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Spicewood Springs Road 
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All comments in this section were collected via comment card at the August 29, 2018 

public meeting for Spicewood Springs Road. 



#
What do you like about the draft alternatives for safety and mobility 

improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
What concerns do you have about the draft alternatives for safety and mobility 

improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
Is there one draft alternative that you prefer? Why?

1
I'm concerned about the intersection at the bottom of the steep hill on 
Adirondack Trail & Spicewood Springs Rd.

- Noise barrier needed on Plan B & C on Northside of Road.
- Concerned with the amount of traffic on plan B & C.

Option A with noise barrier.

2
"A" should be the choice. Traffic feed from the East & West of the project 
is going to massively increase the current volume. 
The current occupants will be negatively affected.

See "A." The western proposed turn lane should extend to include to most 
western driveway prior to going west down the hill.

A only.

3

I know it's unrealisitic, but traffic in general will get worse 
anyway. 
Gondolas w/ connecting transportation/ We need to think 
outside the box!

4
Something needs to be done. My office at 4600 Spicewood - PM to turn 
left is impossible.

Draft B with 2 lanes of traffic in PM - left turn would be a real hazard.
Draft C seems best to reduce traffic and safer turn with 
median.

5

I liked all 3 alternatives that kept the turnaround at 4520 Spicewood 
Springs Road.
I liked the fact that the bicycle lanes/walking lanes were separated from 
the auto lanes.
It probably makes sense to make it 2 lanes in each direction. It would be 
great to keep the median all the way to loop 360.

[left blank] Fit interests.

6
Alternative C looks to be the best solution. 1. This allows for more traffic 
to flow in both directions. 2. Looks like the safest proposal.

Alternative C

7
- Added capacity. - Added shared use paths. - Incorporating landscaped 
medians.

- Additional capacity will induce more trips. - Speeding. - How pleasant it will be 
to use shared use path.

C - it's got everything! Hard to stomach A, if it doesn't add 
capacity or seem to do "enough"

8
I am concerned about the increased road and motor noise from more traffic. 
The noise is already loud, especially in the steep part of the hill near 360, 
becasue of the engine revving required to get up the hill.

I prefer C for safety and traffic efficiency - as long as there is a 
sound barrier on the north side to protect the residential 
Spicewood Vista community (where I live).

9 It appears to be well considered.
The neighboring community (Spicewood Vista) is greatly impacted by the noise 
as well as the visual results of the work. We prefer that the road is widened 
primarily on the southside of Spicewood Springs.

(C) is the preferred solution.

10

Since I live in a house on Spicewood Springs, my primary concern is to 
enter and exit my property. Any alternatives that increases traffic on SS 
Rd is obviously not in my best interest. From that standpoint, Alternative 
A is best for me.

[left blank] Alternative A. Easier entry and exit to my house.

11
I like that all alternatives consider bike and pedestrian and disability 
needs.

I think Alternative A does not have enough lanes to address mobility concerns. I 
think alternative B has safety concerns 
having no turn lane in the median.

I prefer C because it seems to best combine the trade off 
between mobility and safety.

12
I prefer nothing to be done to Spicewood Springs. I live on Spicewood 
Springs and don't want extra lanes for more traffic or construction.

Too much excess traffic. Considering there is a nature preserve with many deer 
and other animals it makes it dangerous for 
drivers and the animals.

I prefer no change or no build. If one has to be build I pick 
Alternative A because it keeps one
lane in each direction.

13
I think the bike lanes are the most important part. Could be going 
overboard on all the turnarounds.

Construction timings. "B" but with the bicycle lanes from "A."



#
What do you like about the draft alternatives for safety and mobility 

improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
What concerns do you have about the draft alternatives for safety and mobility 

improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
Is there one draft alternative that you prefer? Why?

14 I like the visual image.

I like "C" - prefer a median - adds safety and school buses can 
stop on side without both
sides needing to stop, like 2 lanes in each directions with turn 
around lanes. Aids traffic flow,
gives passing lanes + ability to get around a stopped vehicle + 
emergency vehicles have a
quicker mobility. Like bicycle and walking paths for safety, go 
both directions. Don't like that
it takes 6 years to complete.

15 [left blank] [left blank]
Did not see option for only 1 bike lane. Very steep hill, hardly 
any bike traffic.

16 TX DOT having over/underpass on 360 is a great idea
B is too little and C is too much. We need only 1 bike lane and 
it doesn't need to have land between it and the road. There 
NEEDS to be 2 lanes each direction and a turning lane for SURE.

17
*All options: Intermittent bike lane is dnagerous - must be continuous.* 
Alternative C is best; offers: 2 travel lanes each direction, left 
turn lanes; keeps bikes and pedestrians off street.

B offers NO left turn lane. A does not offer more lanes therefore does not 
relieve traffic. **The section of SWS b/w Mesa and
Mopac where the lanes are separated by office buildings... often drivers pull 
onto SWS & turn into head on traffic (the road is
one way but 2 lanes). "Right turn only sign below the stop sign would be helpful.

C: offers more traffic lanes & gets bikes and pedestrians off of 
roadway.

18 Improve the safety and flow of traffic. It's obvious the option C is what you want us to pick.

19 2 lanes in each direction. Turn lanes. Please minimize cost and timeline. What about the very steep grade?
Alt. C has 2 lanes in each direction and turn lanes so I like it 
best.

20
-increased center lanes for more traffic
-specifically designated turn lanes for safety + flow

A does not increase lanes + B does not have protected turns
Alt C seems like to best mix of increasing flow + maknig sure 
turns are safer and don't lock cars behind you

21

Even though it requires more money & land - might as well do 
Alt C -- do it right the 1st time. 
We've lived in the neighborhood for 36 yrs & this has been 
talked about since the '80's, Traffic is only getting worse & 
there are more accidents.

22
C * but with only bike + ped. Lane on one side
C * widen only to the south not north
C * sound barries to the North - Adirondack Neighbors

23
Any improvement in traffic flow would be better than current conditions. 
The addition of a center median for turns is crucial!

Alternative B does not consider cross-lane turns in an efficient manner.
Alternative C will provide the maximum traffic flow and cross-
lane turn capability. We only have one shot at this -- make it 
count!

24 should enhance mobility + safety
Alternative C
2 lanes
Turn-arounds



#
What do you like about the draft alternatives for safety and mobility 

improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
What concerns do you have about the draft alternatives for safety and mobility 

improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
Is there one draft alternative that you prefer? Why?

25 A way to control an increasing traffic problem

The only reason I prefer B is the [retention?] of the current 
turn lanes + ability to turn Right + left. If more turn lanes could 
be added to C or eliminate the barrier I would prefer the C 
option. C as it currently exists blocks too many [lanes?] + 
businesses from exiting normally + will back up traffic even 
more as they try to wait to turn around.

26 Additional lanes + paths Unsure if Austin Oaks redevelopment is adequately considered Alternative C

27 Go with Alternative C

28

First, thanks for having this informative open house.
Medians for turning are critical for safety and traffic flows. 
I can't imagine Alt C with 4 lanes, turn lanes, and bicycle lanes, but that 
seems to be the best approach given traffic projections for 2027. We do 
not want to repeat Austin's historical mistaken policy of failing to build 
infrastructure for the future.

Alt C looks huge - unimaginable given its 2 lanes today and all those trees that 
would have to be removed. BUT it appears to be the safest and best for traffic 
flow.

C - see above.
Thank you.

29
I didn't like any of them - unfortunately not. Our city is being co-opted by 
people who are [indecipherable] turn residents x have no 
[indecipherable] to the community

Many of the people in the neighborhood are longterm residents of Austin + we 
happen to pay the highest taxes in the city. The city planners have decided to 
make these so called "improvements" for the benefit of [continues in next 
question]

[continuation of previous quesiton] people living outside the 
neighborhood + many not even in Austin. It seems very 
unerving that the city decides to make these changes to the 
detriment of longterm residents.

30
I really like the promise of a shorter commute and the added sidewalk + 
median elements - these still add a lot of neighborhood character to 
Spicewood but also help the commute.

Main concern would be space needed & when/how construction would take 
place, and how long this might impact the neighborhoods around Spicewood.

Definitely Alt. C - even though it seems to take the most space 
from where Spicewood is currently, it takes the most pleasaing 
elements from Alt. A, adds a pedestrian-friendly sidewalk, and 
the median looks great.

31 [left blank]
Alternative A seems terrible. Why spend all this money only to have huge traffic 
problems within ten years? I think pedestrian and bike traffic is low enough that 
the shared bike/walk path of B and C is fine.

Alternative C looks the best by Far. I like the safety provided by 
the medians and the traffic flow. Deer could be an issue, but 
that is problematic no matter what. Even with two lanes, the 
speed limit should not be too high because of the deer.

32 love4 the bike lanes! love the sidewalks! love the turn lane!
only concern is the temporary hindrance of mobility that comes with the 
construction - not sure how long that would last, but hopefully not too long.

Would love some combination of A&B - love the raised bike 
lane and sidewalk, love the two lanes in each direction; don't 
care about medians so much, but I would love a middle turn 
lane (if possible)

33 "You call someplace paradice and kiss it good bye"

34

Alternative C appeals to me as the best for traffic movement with 
changes. I do not agree with the 2 8' buffer areas on each direction. 
Could that 18' [or: 1 8'??] be used or incorporated into the median + 
approach lanes for those making u-turns? 
Wider median + longer approach lanes.



#
What do you like about the draft alternatives for safety and mobility 

improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
What concerns do you have about the draft alternatives for safety and mobility 

improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
Is there one draft alternative that you prefer? Why?

35 Plan B keeps the current turn lanes in front of the office I own

Plan C creates a median and prevents access to my office for traffic heading 
east. If clients or staff want to leave and go east they would need to exit to turn 
right or west and then drive to a turn around further down the roadway. This 
does not make sense when traffic is not heavy and will create more congestion 
and difficulty when traffic is heavy ie 5pm

Plan B keeps current ability to access my office

36
I like the detail shown in the large presentation slides. These were 
missing from the handouts.

Each model is very different, and will operate to fulfill different outcomes. 
Safety and traffic flow are my number one concerns.

Alternative B is my favorite. There are shared paths on each 
side of the road and two travel lanes in each direction. Much 
safer for drivers and cyclists, but increased traffic flow for 
everyone.

37 left turns Don't close Old Spicewood crossing Alt C

38

Alternative C is the only one that appears to reduce commute times + 
provide multimodal improvements. 
I love the added bike lanes because it is very dangerous to bike on S. S. 
Rd now West of Mesa

will take a very long time to complete
Alternative C! Multi modal transportation is improved. The big 
hill on Spicewood Springs is currently too dangerous on a bike.

39 Alt C is best because it provides optimum traffic flow
Intersection @ Spicewood Springs & Adirondack Tr is a problem on all 
alternatives -- expect high accident rate there for all alternatives. 
Should consider overpass.

40
Noise abatement for the neighbors on Adirondack. This is the only 
residential neighborhood affected. 8546 Adirondack [participant drew a 
map to the property from Spicewood Springs Road]

41
I like the room on each shoulder. Nice to consider the ability to turn (turn 
lanes)

Considering the hill with more traffic the speed is a safety concern. 
For neighbors along the Spicewood Spgs....NOISE is a concern. 
Will Spicewood Sp. road be completely closed during construction? (concern)

I prefer A. It doesn't really promote more traffic. Improves 
safety.

42 Its great to see plans for improvements in this area.
None - they all will provide a benefit.
I do not want to see the LWC under 360 @ bull creek closed to vehicular traffic.

Definiately C - it provides the most improvent for LOS and is 
the safest option

43
Both A+C take pedestrian + hike traffic into consideration. They also add 
safer options for turning with the medians.

Alternative B - There are no medians in this option. There is a major issue with 
making turns on the road during peak times and this plan does not offer a 
solution.
Alternative A - one lane in each direction is not enough to accomodate the 
amount of traffic.
No Build - The current situation is not safe.
Alternative C - Travel lanes are narrow.

Alternative C has the best combination of features. It makes 
accomodations for pedestrians and bikers, adds a travel lane, 
and turning options for residents and local businesses.

44
I prefer A because it encourages non-automotive alternatives. 
Adding lanes is futile. Witness the 26-lane Katy Freeway.

45
I like Alternative's C since it adds bike lanes along with U-turn bays. I 
think Alt. B would be a terrible choice due to the lack of a center turn 
lane

I hope that there is continuity with the bike lanes - both to Mesa and w/360
Alt C due to the extra traffic lanes, left-turn provisions, and 
bike lanes.

46 I like alternative A the most.
It should include more left turns at the west end of the center median : set of 
houses 4813-4827 at least.

[left blank]



#
What do you like about the draft alternatives for safety and mobility 

improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
What concerns do you have about the draft alternatives for safety and mobility 

improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
Is there one draft alternative that you prefer? Why?

