes, the original concepts reméastiand
are still largely supported by the community artgt officials as guidelines for the development @edar Park
town center.

Specific Location

Cedar Park is located 20 miles Northeast of Austiwilliamson County, 90 miles East of San Antoraad
160 miles west of Dallas, Texas. The site for tt@ppsed Town Center is nestled within 400 acres of
undeveloped land lying on the North side of FM 1484l just East of US 183 at Discovery Blvd.
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Location Map

Date Designed/Planned

The original LDS Framework Plan and Urban Code easpleted in 1998. At this time the guidelinestd t
plan were approved and funding was decided upoweier, the regulating plan for the designated agea
was redesigned in 2003 and again in 2004. Mostefjuidelines of the Framework Plan have been adopt
but much has been left up to individual developraevithin the designated acreage as per the Downtown
District Urban Code actually in use today.
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Construction Completed

The original Framework Plan (including a Regulatitign and Urban Code) was completed and adopted in
1998. Discovery Blvd, the main entry and transgateacorridor into the site, was completed in 2008e
original Framework Plan had Discovery Blvd. ternting at the commercial/retail fronting FM 1431 and
another main entry and transportation corridor egnaff of FM 1431 and dissecting the entire ssieg(

Program Elements — Regulating Pl&or original plan). The latter did not consider th@v approved US 183A
highway to the East of the site. Due to TxDOT ragjohs, the curb-cut distance between the LDS mepo
main entry and the new US 183A would not have lmeenand therefore the proposed Framework Plan entry
was eliminated and combined with Discovery Blvd.kitg Discovery Blvd. the main entry and site acogas

a major reason for the changes in the Regulatiag &Vver the past seven years.

Current Framework Plan

Work on the lake (and detention), hike and bikésdrand Phase | of the D.R. Horton single-family
development is currently in progress. The latex Wiihin 108 acres of the designated 400 acressaladbeled
“D.R. Horton In-Progress” in the current plan aboAdditionally, although not part of the Town Cend®0
acres, approximately 10 acres of retail shops #incks has been built along FM 1431 up to the Digcy
Blvd. entry and the Southern edge of the 400 gees Completed Retail Commercial in plan ahove

The “Future Retail/Commercial” is a recently degidrtomponent of the plan. This area was originally

designed to be a mixed-use extension of the abedeld “D.R. Horton In-Progress” above. Due to thsick of
the city to capture the traffic using 183A (to lmanpleted in 2007), the residential product compooéthe
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site was shrunk and the retail/commercial plansevwspanded along this corridor. Future plansHerii83A
corridor include retail, commercial, and perhapdtiriamily housing. Additionally, the city believdbat this
may be a good location for a multi-purpose civiotee, particularly if a transit station is builtragecting this
area to Leander (just north) and Austin (to thetBpu

Town Center Entry — Discovery Blvd.

Hike & Bike Along Lake (East Side of Discovery) Detention/Lake (West Side of Discovery)

Retail/Commercial Along FM 1431
Although certainly not by strict TND (Traditionaleijhborhood Development) and New Urbanism standards

D.R. Horton has implemented an iteration of thgioal TND-influenced guidelines that made up the
Regulating Plan and Urban Code. For example, fponthes are a standard with their single-family eaem
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along relatively narrow (for Texas suburb standplasal streets with on-street parking. Other eletaénclude
alleys, roundabouts, housing cluster parks, arldak ¢cower helping to establish a sense of ideragyvell as
direct way-finding to/from the residential commuynationg Discovery Blvd.

Front Porches On-Street Parking
Alley Roundabout
Residential Cluster Park Clock Tower
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Size

As mentioned, the original Town Center Plan utsizedesignated 400 (primarily privately owned) aciidne
current D.R. Horton “Cedar Park Town CenfEne Classic American Destinatibresidential development
includes plans for 5.8 million square feet with 108 acres. This includes 1300 homes and 32 dexeded
to the new lake, hike and bike paths, and othen @paces. Other not yet designed components iarauoghd
the D.R. Horton development include a city haltailetwo hotels, and four office structures.