47

separated lanes for bike and walkers - good to have them together.
medians where you can put them - the more the better
images show nice landscaping - be sure it's not grass that needs to be 
mowed - and be sure the edges are clear of brush that creates wildfire 
risk

lack of left turn lanes in areas of business on the north, home on the south side 
of the road

C - much more than the others. However, it needs more 
protected turn spaces for those going west who need to get to 
homes on the south side (some new ones coming too)
"Michigan lefts" would be great!

48
All three create more space for all types of transportation; standardizes 
the surface and design of road

Wildlife impact; how changes in the roadway disrupt their migration flow. Are 
there options to create paths over/under the roadway for an alternative path 
for them?

C - 1) creates the space above for all types of transportation; 2) 
has a buffer between traffic with the median/turn lanes but 
creates 2 lanes in each direction for traffic; 3) has 
trees/greenery between traffic lanes and the shared use path.
A - 2nd choice for above reasons excluding 2 lanes in each 
direction. I would rather give up lane rather than center 
median.

49
Per Emily, there will be no "acquisition of land" required. I sincerely hope 
this is the case especially related to the wildlife, i.e. deer, that cross the 
road from stillhouse hollow to balcones canyon lands (below ABOR).

I do not wish for this section to look anywhere like what is b/t Mesa & Mopac, 
including increasing speed limit. My concern revolves around the contract 
w/APTIM for environmental studies. APTIM is not known for being an 
environmental company.

Alternative A appears to maintain the integrity and look of the 
existing roadway. Thanks for this open house!

50

Less gridlock. Better safety. Two lanes. 
When moving water lines will you please place a large service line on the 
south side of spicewood springs Road near the access road to our 
neighborhood? There are 3 water lines under SSR at least one big one 
needs to be tap-able on the South side of Spicewood Springs Road.

I own the property at 5005 Spicewood Springs Road. The road that accesses our 
neighborhood is unimproved and been there for more then 100 years. It is easy 
to miss. this road is highlighted on the attached map. We can have about 20 
homes in this neighborhood. There is one house lived in at the far end of this 
road. There are no other means of access. We MUST be able to get into our 
neighborhood and out going either direction on Spicewood Springs Road. Please 
design the curb cut and Turn lanes to provide for 20 homes' worth of traffic

The no Build and option A are bad for our neighborhood due to 
having just one lane at our neighborhood's only access point to 
SSR. 
For options B and C, our neighborhood need access to S.S.R.. 
Through the Shared Use, Buffer/Tree and gutter.

51
Love the decrease of traffic time w/more lanes
Right now the roads are very claustrophobic and feel unsafe, feels like 
this would be fixed by expanding the street

Concerned about 2-lane plan for Alt. A, doesn't look like a good plan for the 
future of that area

Alt. C was my favorite. Less traffic, better sidewalks, seems like 
a good all-rounder. Like the dedicated turn lines

52
turn lanes + two lanes ARE positive
water quality is plus

Do not close old Spicewood Springs [written on side, line drawn to this point] 
use gates instead
Everyone knows it is low water crossing. Can't protect everyone from their own 
stupidity. Some people can't walk or ride bikes.

Option "C" - turn lane Are A must, two lanes a must
water Quality are A plus

53 Alternative A causes the most improvement.

A. Does not solve or even address turn issues at most dangerous intersection @
SS + Adirondack Trail, esp. left turn. B, all three alternatives will make this 
bottleneck worse by increasing pressure + traffic
C. closing Old S.S. Road will not solve the traffic from Adirondack + Steck
D. Noise abatement?
E. Please Preserveexisting trees, including curves in Road.

I would encourage cooperation with TxDOT to solve the SSR + 
Adirondack intersection, even if it reduced the capacity on the 
rest of the road. One idea is an underpass at that intersection, 
or an additional access lane on 360 between Old SSR + SSR.

54
medians with trees
turn lanes
bike + sidewalk removed from road

don't see any grade changes on hill C - see #1



#
What do you like about the draft alternatives for safety and mobility 

improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
What concerns do you have about the draft alternatives for safety and mobility 

improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
Is there one draft alternative that you prefer? Why?

55 1

The major concern is that for Alternatives A + C the left turn option for that 
north/west is just short of the last 2 driveways at the top of the hill. Moving the 
turn bay/turnaround to match these last 2 driveways would not force the 
numerous occupents and visitors at 4926 Spicewood Springs to go down Loop 
360 every time they need to go left towards Mesa Dr.

I would prefer "A" if the westernmost turnaround was moved 
to coincide with existing 4926 Spicewood Springs Rd (The last 
property at the top of the Hill. Otherwise I prefer Aternative B

56

I appreciate that bicyclists and pedestrians have protected pathways, 
including buffer zones. I am supportive of better pedestrian and cyclist 
paths, but I'm concerned that there won' be much pedestrian activity 
because of the lack of homes, schools and businesses along this route.

I'm concerned about having 4 lanes of traffic and then cars making left turns 
might be paying too much attention to crossing 2 lanes of traffic and not pay 
attention to cyclists.

Alternative A - I prefer to keep the 2 lanes and not adding any 
additional lanes. I would prefer if there was also a buffer zone 
between cyclists and the street in this option.

57
Turn lanes
Medians
Sidewalks

I am concerned about negatively impacting the environment. C. I think C provided best option for optimum traffic flow.



Spicewood Springs Road 

Online Survey Comments 
 

 

All comments in this section were collected via Surveymonkey from August 30, 2018 

through September 14, 2018. 



# Date/Time
What do you like about the draft alternatives for safety and 

mobility improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
What concerns do you have about the draft alternatives for 

safety and mobility improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
Is there one draft alternative that you prefer? Why?

1
8/30/2018 

 10:55:22 AM
The draft alternatives were well-researched, clearly 
explained, & included safety & traffic impacts.

Alternative C seems to be the most obvious choice as it should improve 
the flow of traffic & reduce possibilities of accidents. Cudos to everyone 
involved in this planning & presentation!!

2
8/30/2018 

11:02:22 AM
Good presentation.  Lots of care evident in the preparation.

As a resident of Neely's Canyon, I'm not enthused about 
navigating the U-turns in order to travel southeast.  However, it is 
a small price to pay for all the benefits.

C -- it is the only one that addresses both traffic and safety.

3
8/30/2018  

12:03:57 PM
The addition of the turn lane and the sidewalk/bike path 
proposals

I am torn between a and c.  I live off Spicewood and I wonder if the 2 
lane scenario would increase the amount of through traffic vs alleviating 
some of the accidents and traffic back ups.  At the same time will one 
lane and a turning lane be enough to eliminate the back ups that happen 
at the top of the hill heading west?

4
8/30/2018  
1:38:46 PM

I like the proposed enhancements for cycling and pedestrian 
safety.

Do the reduced travel times related to the alternative solutions 
consider likely increases in cycling, and the resulting reduction in 
congestion?

Alternative A seems like the safest for everyone, and for vulnerable road 
users in particular.

5
8/30/2018  
2:11:47 PM

Most have 4 travel lanes, which help fix the congestion Cost of each option
Alternative C is clearly the best option for safety, traffic flow, and 
appearance.

6
8/30/2018  
4:40:44 PM

I like that sidewalks and bike lanes are being discussed since 
so many people ride 360

They don't include flyovers
B. Since Spicewood Springs is a major arterial with 200-foot right of way, 
it should be used appropriately.

7
8/30/2018  
5:26:24 PM

The inclusion of separate car, bike and pedestrian paths plus 
trees. Option A is preferred.

Too many lanes and dislike the combined bike and pedestrian 
paths in options B and C. No trees lining the streets either in 
options B and C.

Option A - because it would create less lanes of traffic with ample trees 
to help buffer noise, pollution. And because it separates bikes and 
pedestrians from one another and from cars.

8
8/30/2018  
6:58:38 PM

Bike lanes in both directions;  Raised/separated bike lanes 
could result in less debris in bike lane

Water quality impacts to Bull Creek due to widening road;  Is 
stormwater treatment included at all for Options B and C?

Alternative C, because it is the only alternative that even maintains 
existing level of service for peak traffic hours. 

9
8/30/2018  
8:22:16 PM

It offers the chance to make the Spicewood Springs conform 
with the general design of the road east of Mesa.  As well 
giving cyclists and pedestrians a respite from exposure to 
vehicles.

I'd think it a mistake to not have a turn lane at Adirondack if 
alternative B is selected.

I prefer alternative C as it keeps the same number of lanes as exists east 
of Mesa, and provides a turn lane which will be needed as more 
development and traffic develops.  It also gives a cyclist a chance to turn 
left onto Old Spicewood Springs Rd., or hold up when crossing from 
Adirondack.

10
8/30/2018  
8:35:41 PM

Its ok, nothing special.
The steep hill on Spicewood Springs Rd improvement plan should 
be off limits to bicyclists.

The road should be consistent, that is 4 lanes with left turn lanes as 
appropriate and a center divider.  Alternative C is the closest fit.

11
8/31/2018  
8:00:28 AM

I like the idea of designing the road to be safe.

I am concerned with a focus in the materials, as presented by 
Community Impact, seems to focus on "peak hour delay" and 
"commutes" when most trips are not commute, and safety is 
such a bigger problem than congestion.

Alternative A.

12
8/31/2018  

10:16:12 AM
C - increases the number of lanes for automobiles, while still preserving 
the ambiance with the median. 

13
8/31/2018  

10:16:19 AM
I'm so glad you're going to work on this. It gets a lot of traffic 
and needs improved traffic flow. See #3 below

Alternatives A & C have center medians that would seem to take 
up a lot of roadway, but I can't see that they would improve the 
traffic flow much. They also look like more costly alternatives, 
especially A.

Prefer Alternative B. With 2-way lanes in each direction, it looks like the 
option that would result in safer, better traffic flow.

14
8/31/2018  

10:31:33 AM
I prefer option #3

#3.  It offers the most for everybody....2 lanes each direction, 
pedestrian/bike lanes and the safety of the median



# Date/Time
What do you like about the draft alternatives for safety and 

mobility improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
What concerns do you have about the draft alternatives for 

safety and mobility improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
Is there one draft alternative that you prefer? Why?

15
8/31/2018  

10:39:05 AM

Alternative A does not give any more room for cars to add to 
congestion and smog, while increasing safety and making 
walking and biking a truly viable alternative. 

Alternative B is particularly bad. With no center turn lane, on such 
a steep hill, there will almost certainly be crashes.  Alternative A is 
the only alternative that improves safety.

A, as outlined above. As an active transportation planner this is clearly 
the only option that will not induce more driving demand while 
improving safety for all users. Adding more car lanes is always counter 
productive, even if members of the community believe it will alleviate 
their traffic woes. We know that extra lanes only exacerbate traffic 
problems and it is encumbrance on city planners to educate the public 
on this well documented fact.

16
8/31/2018  

10:43:20 AM

Alternative A, because it gives people an option to avoid car 
gridlock on Spicewood Springs in 2027, instead of being 
limited to using a car and making the gridlock worse.

The car-centric way it is presented by rating commuter delay. 
Alternative A will improve commuter delay for people who are 
not in cars, but I'm concerned it will be rejected because it looks 
like it will create gridlock.

Alternative A, because it gives people an option to avoid car gridlock on 
Spicewood Springs in 2027, instead of being limited to using a car and 
making the gridlock worse. It also provides more shade for people using 
the road without air-conditioned cars. Having fewer cars on the road at 
one time also will make the air better to breathe and improve the 
comfort and experience for everyone.

17
8/31/2018  
1:43:06 PM

Better mixed use services that support multiple forms of 
transportation (walking, cycling, cars)

Bigger car infrastructure as proposed in B and C can make it more 
dangerous for cyclists and pedestrians by enabling faster speeds. 
B and C also mix pedestrian and cycling traffic which can cause 
additional problems.

A. It has the best support for multiple methods of transportation.

18
8/31/2018  
1:56:04 PM

Grade separated interchange at 360.  Narrower 
bicycle/pedestrian corridor.

Closing of Old Spicewood Springs Road low water crossing.  That 
road rarely floods, to the opinion by Watershed is not true.  The 
traffic the low water crossing relieves form the 360 interchange is 
significant.  I do not see how any alternates will address this 
traffic if the low water crossing is closed.  Perhaps Watershed can 
improve the low water crossing.

The alternate that minimizes impacts in terms of width of traveled way 
and continues traffic on Old Spicewood Springs Road.

19
8/31/2018  
2:00:40 PM

definitely need to do something to improve flow. Definitely 
not a fan of "no build." Also, dedicated bike lanes and 
walking are a MUST. 

worst option is to make it into a through-road without 
opportunities to turn. from residential areas. It only gets busy 
during rush hour, so optimizing for that doesn't make sense. 

Alternative C. Turnaround at the Board of Realtors - many residents of 
Neely Canyon use the unmarked driveway next to the Animal Hospital to 
head east. 

20
8/31/2018  
2:00:51 PM

they keep me safer Choice "A" will result in fewer deaths and suffering



# Date/Time
What do you like about the draft alternatives for safety and 

mobility improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
What concerns do you have about the draft alternatives for 

safety and mobility improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
Is there one draft alternative that you prefer? Why?