Project Members

The Cedar Park Town Center-Regulating Plan & UiGade was facilitated by the Landscape Architecture
firm Land Design Studio, based in Austin, Texase Thent was the City of Cedar Park. However, \tlit&
City Council, Land Design Studio utilized numeraitizen workshops to assist in defining the visionthe
future of the town center.

Since the original Framework Plan completed in 1988ster planning was also conducted by TBG Patner
another Austin, Texas based firm. Sean ComptorB@& Tas continuously been involved with the City ol
past two years to adjust the Regulating Plan toging market demands and developer products.

According to city officials, TBG was chosen by thrémary land owner (developer). It is not clear wtyS
was not instead used to update the Regulating Pranexclusive developer of the Town Center is D.R.
Horton. However, the private land was originallydstm Continental Homes, which was bought out bybiMiin
Development, which was then bought out by D.R. éfartn addition to working closely with TBG, D.R.
Horton has utilized Architect H. Jerde for designthe current single-family residential portiontié site. It is
not known who will be used to design/develop futpoetions of the site.

[1. Context

Given that the city is just minutes from the natiore of Lake Travis and along the US 183 corriddhe
Texas Hill Country, much of the traffic through ttigy is not attributed to Cedar Park residentss & major
stopping point on the way to Lake Travis along FA81 and other Hill Country residential communiizesl
recreation spots to the North. For example, comipalong US 183 north/east leads to Leander, Bpsand
other small communities known for bed and breakfastist locations. Additionally, heading West ol E431
leads to Lago Vista, Marble Falls, and eventudil ipper chain of lakes connecting the Lower CdioRiver
Basin.

FM 1431 and US 183 are also major thoroughfaresefsidents in and around Williamson County who
commute to North Austin, Round Rock and Georgetoie heart of all this activity, particularly begothe
Town Center development, is at the intersectiofMf1431 and US 183. As shown in the pictures betbis,
intersection is comprised of a “mom and pop” hanewstore, fast food restaurants, gas stationsivemdtrip
malls anchored by large grocery stores. The resaareas of the community are spread throughout a
approximate 5 mile radius up and down US 183 andlBB1L.
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US 183 & FM 1431 Intersection (Looking West) US 18& FM 1431 Intersection (Looking North)

Over the past 15 years Cedar Park has experienceztlible growth as a “bedroom community” of Austin
addition to being a major service junction for fdigring communities. With a population of 5,1611800,
26,049 in 2000, and an estimated 35,176 in 20@3c¢itly now ranks fourth among the nation’s fasggetving
areas with populations of 10,000-50,000. The seraiea in 2003 included 52,490 residents. As statdbe
Land Design Studio consultants, like many “bedrammmunities,” the physical result of such rapidvgto
has resulted in unattractive strip centers witlasfing parking lots along the major transportatioates. The
overriding result is that there is little senseommunity identity and no place to call the “towenter.” This is
largely the driving factor which led to the Townr@er-Regulating Plan & Urban Code project as thd atage
of the Comprehensive Plan.

lll. Site Analysis

History

Until 1882, Cedar Park was a community called Rogmrushy, named after the Running Brushy Spritgg T
community began to take root in 1871 when GeorgelCinade a cattle drive up the Chisholm Trail and
purchased the land containing the Running Brusimn§pThe Cluck ranch and home became the nuctaus f
the community with the development of a post offirtd874, and then the completion of the Northweste
Railroad from Austin to Burnet that ran through @leck Ranch. As part of the agreement with thecKlu
Ranch, the railroad company changed the name fronmiRg Brushy to Brueggerhoof (the name of a radro
official partner). In 1887 Emmett Cluck, son of Gg®and Harriet Cluck, renamed the community Cédak
after the park-like surroundings of the ranch. 82 George Cluck sold the railroad company a lat tethe
railroad that included a deed for a park and nyrdesr years this park was a gathering place ferddbal
community, as well as Austin residents who wouédjfrently travel to Cedar Park for Sunday picnics.