21
8/31/2018  
2:14:08 PM

I believe that Alternative A is the best solution.  I do not believe 
that combined pedestrian and bike paths are effective.  Today I 
rarely see bicyclists on this road because riding there (or 
walking) is extremely dangerous with cars flying by you a couple 
of feet away.  Once this road has bike paths and they are 
connected to the bike paths on 360, there should be a significant 
increase in bike traffic, primarily consisting of experienced 
bicyclists riding at speeds higher than appropriate for a shared 
sidewalk (and likely in groups as well, particularly on the 
weekends).  A second factor to consider is that both sides of 
Spicewoods Springs Road contain a significant number of 
residential properties.  Widening of the road to four lanes will 
result in significant new traffic cutting between 360 and Mopac 
with an attendant increase in noise pollution, and in the evening, 
light pollution as well.  This also leads into the final factor.  Your 
analysis shows better road ratings with the higher capacity 
alternatives, however, I believe that the increased capacity 
coming from adding lanes will be completely overwhelmed by 
increasing regional traffic using the street as a cut-through 
between 360 and Mopac. This will also result in significant non-
local traffic at the intersection of Spicewood Springs and Mesa, 
an intersection heavily utilized by everyone living both north and 
south of Spicewood Springs.

I believe that we will be seeing significantly more accidents if we 
take a four lane alternative as we'll be seeing more commuter 
traffic rushing to cut through the neighborhood between Mopac 
and 360.

see above.

22
8/31/2018  
2:49:03 PM

Like the median, turn lanes, and even double names.  
Alternative A could be done, looks less expensive, and if 
needed years down the road, could be turned into 
Alternative C, I think it is.

Alternative B & C look expensive, esp. on the downhill.  Not sure 
if there is enough room for the medians and double lanes on each 
side.

Alternative A for now.

23
8/31/2018  
3:04:18 PM

Medians, turn lanes, trees, sidewalks, separated bikeways

Alternative B creates a type of roadway that generally doesn't 
work well and is dangerous. The lack of turn lanes means the 
road won't function well for traffic. I find the traffic board odd, as 
Alternative A should actually have less delay than Alternative B, 
since the delays along this corridor are related to turning 
movements, not to through movements (and any delay related to 
through movements is related to the signal at Loop 360, which 
will be addressed through the grade separation project).

Alternative A. This alternative provides the safety of a median (prevents 
head-on crashes and keeps people from making dangerous left turns out 
of driveways) along with the traffic benefits of left turn lanes. Almost all 
delay on this street is due to people turning left into driveways, so this 
alternative fixes that problem. The extra through lane in Alternative C 
seems overkill, doesn't have as much vegetation, and is too expensive. 
Also, this option is the only option with separate bikeway and sidewalk. 
This would be far better for bicyclists and pedestrians than the shared 
use path option.

24
8/31/2018  
3:24:10 PM

Through traffic improvements and turn movement lanes for 
lefts 

C. I like the restricted lefts and u turns

25
8/31/2018  
3:31:33 PM

I prefer Alternative C because of the additional capacity and 
safety improvements it would provide.

Alternative C because of the additional capacity and safety 
improvements it would provide.

26
8/31/2018  
4:59:28 PM

More mobility in an highly congested road.

I live in Spicewood Vista, east of Adirondack Trail immediately 
north of Spicewood Springs. Our community is very concerned for 
the elevated road noise as a result of the increased traffic. Sound 
attenuation efforts/considerations would be greatly appreciated.  
Expansion of the road toward the south would be helpful as well.

C
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What do you like about the draft alternatives for safety and 

mobility improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
What concerns do you have about the draft alternatives for 

safety and mobility improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
Is there one draft alternative that you prefer? Why?

27
8/31/2018  
5:47:03 PM

Love the medians with gaps for left turns  Love the separated 
sidewalks and bike lanes  Love the trees

With alternative B, it's going to be really hard to make left turns 
out of Stillhouse Canyon. It's already sometimes pretty difficult 
with only 1 lane in each direction. With the alternatives with 
medians, there's always a risk that someone unfamiliar with the 
area could go the wrong way in a one-way section. I've seen it 
happen on the part of Spicewood that has a median.

For selfish reasons, I prefer A because I'd rather have 2 lanes than 4. (I 
don't have a commute and don't generally have to worry about rush 
hour.) See my answer to question 1 for the other reasons I like this 
alternative. If I weren't being selfish and cared about gridlock, I'd pick 
alternative C.

28
8/31/2018  
7:50:51 PM

Improving traffic patterns Length of time for completion C. Offers better traffic flow 

29
8/31/2018  
9:05:48 PM

Center turn lanes and bike lanes. 
4 lanes would cause traffic to try and go down the hill to the light 
faster. 

A

30
9/1/2018  

8:41:04 AM
middle turn lane; sidewalks

making SS a major cut-through (360 to MoPac) will change the 
character of the neighborhood forever; we don't want to become 
another 2222

Alternative A; because it does the least damage

31
9/1/2018  

10:50:43 AM

I love the idea of adding bike lanes and two travel lanes in 
each direction. I also really like the idea of planting trees 
down the median.

I don't love the idea of medians, from a convenience standpoint, 
but I can understand them from a safety perspective, so I guess 
that's alright

I think option C is the best combination of things I'm looking for!    I do want 
to say that I wish this form had a "General Comments" section, because I 
went to the public meeting on Wednesday and I don't think I got as much out 
of it as I would've liked. So, on the one hand, I am REALLY glad these 
resources are available online so I can go through them on my own time, but 
on the other hand, when I went to the meeting on Wednesday, I spoke to 
someone whose nametag said "Paul," and I didn't have a great experience. 
He was standing by the start of the loop of posters, so I asked him whether 
there was a spiel, whether he could tell me anything about the project, and 
he said "No spiel. It's all on the posters" (VERBATIM) and then directed me to 
sit down at the table with comment cards. So that's what I did! I had already 
been in kind of a rush, thinking I wouldn't have time to look at everything 
(which is why I asked for an overview!), and so I just followed his instruction 
and filled out a card based on what I could see from the table. I hand't even 
gotten a chance to look at Alternative C! And on the one hand I'm just kicking 
myself for not ignoring this guy (intern?) who, with hindsight, didn't seem to 
actually know anything about the project. I should've gotten up and figured 
things out for myself, or tried to find someone else who could answer my 
questions, even though I was pressed for time. I could've used that time so 
much more effectively if I hadn't been naive enough to listen to this guy, 
who, again, seemed like he was actively avoiding talking to or helping people!     
All this to say, the handout that I was able to take with me was really 
informative, and I'm very grateful that a PDF of all the posters is available 
online, because I don't think I would've liked or understood this project as 
much as I do without those resources. Again, because this guy "Paul" either 
didn't want to talk to members of the public or didn't know anything about 
the project to tell them.

32
9/1/2018  

2:16:31 PM
Glad to see a proposal for 2 lanes solutions with left turn 
bays. In particular Alternative C looks the best

The turn from Old Spicewoodsprings Road into Spicewoodspring 
road is badly engineered. As part of this project I would like to see 
improvements in the slope (make it less sharp) as well as 
geometrical improvements to enable cars trying to merge into 
Spicewoodsprings road towards Mesa will be able to do it more 
easily at rush hour (7am to 9am)

I prefer Alternative C . Because it provides for 2 lanes, which will be able 
to cope with the growing population and traffic in the area for years to 
come. It is a better long term alternatie.
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33
9/2/2018  

4:03:38 PM
Alternative C. It has the best traffic and safety ratings and it fits more 
with the style of the rest of the road towards Mopac

34
9/2/2018  

10:54:58 PM
I like option A, because it allow for more trees, and separates 
pedestrians from bicycles, and separates bicycles from cars.

Option B would be too much concrete and not enough green 
space. Options B and C have more potential conflict between 
bicycles and pedestrians.

Yes, A.

35
9/3/2018  

10:22:30 AM
Increased separation and options for bike/ped.

No detail on Old Spicewood intersection.  Even if the low water 
crossing closes in the future, the intersection needs help for turns 
and steep grades.

Alt C.  Best for mobility (4 lanes) and good for safety 
(median/separation).  These items are most important.

36
9/3/2018  

12:38:44 PM
takes into account multiple needs want to keep traffic flowing

C seems like the most optimal solution for keeping traffic flowing, safety, 
and meeting multiple needs.

37
9/3/2018  

6:42:59 PM
I like the shared use path for bikes and pedestrians. 

I don’t drive that road as often as I used to, but 1 lañe in each 
direction seems sufficient to me...

A for the reasons stated above. 

38
9/3/2018  

10:30:25 PM
What I don't like is bike and pedestrian lanes that will not be 
used on a hill with that steep of a grade.

That section of road is not appropriate for bike lanes and 
pedestrian lanes. 

I prefer the do-nothing option. I drive that road frequently and it is not 
experiencing a problem. The city is making a problem where one does 
not exist.

39
9/4/2018  

8:20:13 AM
I appreciate that there is consideration for active 
transportation. 

I have concerns with a thoroughfare having 4 lanes and no turn 
lane. 

Alternative C is my preference for flow and safety, as long as there are 
considerations for active transportation safety at intersections. 
Otherwise, Alternative A is safest for those outside of vehicles. 

40
9/4/2018  

10:07:43 AM

Separated bike lanes and medians in options A+C. Fewer 
lanes of traffic increase the safety of everyone on the road, 
so A is the safest. A also emphasizes the importance of other 
modes of transportation important for the health of a city. 
(Separated sidewalk/bike lanes) 

B just looks bad. No improvement at all. 
A. Safest. Shows concern and respect for alternative modes of 
transportation. Narrow roads are safer and cause slower traffic. 

41
9/4/2018  

10:57:55 AM
Better turns @ Old Spicewood Springs Rd

Please do NOT close the low water crossing on Old Spicewood 
Springs Rd! This crossing is open 99%+ of the time, and keeps 
tons more cars off of 360. Closing this won't improve traffic, it will 
harm it significantly.

Not sure

42
9/4/2018  

11:57:31 AM

Prefer Alternative C.  Two lanes in each direction with 
periodic median breaks should be sufficient for turning traffic 
and will be better for mobility than a permanent center lane. 

I am concerned about the proposal to close Old Spicewood 
Springs to vehicular traffic.  I live on Yaupon Drive near Old 
Spicewood Springs, and losing the ability to go under the bridge 
would significantly increase already significant traffic backups.

I prefer C, see above.

43
9/4/2018  

1:04:54 PM
I like Alternative C the most. More median reduces the 
number of left turn locations which should make it safer.

Not shown on the alternatives is the plan for closing the Old 
Spicewood Springs road low water crossing under Loop 360. That 
route should not be closed.

C  has more median reducing the number of left turn options which 
should be safer.

44
9/4/2018  

1:19:39 PM
Closure of the low water crossing under 360. This is a useful 
useable road. An alternative to 360 and for emergencies

45
9/4/2018  

7:29:55 PM
I like plan A with center lane but one lane each direction as 
this will keep cars from going too fast.

My main concern is speed limit.  I live at bottom of the hill on 
Spicewood at Capital of Texas and tailgated when going 30-35 
mph.  I am concerned if you go to two lanes each direction will 
higher speeds and accidents at Old Spicewood and Adirondack

I like A with one lane each direction and center lane. More for speed 
limit issue going up and down the big hill.
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46
9/4/2018  

9:10:33 PM
Alternative C looks the best to me

None of the Alternatives address improving westbound traffic 
flow through the intersection with Loop 360.  Instead, there is the 
implication that Old Spicewood Springs Road under Loop 360 
may be closed.  This will severely impact travel times both 
directions for those who use it.  In the name of flooding, why not 
close ALL the low water crossings in the city?

Alternative C has the most productive solution.

47
9/5/2018  

4:20:10 AM

Current low water crossings are very unsafe with inadequate 
road width and no guard rails, resulted in many accidents.  
Alternatives appear to fix this.

I've driven this route hundreds of times and have only seen 
cyclists a couple times over the past 10 years. Focus should be on 
increasing travel lane capacity to eliminate pollution from cars 
sitting idle in road blocks.

Alternative B seems to address the travel lane capacity issue while also 
providing a safe shared use path.  Let's not be foolish with taxpayer 
money and make excessive space for cyclist traffic that is never used 
while incrasing traffic jams that result in more pollution and waste (as 
was done on Lake Creek Parkway, where about 2yrs ago they replaced a 
travel lane with a dedicated bike lane resulting in constant traffic jams, 
yet cyclists still use the sidewalk instead of the dedicated bike lane).  
With option B, in the event we have heavy bike traffic in the future that 
exceeds the shared use path, we can always convert of the travel lanes 
into a shared bike path in the future.

48
9/5/2018  

12:07:37 PM
Please don't close low water crossing under the Loop 360 bridge, 
Old Spicewood Springs Road.  

49
9/5/2018  

12:26:27 PM

Do not shut down the Old Spicewood Springs Rd. underpass low 
water crossing. Did the studies on future traffic take that closure 
into account? Currently when that road is temporarily closed, it 
has a huge impact on the traffic backup!

50
9/5/2018  

12:34:33 PM
Improvements to spice wood springs look great - including 
turn lanes and sidewalks 

Please do not close the old spice wood springs road (low water 
crossing!)

No

51
9/5/2018  

1:12:15 PM
Alt A seems reasonable

I am not in favor of closing old spicewood springs road. This is an 
important conduit and a good way to avoid Loop 360. 

Alt A appears most similar to current conditions with improved bike 
lanes. 

52
9/5/2018  

1:14:18 PM

I see that these is a suggestion to close the section of the road 
that goes under 360 for "flood safety" reasons. Is there some new 
risk factor? If the point is that it is a low water crossing and that it 
is feared that people cannot be trusted to not drive through it 
during periods of flooding, then I think this is an awful idea. There 
are many many low water crossings in the area and we need to 
be treated like the adults we are, not deprived of useful options 
for our own good. Please do not seriously consider this.

53
9/5/2018  

2:59:31 PM

Closing the low water crossing would greatly increase 
congestion on old spicewood springs which during rush hour 
can back all the way to yaupon drive and would  back up the 
light at spice wood dr and 360.  This would cause more 
problems and congestion.  

More lanes for vehicles 

54
9/5/2018  

8:41:58 PM
Not nessesary at this time, traffic will be a lot worse. Causing more traffic issue than current. No

55
9/5/2018  

8:54:41 PM
Please do not close the Spice wood Springs underpass under 360.

56
9/6/2018  

5:54:29 AM
I like option C

All other option still create traffic stoppage when someone is 
turning left.
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57
9/6/2018  

9:55:32 AM
Safer turn lanes without backing up traffic.

You cannot close the underpass by the low water crossing. This 
crossing alleviates a significant amount of traffic from this light. 
By closing the low water crossing, you will increase the # of 
crashes as it is a given the volume of cars passing thru Spicewood 
and 360 will increase SIGNIFICANTLY. I drive this area daily. For 
individuals living on the other side of 360, this change would be 
detrimental to our traffic patterns. There are a great # of low 
water crossings in Austin. I am not sure why this crossing is being 
singled out. Please listen to our community. I see that you 
counted volume at the intersection at 360, but did you account 
for what will happen if this crossing is closed? 

58
9/7/2018  

12:29:15 PM
I'm in favor of widening the road to accommodate cyclists, 
pedestrians and vehicles.

Actually the only concern is the bottleneck traffic that may result 
from 360-SSR interesection which is already a 4 minute light.  Plus 
all the cars that run the red lights.  Hopefully the construction will 
minimize the impact.    I do agree the low water crossing of old 
spicewood springs needs to be shut down as it will create a risk to 
the traffic/construction on spicewood springs road.      As a 24 
year resident of the area and one who is in this school system - 
I'm less concerned with people who use the low water crossing 
(old spicewood springs) for their morning commute than I am 
about our student drivers, school buses and those that live in our 
neighborhoods.   Commuters can certainly go to the intersection 
at 360& Spicewood Springs to feed into a line of cars that dictates 
how traffic will work during the construction.

I'm for Atlernative B or C.   Though I have seens cars go in the wrong 
direction on Spicewood Springs because of the confusion of a median.  

59
9/7/2018  

12:42:56 PM

Of the three options described, I prefer Option C due to the 
buffer medians provide as well as turning options. I drive this 
road both ways, every single day and westbound traffic in 
the evening is the worst. I believe Option C has the best 
chance of improving this.  However, the project really should  
included a grade separation (overpass) from Bluffstone to 
Spicewood Springs as a continuous road, eliminating the 
need for the stoplight at 360 and improving mobility along 
Spicewood Springs to Mesa.  Making this project scope so 
small doesn't improve overall mobility.  A more effective 
plan would start at the beginning of Bluffstone and go all the 
way to Burnet road to alleviate traffic along the entire 
stretch of continuous road.

I am concerned that funds will be expended to make this 
incredibly steep hill a cycle/wheelchair/ pedestrian friendly route.  
Sidewalks are great, but bike lanes are crazy.  While I do I see 
cyclists use this road, it's only the serious cyclists, not people 
wanting to commute by bicycle.  It's too challenging.  If there was 
grade separation and the bike lane was less steep, I would think it 
would be worthwhile.  Right now, it's just for the pro cyclists.

I prefer C, but again, I wish this plan was more holistic and started at 
Bluffstone and ended at Burnet.

60
9/7/2018  

2:04:16 PM
We need something done. I am concerned with safety for those not in cars. I want option -3. Sounds safest to me

61
9/7/2018  

6:44:23 PM

I am opposed to closing Old Spicewood Spings under 360. The 
infrequent need to close due to flooding does not justify its 
closing.

62
9/7/2018  

6:46:14 PM

I do not like that the part of Old Spicewood Springs Road that 
goes under 360 is being considered to be closed permanently.  
There is a great deal of traffic that uses this part of the road to 
avoid the current lines on Old Spicewood Springs Road.  This is a 
terrible idea!
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63
9/7/2018  

6:50:39 PM

I use Old Spicewood Springs road a great deal. The road under 
360 is hardly ever flooded - and I see no reason to close it 
permanently.  This will add considerably to the congestion on 360 

64
9/7/2018  

7:08:45 PM

If they close the low water crossing on Spicewood Springs, 
the traffic at the 360 signal turning left will be horrendous, 
unless they lengthen the time of the green light.  Right now 
it only lets through 3 or 4 vehicles.

Ooops, see my concern on draft 1 no

65
9/7/2018  

7:33:29 PM
I think they all sound ok. I don't want the part of Spicewood Springs under 360 closed! No.  Just don't close our access under 360!

66
9/7/2018  

9:16:25 PM

I don't think you should close Old Spicewood Springs under 360. 
It's a very commonly used route especially during commute 
times, and the flooding is very infrequent.

Alternative B. 

67
9/7/2018  

9:17:47 PM
Nothing.

- Alternatives A and C feature median and leave very small left 
turn / turn around bays. Turning left on Spicewood Springs from 
the apartment complexes and businesses in increased traffic 
would become a lot more challenging.  - Alternatives A, B, C bring 
little improvement but are sure to disrupt the lives of the 
Spicewood Springs community through lengthy and noisy 
construction, leaving the street treeless and worse ecologically.

No Build.  It is my preferred alternative and is the only alternative that 
considers and respects the interests of the Spicewood Springs 
community.

68
9/7/2018  

9:19:05 PM
No Build is considered as an option.

- Alternative B will result in more dangerous road conditions. 
Currently, most drivers do not obey the posted speed limit of 
30mph and this would only become worse if the second lane is 
added. Instead, speed bumps should be added and current lane 
number should be preserved similar to Mesa Dr.

No Build.    This option preserves old trees, lawns, is safer for residents 
and their children, and rightfully limits through traffic to highway like 
routes of 2222 and 183.

69
9/7/2018  

9:20:11 PM
No Build  Best for the Community!

70
9/7/2018  

9:21:12 PM
No Build. 

71
9/8/2018  

12:57:03 AM

The plan is fine except for the proposal to. Lose the road that 
passes under loop 360. I’ve used this road for the past 26 
years and have only very occasionally seen a need to close it 
due to flooding. This is spending tax money to fix a 
nonexistent problem.

Don’t close old SpicewoodSprings low water crossing
Draft 3 appears to be complete. 2 lanes each direction. Turning lanes. 
Median

72
9/8/2018  

7:21:58 AM
I'm a fan of No Build.  There's already a lot of traffic on Old 
Spicewood Springs Rd but it's all neighborhood traffic.

If you build 2 lanes each way, it's likely to bring additional interest 
in building a hotel in that area.

No Build

73
9/8/2018  

7:27:02 AM
Alternative C, continues Spicewood Sprngs nicely with the 
same aesthetics as the East side connection, Mesa Drive.

single lane solutions are risky in given the slope of the road going 
up and down (E & W),.    Not mentioned in the drafts is the latest 
buzz about disabling Old Spicewood Springs Road, maintenance 
of that connector should be a priority as it brings people close to 
the beauty of the Bull Creek waterway and reminds us of what 
Austin is about.

alternative C, 2 lanes all the way, shared use path, nice median 
congruent with Mesa Drive designs and the safety curb where there is no 
median.
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74
9/8/2018  

8:43:23 AM
I don't.

The road needs to stay open. Safety issues are addressed, and 
road is closed when it needs to be. There will be MORE harm if 
it's closed, due to traffic backing up.

No.

75
9/8/2018  

9:13:25 AM
I like the ideas of the left bay/turnarounds 

I don’t want Old aspicewood Springs Rd to close. It a charming 
little drive under 360 which gives access to the river and lovely 
walking trails and only occasionally floods. 

Alternative A

76
9/8/2018  

9:44:16 AM

Please DO NOT close Old Spicewood Springs Road that goes 
under 360.  This is such a convenient bypass of the traffic on 360 
for the 99% of the time it's not closed for water over the road.

77
9/8/2018  

10:27:07 AM
Nothing. 

People turning left off of Yaupon onto OSSR already have a tough 
time during morning and evening rush hours. If that area is 
closed, I can’t imagine how hard it’ll be. In addition, that area 
rarely floods. This is Texas. I’ve lived off of Yaupon 25 years and 
what we have now works for most people. When we first moved 
here, if the bridge was covered with water you couldn’t get out of 
the neighborhood at all!

Not feasible, but if OSSR was four lane it would flow better. 

78
9/8/2018  

11:01:58 AM
I like nothing about them.

It is ludicrous to consider closing the Bull Creek road under 360.  
If it weren't for that road, the wait to get out of our 
neighborhood would be rediculous!  As it is now, about every 4th 
or 5th car turns to go under 360, easing up the congestion on Old 
Spicewood Springs trying to get thru the light at 360.

I do not like ANY of the drafts.  Where is the alternative to check if you 
want NO CHANGES!

79
9/8/2018  

11:11:12 AM

I wholly disagree that action is needed. Flooding rarely 
happens and when it does, the city uses metal gates to 
prevent passenge. Again, only occurs infrequently. However, 
permanently closing it will greatly impact citizens by forcing 
even more traffic onto already impossibly congested roads 
(183 and 360), plus cost the city millions of dollars in changes 
which the users of the road state is unnecessary. 

Unnecessary expense for the city when the users of the road 
state that no changes are needed. Instead, spend the money 
improving 183 or 360, which are so congested that drivers are 
looking for alternative options. 

None 

80
9/8/2018  

2:37:03 PM
not much - it's fine like it is

closing the road under 360 will increase traffic on 183 and 
Jollyville road

no build - there are more road projects that take priority over this one - 
like Anderson Mill

81
9/8/2018  

3:07:01 PM
adding bike and and sidewalks paths for cyclists and walkers.

Adding too much traffic for a residential area.  Very worried 
about increased heavy truck and commercial use of road.  I live in 
the area and I'm not concerned about commuter drive thru 
times.  SS road should NOT be changed to a major secondary 
throughfare.  

by far alternative A.  It adds much needed bike lanes and still keeps the 
neighborhood feel of a country road.  I'm not worried about PM traffic 
congestion.  I feel the 360 improvements will keep traffic moving despite 
your simulations.  If traffic gets too bad, commuters will find alternate 
routes - especially since many intersections on 360 will be modified for 
increased flow.

82
9/8/2018  

6:45:05 PM

The closing of Old Spicewood Springs at the low water crossing 
under 360 permanently would already add to the congestion on 
360 in this area.  Many people use this route simply cross over to 
the other side of Spicewood Springs Road. The road already back 
up at least two miles, so most of the travelers would probably 
add to the traffic on 183, 360 or Burnet Road to get to and from 
work. 
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83
9/9/2018  

9:16:54 AM

Any alternative is fine so long as it does NOT involve closing 
the low water crossing under the Loop 360 bridge, Old 
Spicewood Springs Road.  That is a heavily traveled road.  
Closing it would merely back up traffic from Mesa to Loop 
360--exactly what happens when it closes due to flooding.    

See above.  No build is better than closing the low water crossing 
under the Loop 360 bridge, Old Spicewood Springs Road.  Had I 
known that was a consideration/possibility, I would have voted 
against the bond proposal.

see above

84
9/10/2018  
9:07:46 AM

I live on the Northeast intersection of Adirondack Trail and 
Spicewood Springs Road. In the mornings I cross over Spicewood 
Springs Road to get to Old Spicewood Springs Road, and I am 
worried that if Spicewood Springs Road becomes a two lane road, 
I would no longer be able to safely cross over the intersection.

Draft A.  It provides turn arounds all while keeping single lanes on each 
side. This allows traffic to feasible cross the intersection of Spicewood 
Springs and Adirondack Trail.