From the 1890s to around 1970 cedar posts andtmesvere the major economic byproducts of the Ceda
Park community. These resources provided a mamaic boost to the community while feeding the
construction needs of the growing city of AustimcBvations during this time led to the discoverymafian
mounds as well as the famed fossilized skeletdheAnn, the Leanderthal Lady.”
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Due to pressures from Austin residents wantingvdutside their bustling city, the Cluck Ranclyae
developing houses in the 1960s. On February 243,10&dar Park citizens voted to incorporate. Wihen t
population reached 5,000 in 1987 the residentsMaotdecome Home Rule.

Demographics

There is an estimated 13,683 households (72.8% @wné&edar Park with a median home price of $183,0
The estimated median household income is $64,568ami employed labor force of 5,613. Such poputat®
work force ratios suggest that many of the resslefhthe city commute to Austin and other areadabarkets
rather than work locally. The ethnic make up of¢hg is largely white with 73%, then Hispanicsl4to, and
the rest African American and Asian. As for theladge population, around 40% are between the aig2s
and 44, and only around 20% are 45 and older titasefore evident that this is not necessarilgteiement
community like many neighboring Austin sub-devel@ms. Most of the major employers of the town are
service companies, but many of its residents corantwuthe large high tech companies in Austin and
Roundrock.

Services

Transportation

In addition to the major roads discussed aboveaCRdrk is just a couple of miles north of RM 620 &V.
Parmer Lane, both major transportation routes hgathh Austin area businesses and communities. Austi
Bergstrom International Airport is the closest maomport about an hour and a half away. One majoenity

is the Austin Area Terminal Railroad, which hagatien just outside the Town Center site. Thisamk to the
Hill Country Flyer historical locomotive, as wel éhe proposed station for a transit system linkiegnder
(just North of Cedar Park) and downtown Austin. Fk Country Flyer locomotive was just recentlybrelt
and will start tours again later this summer. Il wavel to South Austin and Leander. If implemashtthe same
rail system will provide transit services from Leanto the Austin Convention Center located in dimwm
Austin.

Utilities
All electric, water and waste services are provifitedocally.

City Government

The local government is of the Council/Manager typigth 6 council members and one mayor. The total
number of city employees, including police and,fise294.

Education

The city is serviced by the Leander ISD with 24 pases. In addition to being within an hour’s drivee to
The University of Texas, St. Edwards, and Southevadt/niversity in Georgetown, the city is fortun&tehave
a local branch of the Austin Community College.

Healthcare
There are 17 hospitals within a 30 mile radiusafdotal of 2,232 beds.
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Environment

The average annual precipitation in the area im@&4es with a median January temperature of 3%esgand
July temperature of 96 degrees. Although about #iites away from the Barton Creek conservationrgrek
that weaves through Austin, there are 30 localm#nks, 12 golf courses within 20 miles, and 1QeSparks
within 50 miles (mostly heading West on FM 1431).

Cedar Park lies in the Edwards Plateau ecoregidiexds. The Town Center site itself is relativéét &ind just
east of the true Hill Country canyons and crenatatithat many use to describe the Edwards Plateau.
Consequently, most of the site is likely consideagdipland of this region and therefore made df dar
calcareous clays and clay loams with an overlayra¥el and stones. The site in its original conditilso
contained a running creek that ran east to Wekadtnow been completely dug out and is the basthé
detention/recreation waterway.

While there are approximately 186 species of toagmble of being found in this area, the sitefiisdbargely a
mixture of Quercus fusiformis, Quercus texana, WHrarassifolia and Juniperus ashei. Small flowetiags
naturally occurring on the site include Diospyresana, Cercis canadensis and Sophora secundiflora.