85
9/10/2018  
9:44:13 AM

I live that alternative B provides the most direct and 
unencumbered traffic flow

I am concerned about closing Old Spicewood springs road Alt.B seems the most straigh forward and highest capacity

86
9/10/2018  

11:41:35 AM
Improvements are necessary for businesses along Spicewood 
springs (center turn lane or the turn arounds)

The Watershed Protection Departments/Loop 360 Project's 
recommendation to close the low water crossing under 360 to 
vehicles should not occur.  Neighborhoods west of 360 that use 
old Spicewood Springs Rd rely on this route to access central 
Austin - flooding issues are rare.

Alternatives that reduce potential future case LOS impacts (Alt C then B).  
Do not support making improvements that include center medians and 
separated shared use trails that don't address the LOS problems.

87
9/10/2018  
6:32:29 PM

increased lanes for traffic, and median turn lane

I feel that the 114-120' width is excessive, and many businesses 
will lose parking lots or the business location itself.  The hill is 
very, very, very steep.  I have never seen anyone actually walking 
up or down it.  Very steep for bikes as well.  Advise one asphalt 
bike lane only. (people can walk there if they choose, but, NOT 
HAPPENING.

alternative C, but drop the excessive double sidewalks and bike lanes.  
(one bike lane OK)  Never understood the term about water quality 
elements- I assume it means trees in the median??  That will be nice, as 
long as it doesn't block visibility!

88
9/10/2018  

10:13:18 PM
bike and pedestrian access

Excessive traffic and road noise.  2 lanes will lead to increased 
traffic speed despite speed limit signs making it more dangerous.

A - One lane each direction + bike and pedestrian is a great solution for 
this area. 

89
9/11/2018  
5:51:10 PM

alternative A is okay  without raised bicycle and sidewalk
alternatives a and b seem overbuilt  not really a biking or hiking 
roadway.  doesnt need ped or bike traffic  too dangerous.

Overbuilding this stretch of dangerous road for peds and bikes is a recipe 
fir disaster.  too many peds being hit and killed in ATX in recent years!   a 
free better turn lanes but not a bike or ped friendly area like 2222.  from 
one who drives carefully here almost daily@@

90
9/12/2018  
6:43:14 AM

The alternatives are trying to address traffic flow issues on 
this stretch of the road.

1.  Need clearer understanding of what is meant by "shared use 
path" on Alt B and Alt C.  Does this mean pedestrians, bikes, and 
cars or just pedestrians and bikes?  2. Need at least two lanes 
going up hill from 360 due to slow drivers impeding traffic.

Alt C is preferred.  Continuing the median division is aesthetically more 
pleasing,  traffic flows better with a physical division, and provides 
additional safety barrier zone.  Alt C provides two lanes each way the 
whole distance.

91
9/12/2018  
6:54:41 AM

Added lanes make sense for future traffic growth in 
Alternative B.

Alternative B is best option.  Other options not enough change for 
cost/disruption.

Alternative B!!!! Added lanes!!!!

92
9/12/2018  
6:58:57 AM

Appears safer and provides more lanes for commuters. 
I don't see any projected or forecasted traffic patterns for each 
alternative. Providing more lanes may change or influence traffic 
at peak times for better or worse.

Alternative B seems the most reasonable. 

93
9/12/2018  
7:02:40 AM

Please, whatever you do, do not build two lanes. People 
speed horribly as it is and there are many deer already being 
hit & pedestrians (it’s near many churches & schools). I’d say 
leave it as is or Alternative A if you absolutely must change 
something. Please don’t add another lane to increase traffic 
& speed in a residential area. 

See above. Two lanes would increase traffic and speed and there 
are already two many deer being hit and would endanger 
pedestrians (there are many churches and schools here). 

No change or Alternative A. See above for why. 
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94
9/12/2018  
7:08:18 AM

Alternative A because it doesn’t turn Spicewood into a highway. There 
are green spaces as well as places for people to turn. Great solution 

95
9/12/2018  
7:19:22 AM

The proposed improvements to bike lanes. Environmental impact of road construction in a sensitive area. 
The "No Build" plan. Low cost, minor improvements without major 
impact. 

96
9/12/2018  
7:22:19 AM

I like the four lanes, designated left turn lanes, and the 
medians. (Alt. A & C)

Raised or separated bicycle lanes may work for some, but for my 
type of riding, they are a disaster.  I had to dodge two cars in one 
intersection at 3rd & San Jacinto because of separated bike lanes 
among other issues.

A with wide outside lanes or real bike lanes.

97
9/12/2018  
7:23:43 AM

Too many deer for either B or C and a safe way needed for 
pedestrians to cross at both ends, near Mesa from about 
Nealy and crossing Adirondack to Old Spicewood - 

Making this a major cut through is further cutting in half 
Northwest Hills with more traffic at Mesa and Spicewood for the 
Anderson kids to contend with - keeping to two lane with an 
island in the middle makes more sense or it will be a speedway as 
folks gun their vehicle to pass going up and down that hill and for 
sure their will be collisions with wild life.  

A because it appears to be only two lanes - the island green space is a 
safety area for anyone trying to cross and it keeps it less like a major 
highway

98
9/12/2018  
7:27:07 AM

Raised bike lanes
Shared use paths are glorified sidewalks that put bikes in danger 
of right hooks by inattentive drivers.

Alternative A, no shared use path, left turn bay to alleviate traffic.

99
9/12/2018  
7:36:49 AM

I like draft C. Yep lanes. Bike lanes and sidewalks. And turn 
around. 

Draft B looks stupid. Draft A doesn’t allow enough traffic. C

100
9/12/2018  
7:38:13 AM

widen to two lanes, limit left-turn traffic flow issues
may be wasting money and effort on bike trail - since many 
bicyclists will continue to use the road anyway

C

101
9/12/2018  
7:40:55 AM

Seems like the most useful outcome, if the city is going to do anything at 
all.

102
9/12/2018  
7:41:29 AM

Potential sidewalk/bike lanes. Curb separating the 
directional lanes

Project could go over budget
A due to the single lane in each direction. Two lanes in each direction 
feels like there might still be accidents due to people drifting into other 
lanes or cutting each other off

103
9/12/2018  
7:49:24 AM

Widening to two lanes in each direction.  Also having 
dedicated sidewalk.  

I like the design with medians, but I’m not sure how that will 
impact business and residents.  Would be nice for sidewalk to be 
further away from street.  

I really like 3.   Two lanes each direction with median.   Maybe that wan 
be used for future expansion and also looks nice.  

104
9/12/2018  
7:52:37 AM

wider thoroughfare time C.  Wider thoroughfare. 

105
9/12/2018  
7:53:06 AM

Minimized cut through traffic through the neighborhood Allows for more traffic to cut through to MOPAC
Either stay the same or Alternative A. Less opportunity for cut through 
traffic to/from Mopac

106
9/12/2018  
8:09:51 AM

I like that there are options for two lanes for the whole 
section. I feel that would really help with traffic, especially at 
peak times.

Construction time and delays along the road since I work right 
where there will be construction. 

Alternative C. It has two lanes in either direction and multiple turn bays 
which would help alleviate traffic when people are waiting to turn. 

107
9/12/2018  
8:12:48 AM

Alternative A is the best with Bike lanes and sidewalks.  The 
others will just encourage more speeding through the 
neighborhood  

They will increase speeds through the neighborhood and 
encourage more cut through traffic

Alternative A for its protected bike lanes and sidewalk

108
9/12/2018  
8:15:05 AM

I like the extra lanes but mainly the turn bays and walking 
paths.

B doesn't seem to bring in any turn bays really. People are going 
to use the Rd so make it more than we need.

I prefer c. It adds the bike paths which is important and the turn bays at 
Adirondack which is huge. 

109
9/12/2018  
8:15:36 AM

All of them are going to build a huge road through the hills 
between Mesa and 360, certainly leading to more development 
along that road and even more traffic.  Leave the road as is, it's 
OK for some areas to not have a superhighway running through 
them.

I would prefer no build.
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110
9/12/2018  
8:22:09 AM

2 lanes no real change with option a, Option B is the best for businesses
Option B, we do not need  grassy median, plus it makes it harder for 
workers in this area to exit the parking lot 

111
9/12/2018  
8:23:35 AM

Two lanes....Needed this years ago. Must have 2 lanes. Throw option A in the trash.

Option B. I am concerned about exiting my office (across from the 
Animal Hospital) and being able to turn left into the Westbound lanes. 
My coworkers need a safe way to cross the (2) Eastbound lanes and 
merge into the (2) Westbound lanes.

112
9/12/2018  
8:29:38 AM

I like that there are spaces for turning - because it's hilly and 
curvy, that makes the road safer for everyone. It's a good 
idea to have a place for bikes, too.

It looks like maybe there's only space for either two lanes or a 
protected bike lane? Would be ideal to have both.

C, because it's got two lanes and space for left-turns. But I wish it also 
had protected space for bikes, esp because it's such a steep road.

113
9/12/2018  
8:35:51 AM

Alternative A blocks cut-through traffic
Alternatives B and C increase traffic through the Spicewood 
Springs/Mesa intersection which is heavily used by high school 
students

Alternative A - reduces traffic

114
9/12/2018  
8:37:43 AM

Do not widen; want ROW for bike lanes, pedestrian activity, 
bus

Less focus on cars N

115
9/12/2018  
8:38:46 AM

It's clear that someone is trying to fix a problem.
How much of an impact does Alternative C have on neighboring 
properties? The existing medians are nice but are they nice 
enough to require more area from the surrounding properties?

Alternative C, mainly because of the conservation of existing 
medians.I'm sure any of Alternatives A - C will improve traffic flow.

116
9/12/2018  
8:42:22 AM

Good morning..  My name is Ken Riley and I live very close to 
this intersection and I am a cyclist - I ride virtually every day 
in the area but have NEVER ridden Spicewood to 360..  As is, 
that would be CRAZY..  I do ride Adirondack a lot and so 
there is a path to that area that avoids virtually all traffic.  
That said, improving the experience for both cars and cyclists 
on Spicewood shows a big step forward for the city of Austin.  
What do I like about the draft alternatives?  Alternative A, I 
like the raised bike lane and sidewalk.  Separation is good - in 
this instance; provides safety with separation.  Alternative B 
is a step in the right direction, but doesn't seem sustainable.  
Alternative C..  I like the idea but it is not very clear - to me - 
on the safety/separation of the shared use path but it 
certainly looks like the most sustainable option of the 3.

I think there has to be 2 lanes for car traffic coming up the hill so I 
see option 1 as a temporary band-aid.  Living in this area, I know 
that this road is important and needs a REAL "fix".. It seems that 
option C really is the only one that goes far enough to be 
sustainable.

Oops..  See above.. Option C seems to be one we can live with going 
forward.  If we choose either of the other 2, we'll just have to come back 
later and fix it again.  Thanks for your time.

117
9/12/2018  
8:44:40 AM

more room for cars that PAY TAXES too much allowance for bicycles B no wasted median space

118
9/12/2018  
8:53:06 AM

It’s safer
C. It provides for pedestrian and cycling safety while also increasing the 
total # of lanes AND it has more places for turn arounds and left turns. 

119
9/12/2018  
8:53:42 AM

I like that the plans are looking at expanding to two lanes to 
handle traffic and considering safety when someone wants 
to make a left turn into a business or apartment complex.

I am worried that the left turn bay/turnaround will not be wide 
enough for safety. I'm also worried that without medians, people 
will still make left turns from the left turn lane rather than using 
the bay/turnaround.

I prefer C, because it has both two lanes and left turn bay/turnarounds. I 
feel like that will help answer both traffic flow and left turn safety 
concerns.

120
9/12/2018  
8:57:26 AM

Safer than what we have now.
The thought of more traffic -- but it's already here, so I'd rather 
improve what we have.

C -- it matches what we have before Mesa on Spicewood Springs, plus if 
we don't improve throughput now -- it's just going to get worse. Divided 
roadway is safer as well.

121
9/12/2018  
8:58:14 AM

I think all of them help address the flow and safety of the 
road way. I am a big fan of a dedicate medium because it will 
provide a spot for people to stop when crossing the street (I 
know that they should not but they will). I also like the 
positive effects that a median will have for drainage. I would 
prefer option three of all the options.

I think alternative B will lead to increased speed on the road and 
the least productive in terms of safety.

Alternative C - drainage, pedestrian and bicycle safety, traffic safety.
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122
9/12/2018  
8:58:41 AM

Some have two lanes!  It’s always a headache to get behind a 
car that is too slow or needing to turn left!

The construction phase will be difficult.  That is a well travelled 
road.

C.  It has two lanes both ways and turn around bays.  Those are 
necessary when there has been an accident.  Please keep in mind how 
slick those roads become in wet or icy weather.

123
9/12/2018 
9:02:24 AM

B and C provide some big improvements - 2 lanes all the 
way, and turnarounds, for example

Cost, traffic disruption and effect on businesses along Spicewood - 
our financial advisor and accountant have their businesses there 
and we worry they will relocate 

C is safer, as divided roads keep the facing lanes apart

124
9/12/2018 
9:07:59 AM

I like that they all provide viable options for the road and feel 
any of them would be beneficial. Making Spicewood Springs 
more bicycle and walking friendly would be awesome.

N/A
I like draft C because it seems like it takes the good pieces of A and B and 
combines them together.

125
9/12/2018 

 9:09:24 AM
Address issues Traffic flow during construction B

126
9/12/2018 
9:09:53 AM

I like the raised bicycle lane and sidewalks in alternative A.
I think the raised bicycle lanes and sidewalks are the safest 
alternative.

Draft alternative A is my preference because it is the safest for all.

127
9/12/2018  
9:10:33 AM

two lanes space for bicyclist to safely ride alternative c

128
9/12/2018  
9:10:38 AM

Increasing the number of lanes to two lanes in each direction 
is very important for traffic flow as density increases in the 
area.  Also, the dedicated path for bicycle/walking is crucial 
to ensure pedestrian and cyclist safety.

The concern would be the impediment of traffic during the 
construction phase and ensuring that there is enough room for 
the multiuse path.

I like draft c because it provides increased lanes, left hand turn lanes, and 
a walking/cycling path.  I also like the dividing medians between the two 
direction traffic.

129
9/12/2018  
9:27:59 AM

Any plan that provides protected pathways for cyclists and 
pedestrians is welcome.  

A center lane for turning may suffice given the traffic on the road 
gets congested for only 2-3 hours a day.  

The one with the raised pedestrian and cyclist paths

130
9/12/2018  
9:30:05 AM

Separate Bike/Vehicle Lanes and dedicated Left turn lanes B does not have dedicated left turn lanes.
C, seems to be safest and most efficient. I know it will prob cost more, 
but I think it is worth it.

131
9/12/2018  
9:32:07 AM

Much needed expansion is being addressed.
Some drafts are more about form over function. Look pretty but 
may end up costing tax payers more in the long run (20-30yrs) 
because of # of lanes.  

Like 'C" best. Build and be done. It maximizes the lanes and therefore 
addresses traffic volume. How many times have roads been built to "A" 
or 'B" only to be dug up 10 yrs late and "C" finally being built.

132
9/12/2018  
9:33:39 AM

more lanes, safer turns, better safety for bike riders
the plan b doesn't have turn lanes which seems potentially 
dangerous

C, it combines 2 lanes in each direction and turn/u-turn areas for better 
safety and less traffic slow down

133
9/12/2018  
9:42:08 AM

The shared use path the entire length. The left lane turnarounds could cause back ups Plan C. It has the most lanes and turnaround options.

134
9/12/2018  
9:44:01 AM

More lanes allows more traffic flow C, more lanes allows more traffic, also turn lanes would not be needed.

135
9/12/2018  
9:44:42 AM

Possibly elevated bike/pedestrian pathway. I travel this rode 
every day. There are bikers that go up that hill every day, and 
it could improve safety. 

It doesn't address the biggest problem which is the intersection 
of 360/Spicewood Springs. There are always accidents at this site, 
and pedestrians and bikers are at risk crossing this intersection. 
An elevated (or subterranean) pedestrian walkway would be a 
great addition to this area. Great Hills residents and Northwest 
Hills residents could access Bull Creek better/safer. 

Option A. I don't believe that the road needs 2 lanes in both directions. It 
just needs better flow onto 360.  The traffic light is ridiculously short for 
crossing-traffic. On some days, only 5-6 cars get to cross before the light 
turns red. With 360 traffic at 60mph, there are sure to be deaths from T-
bone accidents there. 

136
9/12/2018  
9:46:48 AM

I like the addition of dedicated bicycle lanes in both 
directions. I also like the additional lanes to accommodate 
increased traffic loads. The addition of left turn/turnaround 
bays is also very important to increase the safety.

I'm worried that the plan won't receive enough public support for 
the large amount of work that needs to be done.

Alternative C is my preference. It serves the needs of all road users 
effectively by adding dedicated bike lanes in both directions while still 
accommodating the increased traffic loads this road needs to support in 
safe way. I feel like the other plans don't go far enough to alleviate the 
issues this project is supposed to solve.
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137
9/12/2018  
9:54:31 AM

Two lanes in each direction is critical for this stretch. 

This hill is so steep that only the most skilled and fit cyclists will 
attempt it. Please DO NOT waste public money on a new bicycle 
lane that very, very few will use.  Focus on the two lanes in each 
direction. That will have the biggest benefit. 

Alternative B - Very few cyclists will be able to safely scale that hill or 
safely ride down it.  Using public funds to support Alternative A would 
have very little benefit for the greater community. I drive this stretch 
every day. We need 2 lanes in each direction, without a doubt. 
Alternative C looks compelling as well, but strikes me as more expensive.  
Alternative B would deliver the biggest bang for the buck, which is 
important to me as a tax payer and commuter. 

138
9/12/2018  
9:55:31 AM

Having two lanes in each direction.
Bikes are never going to be particularly safe on this road unless 
they ride completely separate from the traffic. I do not want to 
sacrifice a lane of traffic for a bike lane that will not get well used.  

Alternative C looks best for both cars and bikes.

139
9/12/2018  
9:55:50 AM

I like widening the road to two lanes in both directions and 
providing bike lanes. I used to live and work on Spicewood 
Spring and it’s not a safe road in its current iteration. 

My concern is the city will opt to build bike lanes and walkways 
without widening the road to two lanes going both ways. I’m all 
for bike lanes but the vast majority of people using Spicewood 
Springs are driving a vehicle. 

Alternative C, with the shared use path and widened two-lane road will 
accommodate everyone’s needs the best in my opinion.

140
9/12/2018  

10:19:49 AM
Wider lanes and shoulders.

This roadway has been developed as both a small commercial and 
residential neighborhood arterial.  limiting access and requiring 
significantly more circuity of travel from many properties changes the 
whole character of what this roadway is.  This is especially 
troublesome to have the last turnaround/median break way before 
the top of the hill starts down forcing occupants of the last several 
properties to  either go all the way to Loop 360 every time they leave 
to go south/east if on NE side or when returning from East if on SW 
side .  Moving the last turnaround to the west past the last driveway 
at the top of the hill would be most beneficial to a lot of building 
occupants of both existing and potential buildings. This would not 
require moving this turn around very far and it would seem that any 
disadvantage of having a little extra spacing would be more than 
offset by not forcing several people to go up and down that hill 
several times a day.

Alternative A (assuming the last turnaround can be  moved slightly to the 
northwest)  because it comes the closest to keeping the integrity of the 
existing road and development along it.

141
9/12/2018  

10:21:07 AM
We need two lanes each direction

The road is very steep.  We do not need a dedicated bike lane.  
Very few bikes in the area.

B or C.  We need two lanes in each direction

142
9/12/2018  

10:22:51 AM
I like it that there are plans to improve bike lanes

I'm concerned that you will end up going with a draft that doesn't 
have enough improvements for cyclists

Alternative A seems to have a bike lane in both directions, and a 
sidewalk. As a cyclist, I support that. 

143
9/12/2018  

10:24:57 AM
Fixing Problems Left turns are going to be difficult B, Allows for left turns

144
9/12/2018  

10:27:50 AM
The added lanes would be safer and allow for better traffic 
flow.

The time it would take to implement these changes, but nothing 
about the alternatives themselves.

Alternative B, I believe would be a good enough change to address some 
issues on this road.

145
9/12/2018  

10:29:05 AM

I only like Alternative B, which increases capacity on the road 
and still allows left turns into homes and businesses without 
forcing u-turns for many people.

Alternative A does nothing helpful for auto traffic, but actually 
makes it worse, as people needing to make a left turn into homes 
and businesses will have to make a u-turn and a right turn in most 
cases.  It eliminates the chicken/left turn lane, which is very 
helpful to some left turners today.  Better to do nothing than this 
plan.    Alternative C at least increases the roads capacity, but 
then decreases it by turning a left turn into a u-turn followed by a 
right turn while eliminating the left turn lane/chicken lane.     
Alternative B is the best, but could be better by extending the 
chicken lane to cover all home/business entrances.

Alternative B, which increases car capacity and still gives drivers the 
ability to make left turns into homes and businesses and keeps the very 
useful left turn/chicken lane.
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146
9/12/2018  

10:33:00 AM
Raised a sidewalk and dedicated turn lane.

We’ve got to avoid restriping everything so that it looks like there 
are more stripes and than runways at DFW.  Clear signage and no 
vegetation is important. Xeriscaping is advised.

C

147
9/12/2018  

10:36:51 AM

As someone who uses this route 10x a day to get my kids to 
school, grocery shop and access Mopac, I can see Alternative 
B as making the most sense.  The road is manageable at 
most times except 4:30-6.  I can't see adding cycling lanes for 
a road that unsafe - same with 2222.  I am a cyclist and there 
are places you can ride safely and not risk lives.  I can't see 
adding that option in lieu of wider roads for drivers for the 
10 cyclists a week that want to take the route.

As I stated above, I see a problem with utilizing valuable driver 
road width for the few pedestrians or cyclists that brave that 
stretch of road and pitch of hill.  It is wild to travel that road 
between 4:30-6pm weekdays - there needs to be two lanes and 
wider lanes.

Alternative B with no path makes the most sense financially and in terms 
of usage.  Using funds to add shared use path on a road with a 15% 
grade doesn't make much sense. You will be spending millions of dollars 
for 10 people a week that will use them.  The road is insanely crazy to 
travel during rush hour. Put the focus there.

148
9/12/2018  

10:41:48 AM
C. It not only increases the number of lanes, but allows for left turns 
through turn bays.

149
9/12/2018  

10:42:16 AM
There needs to be 2 lanes each way, with no median 
separating them.

I own a business on Spicewood in this stretch (across the street 
from the ABOR), and putting a median would make it difficult and 
inconvenient for our patients to turn into our complex.

B - Two lanes are needed and a median would block people from turning 
into each individual complex/building.  

150
9/12/2018  

10:47:14 AM
Alternative c A median would just get in the way

Alternative c. Two lanes both ways will help more cars fit in same area 
and allow cars to pass turning or slow vehicles

151
9/12/2018  

11:00:41 AM
I like option 3. 

Option 3 allows the turnarounds needed if traffic backs up on 
360. It also allows more traffic flow.

Yes, option3

152
9/12/2018  

11:01:53 AM
2 lane roads and dedicated turn lanes

Bike lane from Mesa down/up to Loop 360??? Are you out of 
your minds. Do you really think many people are going to bike 
that steep hill? Again, you have wasted a lot of tax payer dollars 
to accommodate maybe 3 cyclist who can actually physically bike 
that hill. Stop it with the dedicated bike lanes already. You should 
be criminally charged for wasting tax payer money with this 
nonsense.

2 lane roads an dedicated turn lanes.

153
9/12/2018  

11:02:09 AM
I like that there are generally 2 lanes on each side and turns 
lanes being included.

I hope that bicycle infrastructure is being included as it is hard to 
tell from the small maps.  

I like alternative C.  It has 2 lanes the entire way, plus dedicated turn 
areas, which means no dangerous "suicide lane" down the middle.  I 
rarely drive this area, but do bike on it and prefer this setup as I believe it 
will be safer for cyclists.

154
9/12/2018  

11:03:02 AM
It will improve the flow of traffic on a congested road.

Some will disallow myself and other coworkers from turning left 
into our building.

Alternative B because it allows the left turn.

155
9/12/2018  

11:13:13 AM

I like the Alternative Draft C.  It appears to be the most 
forward thinking.  We already need changes to this road 
now.  So by the time its finished in 2024 don't you think we 
will need more adjustments.  At the rate this city is growing 
with all the major players moving and building here.  (Like 
the new new MLS Stadium close to the Domain)  we need to 
have better infrastructure.  We are constantly playing catch 
up, we need to get ahead of the  traffic problems.  
Alternative Draft C has the most improvements. a safe 
median and turn arounds. bike lane and two lanes both 
directions

My main concern is if you do one with little improvements by the 
time its finished it will need more..... never ending, and 
construction makes things worse.  Do it all at once!

See answer One
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156
9/12/2018  

11:14:21 AM
Elimination of single lanes. Addition of shared 
bicycle/pedestrian lanes.

Destruction of trees. Silt flowing into Spicewood Springs Creek. 
Speeding, especially when cars go down the steep hill. Damage to 
caprock on the north side of Spicewood Springs Road. Increases 
in traffic.

Alternative C. Two lanes. Bicycle/pedestrian lane.

157
9/12/2018  

11:15:33 AM
better flow of traffic through more driving lanes/turn lanes; 
better safety for cyclists through good bike lanes

I don't cycle on the road but I want to ensure that regular cyclists 
have input on this plan and are fine with the plan that is 
safest/best for them. 

I prefer Alternative C, because everyone gets improvements: more car 
lines, good bike/ped lanes, good turn lanes for cars.

158
9/12/2018  

11:16:40 AM
Draft B. I like the idea of having two lanes to better move people 
towards 360.

159
9/12/2018  

11:24:01 AM
Alternative C makes the most sense for the long future.  Do it 
right once, so you don't have to re-do it in the future.

Alternative C makes the most sense for the long future.  Do it 
right once, so you don't have to re-do it in the future.