IV. Project History & Genesis

Since the mid-1980’s, citizens and developers afac®ark have recognized the need for a planned tow
center. The town center would act as a focal gompublic facilities, recreation, entertainmentahopping.
Additionally, the town center would help createcase of identity for Cedar Park as a self-contained
community rather than a suburb of Austin. In additio the concept of a town center, city officiatgdhe time
had knowledge of and believed in the benefits @ditional neighborhood development (TND).” Elenseot
TNDs that were part of the early vision include edxuse development, well-connected pedestrianeiyen
environments, and preservation of the natural lyeaiuthe site. It was and is still believed thatlselements
benefit the desire to attract and retain residantsemployers in addition to creating a senseagitity and
place.

Fortunately, an undeveloped 400 acre tract remgistaast of the busy FM 1431 and US 183 inteiwest
when the project was conceptualized. It wasn’tldr@87 that the City decided to step back and seethey
could grow this energy into a central focal areaa¥vom the busy intersection. It was at this pdiatt the
Land Design Studio (LDS) consulting team was brougio complete the cities Comprehensive Plan with
town center regulating plan and set of guidelimegieveloping a pedestrian friendly, mixed-use t@enter.
LDS was chosen because they had designed a sudd@s§d project within the area, but even more stabse
they had a known reputation for designing with Thiihciples (hamely New Urbanism).

According to Gary Bellomy, the Principal Landsca#pehitect for LDS, an enthusiastic and forward &ing
agenda was quickly created with the newly appoiMeagtor and City Council. For example, it was stabgd
the city officials that the results must be, “...dHical and everlasting.” The city was at a crosste and
needed to determine if they were going to contesia “bedroom community” or as an attractive, self-
sufficient community with strong growth managemgrnciples.

V. Design/Development Process

With what seemed to be a fairly aggressive tea@iwyfofficials and the various consultants (menéidn
above), LDS acted as the primary consultant foatang a roadmap that institutionalized the commoal gf a
downtown Cedar Park. The process for creatingitia product was led by an incredible amount oflgub
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participation, including several citizen workshdpat helped further define the vision, objectived arogram.
Other participatory input came from a Town Teamy&epment team, and the City of Cedar Park Planning
Staff.

As mentioned above, the output of this processaMasgulating Plan (i.e. master plan concept) ahdfse
Urban Codes for defining and managing growth ferTlown Center. This plan and guidelines were apgatov
in 1998. However, these guidelines are just thates, and not necessarily regulations. LettingRbgulating
Plan “flow” with the market was also another guglprincipal to this process and program. Consedyehe
Regulating Plan itself has drastically changedaaitiin the Urban Code concepts (discussed belowoigr&m)
themselves remain driving principles. In additiortiie entry and main transportation requiremerasdbauld
not be met by the approved plan, changes occugealuse of the product desired by the developerbhehght
much of the land just after the plan was approved.

For several years the actual Town Center acreagsdaveloped, but ownership for it remained theesa
Luckily, D.R. Horton also recognized the benefitariely for attracting and retaining residents)af TND-
driven principles that defined the 1998 plan aretefore has continued to support even while the Vaas left
undeveloped. This latter point is key to the sus@#ghe project today. Rather than rush in andt“puild
something” because a plan was approved, the desfedmal community waited for the market to furthefire
the need before starting the project.

VI. Program Elements

The original Regulating Plan approved by the aitt998 and led by LDS was organized around theviatig
program elements6te: all descriptions and renderings are from Ldbeksign Studio and were captured at
http://aslatx.tamu.edu

Regulating Plan
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Downtown Village
The most dense and urban part of the developntesil] be a vibrant mixture of retail, civic, offéeg
entertainment and residential uses.

Residential Villages
In addition to the Downtown Village, Cedar Park@win Center features two residential villages. Ualike

Downtown Village, both of the residential villagase primarily single-family homes with a higher diyp
mixed-use Neighborhood center at the core. Alhefthlomes in each residential village are withiive-minute

walk from the activity of the Neighborhood Center.
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Town Square

At the heart of Cedar Park’s Town Center is a atat®svn square, a public open space fronting aromamt
civic building (such as a Town Hall), as well adizerse collection of shops, offices, and apartsmenhe
Town Square is to be formally planted and will teata fountain and sculpture. It will be left oden
community gatherings. At the end of the squaresgearenewed for a prominent public building sasha
Town Hall that symbolically asserts the importanEeommunity institutions.

Main Street

Inspired by traditional main streets in small Tet@sns like Fredericksburg and Georgetown, Ceddd’'®a
Town Center will feature a vibrant main street tbetiers to pedestrians while accommodating autdeobi
traffic. Cedar Park’s main street is designed Fapping and commerce with small scale buildingsting the
street.
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Riverwalk Amphitheatre

Just beyond the Town Hall is the Riverwalk Amphéttre, a hillside theater within the heart of dowwmto The
amphitheatre will feature regularly programmed sdexvents including outdoor concerts, children’s
entertainment, community theater and movies. The@Ritheatre provides an important place for Cedak Pa
citizens to gather and fosters a sense of commuRégular programming of entertainment events withe
Downtown Village will help attract shoppers to n@adowntown businesses.

Central Park and Town Commons

Adjacent to the bustling shops and businessesedDtdwntown is a lively recreational park. CentratiPwill
eventually be anchored by a multi-purpose Commudégiter for community meetings, recreational atés|
and other community services. Hike and bike tnailsstraddle a meandering creek that also funcias a
series of water quality wet ponds. Shady park pawsl provide pleasant places to take in the vigwe Town
Commons will include jogging trails and a smalldak will be fronted by a hotel, the Town Hallfioés and
housing.
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Townhouse Streets

Within Cedar Park’s Town Center are streets lin@ti apartment buildings, townhouses, and smalhtntses.
A higher density of residents living in the Townr@ar will help make the area livelier and saferywad as
help to support nearby shops.

Residential Streets

Within easy walking distance of the vibrant Towmnse are single family homes of varying sizes aesigh.
All will feature generous front porches as presadiiby the Urban Code Frontage Types. All of thedesgial
streets will be lined with shade trees and contiususidewalks. The residential streets in Cedar' ®akwn
Center draw upon the traditions of old style nemthlbods like Austin’s Hyde Park and Tarrytown.
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These renderings depict many elements that wecktas#gefine the Urban Code, which, in addition ¢oing
codes, defined standards for Frontage Design, tSkxgees, Open Space Standards, Public Landscape
Standards, and Parking Standards.

VII. Management

Management of the Regulating Plan and Urban Codarbwith its approval by the city in 1987. Howe\as,
mentioned, the fact that it was a “regulating” péard set of “guidelines” has led to many deviatifyom the
original plan. Regardless, the concepts in theimaigplan have continued to be a managing guidgdath
over the years. This is somewhat surprising gitenchange in command of city officials since 1998, less
surprising when one looks at the fact the sameldpee (albeit with different names from merges and
acquisitions) has owned over a hundred acres ditaeince the original plan was approved.

In addition to the support of the community, ciffi@als, and the developer, it seems as thouglctimeent
alignment to the original concepts is driven byase team made up of the city, D.R. Horton, and TBI&
sense | get from the City is that these three doesits are dedicated to “tweaking” the plans t@tmearket
needs while still holding on to the original contdp fact, the City repeatedly highlighted how TB&ver
says,” no we can not do that...,” to product requeata of the developer, but instead creatively conpesith
solutions that meet market needs, city needs, endloper needs.

As for the Urban Code itself, it was adopted anthi® day makes up the majority of the Downtowntiis
Code that guides site development. However, ord@anticles are often vague enough to be flexibte a
frequently left up to the city Director of Planniag to whether not they will be strictly followdebr example,
the Utilities General Standards states that neltyuines will be buried unless, “...the Director was this
requirement.” The flexibility of the ordinances tafre puts more pressure on the City officialthattime of
development and the developer itself to managgrimwth according to the agreed to Town Center jles.