Alternative C makes the most sense for the long future.  Do it right once, 
so you don't have to re-do it in the future.

160
9/12/2018  

11:30:54 AM
The added safety for bicyclists the timing

Alternative A. The city should be promoting alternative transportation by 
bussing and bicycling not increasing road sizes. We need to get cars off 
the road not on it. CapMetro needs to increase routes and decrease time 
frames for getting to your desination.

161
9/12/2018  

11:44:16 AM
It will protect left turns on the steep road with no visibility.

The extension to 2 lanes each way may induce high speed from 
commuter just passing the neighborhood on their eay to loop 1. 
The intersection of Mesa and Spicewood Springs road is 
dangerous for the children headin to the high school

A. Left turn. Protected bikers and reduced speed.

162
9/12/2018  

11:54:24 AM

I like having four lanes, left turn lanes, bike lanes.  I drive this 
stretch of road every day during major drive times in the AM 
and PM.   Aggressive drivers try to force their way in when 
lanes go from 4 to 2.  At time there are MAJOR traffic jams.  
Once took me AN HOUR to get from Mesa to Loop 360.  (I 
timed it.)

My main concern is having bike lanes as part of the main road.  
Traffic moves quickly and it is dangerous for bikes - separated 
side walks/bike lanes would be safer.

I prefer #3, but would like the bike lanes separated from the main road - 
people speed - they always have - been driving the road for over 20 
years.

163
9/12/2018  

11:56:44 AM
choices.  pedestrian/bike paths.

should be more for bikes.  there's a lot of bike traffic in this 
neighborhood and on 360 and not much between.  This would be 
a good spot, however steep.

C. two lanes both directions and the least complicated.  just needs more 
bike space.

164
9/12/2018  

11:57:19 AM
I like 2 lanes in each direction with a shared usage path

keeping the lanes single in either direction does not help the 
safety and turning issues that are currently present.

Draft 3 seems to be the best alternative as it extends the 2 lanes on 
either side all the way down to 360.

165
9/12/2018  

12:05:10 PM

I like alternative C because it offers four lanes of separated 
traffic. Middle turn lanes are dangerous. The medians 
provide order and safety. 

Any alternative without medians is asking for collisions on a 
heavily trafficked road. 

C. It’s safer and mirrors the existing stretch east toward Mesa

166
9/12/2018 

12:09:02 PM

I like that they expand Spicewood Springs road as it is 
currently a congested and dangerous road. I like the bike 
lanes and the median as well. 

The only concern would be the time it would take to complete 
the project

I like alternative c because of the center median and turn/ turnaround 
lanes. 

167
9/12/2018  

12:09:50 PM
They widen the road for increased traffic flow and they're 
safer by removing the sneaky transitions to a single lane

Alternative C is the only option that meets all the needs.  Options 
that don't have two lanes are pointless, and having people 
turning left blocking a lane is counterproductive and dangerous

Alternative C is by far the best option.  You keep two lanes in each 
direction and have dedicated turn lanes.
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168
9/12/2018  

12:17:50 PM

I like Alternative C.  Although it will I imagine cost more, if 
we are going to the trouble and expense, we should provide 
as much safety and accessibility to the most people from the 
beginning.  Walking and biking lanes are important and this 
option seems to provide the most access, safely.  Good luck 
and thank you for allowing the neighbors to provide input!! 

I think Alternative C provides the most accessibility and safety.  C for the reasons below...most accessibility and safety. 

169
9/12/2018  

12:19:13 PM
the possibility of additional lanes for people wanting to make 
left turns.

It is still dangerous for bikes-too many cars and too steep of a hill
C-2 lanes and left turn spots are great-not sure how safe the turnaround 
bays will be

170
9/12/2018  

12:21:13 PM
Increasing traffic flow. relieving congestion at Loop 360. Too much emphasis on bicycles.  B, it will relive congestion better than A or C.

171
9/12/2018  

12:24:22 PM

Nothing.     these corridors were supposed to follow NACTO 
guidelines, literally in the resolution. NACTO guidelines 
would prohibit a good amount of the bad stuff on this.     
http://austintexas.gov/edims/document.cfm?id=262118    
"final design and implementation conforms to the region's 
most recently adopted transportation plans and recently 
adopted policies and  standards for transportation 
infrastructure design, including, but not limited to:     -
applicable National Association of City Transportation 
Officials standards

-Automobile lanes too wide  -numerous driveways necessitate 
center-running protected mixed use path

No, they're all unsafe garbage that maximize automobile speeds and 
volume at the safety of an all-ages network.     The engineer team should 
re-read their professional ethics in light of the pedestrians and cyclist 
homicides this year. #visionzero 

172
9/12/2018  

12:26:36 PM
safety for those turning left and preventing traffic back up 1 lane with a turn lane prevents back up Alternative C

173
9/12/2018  

12:27:01 PM

I live in Stillhouse Canyon Condos, have for 17 years.  I have 
expected changes, and welcome them.  I hope that we 
accommodate the residents and not just the commuters.  I 
like the draft alternatives with protected left turns into my 
complex. 

As you increase traffic, it will become increasingly difficult to 
come into and out of my stillhouse canyon condo complex.  I 
want to make sure that there is a safe way to go home and leave.  
I also want sidewalks all the way to Mesa.  

I prefer A and C because they have protected left turns.  

174
9/12/2018  

12:28:40 PM
Two lanes in each direction (Alternatives B & C)

Will the intersection have a designated lane for going straight 
through the intersection? I have not seen the proposed left turn 
bay - that may solve the problem.

C - two lanes AND proposed left turn bays

175
9/12/2018  

12:36:08 PM
The options do not limit traffic flow if a car is trying to turn 
left.

Option B will result in cars turning left from the left lane, which 
could cause traffic backup / accidents if cars are not prepared to 
stop.

Option C - this will allow the greatest traffic flow, while also creating a 
separate turn lane to avoid potential accidents.

176
9/12/2018  

12:40:21 PM
Bicycle lanes in each direction and two lanes of traffic. 

Making sure bikes and pedestrians are kept safe and with plenty 
of space 

Alternative A because it has a dedicated bike path

177
9/12/2018  

12:43:09 PM
Implement Alternative C NONE - Implement Alternative C Implement Alternative C - Provides the most benefit.

178
9/12/2018  

12:47:17 PM
Two lanes in either direction 

We don’t need a left turn only for those coming out of ABOR or 
Stillhouse Canyon. It creates MORE traffic if we have to turn right 
and then U-turn if we need to exit to the left of either of these 
places. 

B because it avoids the need to turn right and execute a U turn if I need 
to exit my home towards 360 (Stillhouse Canyon).

179
9/12/2018  

12:47:42 PM
I like there there is an option to have a median and keep it at 
one lane.

I am concerned that two lanes in each direction with no median 
or left turn lane will cause a more dangerous road.

Alternative A

180
9/12/2018  

12:54:27 PM
I like the separate bike and sidewalks plus the median turn-
arounds.

If it goes to two lanes both ways, speeding and accidents will 
increase.

I prefer Alternative "A"
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181
9/12/2018  

12:59:22 PM
Alternative C because this major arterial divided corridor 
should not stop at Mesa

My concern is that there will be a utility or a slope easement 
requirement outside of the road right of way and the City will be 
too scared to condemn land for the benefit of the public. 

Alternative C because of the existing traffic and the impending density

182
9/12/2018  
1:09:10 PM

More lanes, and lane separation capacity issues in the future w/ option A  C, 2 lanes throughout, median between directions

183
9/12/2018  
1:16:51 PM

Better accommodations for cyclists and pedestrians
Given the sharp grades along this section, mixing bikes and peds 
is dangerous and not a good solution.

Alternative A is preferred because it doesn't mix bikes and peds in an 
area where bikes are likely to be moving at a high rate of speed in one 
direction.

184
9/12/2018  
1:19:13 PM

I like the focus on separating vulnerable road users such as 
people walking and biking from cars. I also REALLY like the 
medians as that helps slow down dangerous speeding, and 
will reduce crashes. I also like having a tree zone buffer 
between the road and the sidewalk. All of these would make 
it safer and more pleasant to walk and/or bike.

Wow. 13' foot lanes? That is insane, and NOT in keeping with NACTO 
standards, which are clearly specified in the bond language. I don't 
know how the city can ignore its contract with the voters which 
clearly says to use standards for narrower lane width to prevent 
speeding. I also find it extremely sad that in a time of climate change 
(see: wildfires, Hurricane Florence, etc) we are still prioritizing "level 
of service" (for polluting cars) over vehicle miles traveled, and 
decreasing that. So much for being a progressive city who cares about 
the environment.     Regardless, I bike every day, carrying three kids 
on a bicycle. The buffer zone between speeding cars in 13' lanes 
needs to be much larger, or moved to make the bike lane on the 
inside of the tree zone, next to the sidewalk. The standard for a 
shared use path is 10', not 8, so scenario C doesn't really work for 
being comfortable for those biking and those walking. Scenario A is 
better in providing safety and comfort for both modes of 
transportation, but the bike lane is still probably too close to the car 
lane.    I don't understand how the no build/Alternative A P.M. 
westbound commute times can actually be different. They both have 
the same amount of travel lanes as they do now? I feel like this 
presentation makes it easy for those who prefer driving to say that 
bikes are "stealing their lanes" or "slowing them down". What is 
someone's life worth? Fewer crashes between cars, fewer crashes 
with people on bikes. Is it worth a slight delay for cars? I would say 
absolutely yes.

Slightly A because the road does not need to be widened and will just 
create MORE traffic (see induced demand, it is a known fact). I would 
modify A to move the bike lane. Medians are awesome.

185
9/12/2018  
1:39:12 PM

opens up the road, and should also be substantial for further 
growth in the area.

Speed, but that is every where here in Texas
Alternative C - again, provides enough for future growth without having 
to revisit the project too soon 

186
9/12/2018  
1:47:47 PM

They include bike and pedestrian facilities.

They don't account for the changes in development patterns that 
would result from these changes. For example, increasing the 
road to 2 lanes would promote denser development along the 
road, erasing any mobility gains as more people would be 
induced to use it.

Option A.  It provides the safest path for cyclists, separated from both 
cars and pedestrians.

187
9/12/2018  
2:00:42 PM

Increasing the throughput of this thoroughfare. Safety for bicycle lanes or shared use path. Alternative C since it appears to encompass the most features.

188
9/12/2018  
2:01:31 PM

Alternative C is the preferred due to the left turn lanes
Alt A will encourage faster driving and no designated left turns 
could be dangerous.

C due to to turn designated left turn lanes

189
9/12/2018  
2:02:13 PM

Two lanes all the way from Mesa to 360
I am concerned about bicycle lanes on a busy and windy road.  It 
seems they are unneccessary and dangerous.

Alternative C.  The changes to this road have been needed for 20 years.  
Alternative C appears to be the most comprehensive and allows left 
turns to get to businesses on each side of the road and allow better flow 
of the traffic.
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190
9/12/2018  
2:02:56 PM

More bike and sidewalk lanes. More bike lanes is critical to 
getting cars off the road and improving traffic by shifting 
commuters to bikes.

I'm not sure if adding more cars lanes with alternative B or C will 
help with traffic. In many cases adding more lanes/roads simply 
encourages more people to drive and you end up with the same 
or more traffic as before. Will there be studies done before 
deciding to add lanes to assess the potential impact?

Alternative A, because it allows for bikers and pedestrians to be safer 
and faster without adding in additional car lanes, and because I'm not 
sure about the efficacy of adding more lanes for improving traffic.I 
wouldn't want the money spent to build an extra lane in either direction, 
only to have commuters still stuck in traffic like before. Would be a 
waste. I think having the turn bays added in is good so that turning traffic 
does not block cars behind them and can keep traffic moving, although 
they would have to be long enough so that cars don't end up backing 
into the main lane. Demand studies should be done to determine that.

191
9/12/2018 

 2:03:56 PM

I like that expanding Spicewood Springs to two lanes going 
both directions is being proposed, along with added turn 
lanes, and a shared-use path for biking and walking. This 
would best meet our needs in my opinion.

The concerns I have are mostly with "No Build," A, and C... not 
addressing Spicewood Springs is not an option for me. I both live 
and work on this road and it can be very dangerous during rush 
hours times in the morning and afternoon. Not to mention, 
almost impossible to walk or bike on. Alternative A is not 
sufficient. It's money not well spent, as there will still be mass 
congestion, and re-routing traffic to "turnaround lanes" may 
make the problem worse. I like that a shared use path is being 
proposed but the vast majority of people that use Spicewood 
Springs (99%) do not have the option to walk or bike. Alternative 
C is an improvement with the widened roads but again, large 
medians and turn around bay will only serve to funnel traffic into 
bottle neck areas. Alternative B is the only draft worth 
considering.

Alternative B is by far the best draft alternative at this time, but it's still 
not enough. Widening Spicewood Springs to two lanes in both directions 
will help, but their needs to be a middle turn lane so that the inside lanes 
don't get backed up with commuters trying to turn into their office 
space. A shared use space is also a great idea to allow people to walk and 
bike more safely down the street.