VIIIl. Analysis

Usage

Given that the only completed section of the pkasingle-family housing, it is difficult to analyziee project as
a true “Town Center.” However, looking back at #fie as a whole, its “usage” began with the
retail/lcommercial along FM 1431, then the entry aadhpletion of Discovery Blvd., and then the D.Rartén
residential project in progress. As noted, thentaa/detention system, including a series of paats hike
and bike trails, is under construction and candresiclered the next stage of the Town Center framewo

It is speculated by D.R. Horton sales represergatiiat mixed-use development could occur alorg thi
waterway, including the originally proposed conceipa City Hall anchor. However, according to thtg,df
and when this will happen is up to the market ahdrneed. Although it was unclear why, a seriesnohicipal
buildings (including Municipal Courts and a schduds been located south of FM 1431 and of the TOwmter
site rather than on the city owned property witiie Town Center acreage.

As for the D.R. Horton residential developmentngs seem to be going well. There are dozens ofdsofad
the underlying infrastructure) in progress and auiany afternoon, dozens of house-buyers touriag th
neighborhood. The next stage of usage analysicastle when the lake-hike and bike system is coraglahd
how it relates to the FM 1431 retail frontage an& [Horton residences. Additionally, it will be @émesting to
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see if there is some pedestrian connection bettexsse amenities and residences and the Hill Colihyer
tourist train station.

Criticism & Limitations

Throughout this case study | have spoke of thecssg’ of the project. It is likely that, when comguito the
original TND-driven plan and guidelines set forthltand Design Studio, some may argue that the Town
Center has not been successfully implemented. dalmg the project thus far successful more asfartse to
what could have happened. Central Texas has “foatly energetic Hill Country towns because theyndid
stop, step back, and put some management prinaipf#ace for managing growth. Many of these tolias
along major transportation corridors and or indoklhatural settings and are likely to continueGaslar Park
would have) as service streetscapes with residggnésvling in all directions.

While the Town Center has been slow to developotiggnal plans and guidelines have continued to be
supported and have at least stopped random growitkite development. Additionally, continuing taéxe
the original plan has helped move the “heart” @f ¢ity away from the FM 1431 and US 183 intersectod
concentrate it on a large parcel of land that ambnaged from scratch. However, what the flexpkd@ and
Urban Code has left behind and what it presentth®future is not without its limitations in a st world.
Some of those criticisms and limitations include:

An opportunity for anchoring the “Town Center” wasssed when the new Municipal Courts building
was located south of FM 1431 and not within the m@enter parcel owned by the city. Therefore,
once one enters the Town Center entry along Disgpyeu do not necessarily feel a since of
community unless you are a resident of the D.Rtd#ohousing project. This may change once the
proposed Main Street (intersecting at Clock Towet ainning along lake system) is built and if thisre
public access to parks and trails along the lake.

Currently, the D.R. Horton development includeggrfamily housing only. The only chance to
include medium-high density housing (and therefoveer-income residents of Cedar Park) is if it is
included in the newly designed acreage to the &aste D.R. Horton site. Inclusion of the entire
community is needed if a true Town Center is gaongome to fruition.

Along the same lines as above, the land uses heare segregated in the recent plans and therefore
connectivity between the different functions (cjviecreational, residential, commercial/retailpo
likely to be met. Again, the integration of thesesiis dependent on how the transit system, FM 1431
retail frontage, D.R. Horton residential, lake syst and new development plays out.

Other key anchoring elements that have not bedizedaare a central park and the multi-purposeccivi
center. It is possible that the lake system coatdha a central park, and it is possible that & cgnter
will have some connection with the new developnterthe Northeast.

Generalizable Features & Lessons

Again, as a combatant to the strip center developtihat drew most of the energy to US 183, | viber plan
as successful. Specific elements and lessons @ntire exercise since 1997 that | consider sutdesslude:

Process & Planning

The public participation in 1987, led by LDS, was/ko defining, implementing and drawing
consensus for a Town Center vision. | am certaan ot doing so would have led to more
completely random development as citizens, devesoged city positions changed over the years.
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LDS’ articulation of and value for TND principles an output to the above is another defining
element. While | do not know what all transpiredel a sense from LDS’s ASLA award submission
that they helped to “sell” these principles by rafe to local examples (e.g. Austin’s Hyde Park,
Fredericksburg) that Cedar Park residents coultea0.

Pushing through the adoption of the Urban Codgélgrbased on TND principles) in 1998 certainly
helped solidify the likelihood that the Town Centesuld be realized despite the lapse in
development time over the years. This output froetDS exercise could have easily just been a
shelved consulting exercise.

Design/Development

There seems to be a very cohesive design/planearg in place comprised the city, D.R. Horton,
and TBG. As mentioned above, the city thinks veghly of the ability of this team to solve
problems balancing developer needs with the Towntéeegulations and local market. It seems as
though these stakeholders really do work as a ta#imer than as a developer using a designer to
battle city ordinances.

Having one developer, D.R. Horton, with exclusivghts to the residential zone of the plan has its
benefits. Over the years, while development washdat, sections of the residential zone could have
been sold off. Having one developer with a particpiroduct line helps control the “flavor and
identity” of housing.

As with having one developer, the flexibility oktiiRegulating Plan and Urban Code of course has
limitations. For example, there is only one produa of houses, and that line does not currently
have varying levels of density. However, the pldtesibility has allowed the city and developer to
respond to the market rather than just build somgtand hope that it is occupied. | have to believe
that letting the FM 1431 retail/commercial and niv US 183A corridor (including the proposed
transit stop and civic center along) drive thedestial market was a good idea.

Site Development

Although flexible and somewhat open ended in samtances, the Downtown District Code (driven
largely by LDS’s Urban Codes) provides a framewiorkmeeting the original Town Center goals of
a mixed-use, pedestrian friendly community cerAgiain, while not strictly New Urbanism,
elements influenced by the ordinances that candweed today include:

Connected sidewalks with landscaped street buffers.

Limited retail frontage parking with primary parigim rear.

Architectural and landscape materials somewhahewith local context.

Icons for way-finding and “sense of place.”

A main boulevard with a landscaped median.

Front porches, alleys and clustered parks for comityinteraction and recreation.

Short walking distance from D.R. Horton housesike land bike as well as the FM 1431
retail/commercial.

NoakwnNpE

Future Issues/Plans & Suggestions

As previously mentioned, the realization of a tfiwevn Center is largely dependant on how currens ase
connected and what happens to the development #ierldS 183A corridor scheduled to be completed in
2007. It is also dependant on what other ameraineior focal points are developed as anchors teitbe
Without well-connected development that draws thige& community in, the Town Center will simply DeR.
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Horton residences with the rest of the communibpging at the entrance along FM 1431. Some su@gssti
for truly developing a Town Center include:

A City Hall (labeledMuni. below) in the “Future Civic” area currently ownleg the city and
identified on the “Construction Completed” reguhgtiplan currently in use.

Multi-family housing along the east side of Discoyeith mixed-retail/commercial extending to the
US 183A corridor.

A transit stop and multi-purpose Civic Center & tlorner of FM 1431 and US 183A with access
from US 183A.

A Hotel to the East of Discovery that has accesgheadCivic Center and Retail/Commercial along
US 183A.

A Central Park fronting the City Hall. This woulddude the lake and be connected to the Hotel,
multi-purpose Civic Center, and act as a buffer taaidl system between Multi-Family Housing
along Discovery and the US 183A Retail/Commercial.

A Proposed Plan
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