192
9/12/2018  
2:06:17 PM

I only like Alternative A. PLEASE do not add lanes on 
Spicewood Springs! I drive it twice a day and it's just not 
necessary. We would be losing so many trees for very little 
gain. Not to mention making traffic move faster and much it 
a less attractive environment.

I'm concerned about the addition of unnecessary lanes on this 
street. I drive it daily and they're not needed.

Alternative A. It maintains the most trees, doesn't add unnecessary 
lanes, and provides the safest bicycle and pedestrian lanes. Overall, the 
most pleasant environment. I live in the area and don't want to see extra 
lanes of pavement.

193
9/12/2018  
2:14:12 PM

That there is some thought being put into it.  
I don't see any that equally prioritize multimodal transportation.  
Where are the protected bike lanes?  scooter lanes?  

Alternative A looks like it leaves the most options and has a median 
throughout encouraging right turns and u-turns instead of dangerous 
lefts. 

194
9/12/2018  
2:14:52 PM

A - I like the green space and the bike and sidewalk being separate.

195
9/12/2018  
2:15:54 PM

Clearly, all three proposed options will improve mobility for 
the areas. Including decreased commute from east to west 
and increased safety for commercial and residential access 
along Spicewood Springs Rd. 

Alternative A does not increase traffic capacity from Mesa to 360. 
Without turn bays, Alternative B has decreased safety for vehicles 
having to turn in and out of driveways accross an additional lane 
than the existing condition. 

As a roadway engineer and resident of the Still House Canyon 
Condominiums, I believe Alternative C provides the greatest level of 
service and safety with an additional travel lane and turn bays. However, 
it does have the largest right-of-way impacts and may decrease driveway 
turning radii and have impacts for adjacent buildings. The turn bay 
storage capacity looks small from the conceptual drawings. Hopefully 
these are designed for the adequate capacity. 
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196
9/12/2018  
2:23:45 PM

I appreciate that the city of Austin is recognizing a road 
within the city. However, these drafts do not appropriately 
reflect the actual usage of this road. 

I personally have several concerns for the road proposals considering 
that I live close to this road, and my job is located on this road. I may 
sound like I have a unique situation, however, there are many people 
I know who work and live off this road, and that use this road daily. 
Considering I have used this road for the past 27 years, I feel as 
though I know the usage of this road and how the flow of traffic in 
this area works. The only choice that seems promising, and the only 
choice that would successfully benefit the people, like me, who live 
and work on this road, or anyone who uses this road, is option B. 
Option B provides the correct solutions needed for Spicewood Springs 
Road, with the exception of the bike lanes. From the examples 
provided, it doesn’t seem like the city of Austin is taking into 
consideration the steep slope of the hill on Spicewood Springs Road 
near 360. This hill is so steep that there rarely ever cycling and 
pedestrian traffic, all cycling and pedestrian traffic is rerouted 
through the neighborhood, mostly on Adirondack Trail. So, if the city 
of Austin is considering adding bike and pedestrian lanes/sidewalks, 
the best placement for those would be on the safer neighborhood 
streets.    Unfortunately the other options (option A & C) show many 
negative signs of future and potential collisions, as well as road 
delays, and overall making traffic worse on Spicewood Springs Road. 
Knowing how this road flows, and the types of people who use this 
road daily, any form of median will only cause a slew of issues, 
endless negative backlash, and cost more money for the city in the 
long run. In Option A, the city is proposing taking away lanes from the 
current road (seen on the No Build Option), eliminating these lanes 
would make Spicewood Springs Road more dangerous, especially 
since these lanes safely aid in the flow of traffic going up the steep 
hill.     

Of the choices given, Alternative B is the most reasonable choice, of 
helping traffic flow. Spicewood Springs Road is a highly traveled business 
area that allows large delivery trucks, Emergency vehicles and 
employees travelling on this road reach their destinations safely. The 
other Alternative choices only create more issues and more traffic 
congestion. Having large delivery trucks, emergency vehicles and cars all 
having to do a U turn to access businesses along this road is a poor 
design choice and will make Spicewood Springs Road more prone to car 
wrecks, as well as cause more congestion.   I think 4 lanes with a middle 
turn lane is the best solution for Spicewood Springs Road.   

197
9/12/2018  
2:28:05 PM

Bike / pedestrian path. Safety improvements.
Whether expanding to two lanes will cause congestion further 
down Spicewood Springs.  

I prefer alternative C because it has both safety improvements and 
throughput improvements.

198
9/12/2018  
2:32:17 PM

In implementing the "Corridor Construction Program," the City 
Manager shall further emphasize making corridors livable, 
walkable, safe, and transit-supportive, and aligned with the 
principles and metrics in the Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan, 
with goals of reducing vehicle miles traveled, increasing transit 
ridership and non-vehicular trips, and promoting healthy, 
equitable, and complete communities as growth occurs on these 
corridors

199
9/12/2018  
2:38:57 PM

We're doing something about the bike lane issues and safety 
concerns on this road.

They are not very detailed. It's hard to actually see what's going 
on. The presented materials are condensed onto two pages and I 
don't see any numbers. How much do they cost? How long will it 
take? Any stats on reduction in accidents and increased safety? 
Why would one choose one over the other?

At first glace I would prefer a protected bike lane each way. A median in 
the middle with turn around lanes and a completed sidewalk. So C 
appears to get that done but I can't really tell. I live at 4159 Steck and 
drive this everyday. I can see Spicewood Springs from my balcony. 
People are constantly going 50 on that road when it's a 30 mph speed 
limit. Bikes and pedestrians are not safely walking along. The only bus 
stop is at Mesa and Spicewood or Mesa and Steck. Many pedestrians are 
walking a long way up the road towards the bus stop and it's unsafe. 
Also, can we buckle down and give the road one name? Pretty please it's 
super confusing to people. 
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200
9/12/2018  
2:50:03 PM

I travel this area several times daily since I live in Great Hills 
and work at 4131 Spicewood Springs Rd. Option C is the only 
option I see that facilitates car, bicycle and pedestrian traffic 
safety and flow. However even that does not accommodate 
the deer population in this area which is Heavy!

There is a heavy deer population in this area and that can pose a 
serious safety issue on any of the options proposed!!

C - it appears to be the safest for cars, bikes, and pedestrians BUT does 
not address the deer issue!  Westbound pm traffic in this area Already 
backs up even further east than 4131 Spicewood Springs Rd. 

201
9/12/2018  
3:12:22 PM

It's good that the full range of options are represented. The 
turn bays would be really useful since my experience is that 
the road can back up with people left turning into 
apartments and offices.

Alternatives B and C seem like they have the potential to increase 
traffic. It's disappointing that nothing is being proposed for the 
Old Spicewood/Adirondack intersection, to make turning left 
easier. The shared use paths, bicycle lanes and sidewalks on the 
steep section of Spicewood seem useless except to a small nice of 
the population.

I prefer A since it adds the turn bays and doesn't drastically change the 
road

202
9/12/2018  
3:16:07 PM

It offers the possibilities of a fast-moving flow of traffic.
Definitely the sidewalk option.  I don't think that would be safe 
for pedestrians.  On the other hand, I don't bike, so that might be 
actually safer for those that do.

As of now, plan C seems to me is the one that easily directs traffic flow in 
that area.

203
9/12/2018  
3:23:01 PM

Alt. B
Bikes flying down the hill. We do NOT need bike lane or paths. 
Because the cost vs use is not right.   Hardly anyone will walk that 
hill in a normal Texas day.

Alt B

204
9/12/2018  
3:33:53 PM

I would like more bicycle infrastructure. Alternative C  I prefer the shared use path

205
9/12/2018  
3:42:10 PM

The bike lanes and sidewalks that are a bit away from the 
road. I think the left turn bay/turnarounds are better than 
the existing middle turn lane we have now in front of ABOR 
and Stillhouse Canyon Condos.

I fear that any of these improvements, by easing some of the 
congestion, will cause people to drive even faster than they 
already do down Spicewood Springs, which happens most of the 
time. People regularly drive 50 to 70mph down this road every 
day and night. There are a lot of deer and other animals in the 
area. 

I prefer Alternative A, because of the medians in the middle, I feel that 
this is a safer alternative to having five lanes. I think it will improve traffic 
flow, but keep people from speeding too much. I also prefer the 
bicycle/walking path that is further away from the road. 

206
9/12/2018  
3:44:17 PM

Improvements suggested will address lack of sidewalks, 
shoulders and safety protections for those who use the 
roadway. 

Concern that aesthetics are compromised. This isn't a freeway 
and is nestled in a neighborhood- improvements should include 
trees, landscaping to keep the neighborhood/hills type of feel.

Alternative c-  allows for better mobility, but keeps aesthetic qualities of 
area

207
9/12/2018  
3:49:13 PM

Grade separation at 360. Alternative C. It has more improvements.

208
9/12/2018  
3:51:02 PM

Dedicated turn locations and additional lanes.
Haven't see that many walkers on Spicewood Springs, and not 
sure how to address the downhill speed is dangerous for bikers 
with traffic in close proximity.

C

209
9/12/2018  
3:51:25 PM

The Loop 360 grade separation

Lack of turn arounds if you are on the plan north side and want to 
go east.  Alt A needs another turn around to service the lower 
half of the road. Alt B appears to have no turnaround provisions 
until you get to 360 which would be extremely disruptive at the 
intersection unless you can cross the median beforehand which 
would also be very disruptive to traffic flow. This would be 
extremely detrimental on the lower half of Spicewood.  Alt C at 
least has provisions for turnarounds in the lower half of 
Spicewood but could probably still use another one on the lower 
half after all the buildings.

C.  It has turnarounds and additional lanes.
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210
9/12/2018  
3:54:36 PM

I like the proposals with 2 lanes going in each direction. We 
need consistency from MoPac to 360. 

This is a major thoroughfare for my family, used multiple times a 
day by multiple family members. I'm concerned about what will 
be available during construction if there is any. 

I prefer Alternative B. We need 2 lanes going in each direction but the 
right of way is constrained and I don't think there is room for a safe 
bicycle lane. Additionally the bicycle lane that is there today is used 
frequently due to the steepness of the hill and the potential danger. 

211
9/12/2018  
3:54:53 PM

Alternative A at least keeps conflict paths to a minimum, but 
the car lane widths are far too wide and will promote 
speeding and paradoxically crashes will get worse.

This REALLY doesn't need additional car lanes. It would be far 
more unsafe.    The numerous driveways necessitate a protected 
center-running mixed use path.    The lane width max should be 
10' max. You're proposing 13' which will kill people. Understand 
what you're doing. This road will have a body count every year.    
The resolution requires using NACTO guidelines, which you seem 
to have ignored: 
http://austintexas.gov/edims/document.cfm?id=262118

Alternative A at least keeps conflict paths to a minimum, but the car lane 
widths are far too wide and will promote speeding and paradoxically 
crashes will get worse.

212
9/12/2018  
4:00:52 PM

Alternative C is my choice.  If there is going to be 
improvements they should be the most you can do rather 
than have to begin again as traffic increases. And the 
turnarounds would certainly help the left turn problems.

That they are not designed to accommodate future needs with 
more development and more traffic on the road.

Alternative C is my choice as stated above. The most improvements now 
rather than additional needs later.

213
9/12/2018  
4:06:19 PM

I like the added bike/pedestrian features, as well as the extra 
lane options.

How they'll impact traffic during construction, and the total cost; 
specifically how much it'll end up being in our taxes.

I like Alternative "C"; specifically due to the double-lanes in each 
direction, but also because it incorporates the bike/pedestrian walkway, 
has what looks like a grassy median, as well as the left-turn/u-turn 
options.

214
9/12/2018  
4:06:42 PM

My vote is Alternative C.

My vote is Alternative C. It provides two lanes in each direction with the 
most left turn bays/turnarounds which are sorely needed on this stretch 
of road.  There is already  too much development and no safe ways to 
get to it.

215
9/12/2018  
4:12:42 PM

Alternative C has 4 lanes total to allow for lots of cars AND it 
has a dedicated left turn areas.    OR    Alternative A which 
isn't as good because it only has 1 lane of traffic, but it has 
left turn areas.    I'm not a fan of Alternative C as it doesn't 
seem to allow for left turns at all!?!?!

We need bigger roads everywhere. I support lots of lanes. 

Alternative C has 4 lanes total to allow for lots of cars AND it has a 
dedicated left turn areas.    OR    Alternative A which isn't as good 
because it only has 1 lane of traffic, but it has left turn areas.    I'm not a 
fan of Alternative C as it doesn't seem to allow for left turns at all!?!?!

216
9/12/2018  
4:15:25 PM

not much
that it they may not improve mobility but attract even more 
traffic, thus necessitating further "improvements" for safety 
down the line

the one that leaves things at their current condition.

217
9/12/2018  
4:18:17 PM

The more limited improvements, the better.
They will encourage more traffic and generate additional large 
development in this mostly residential neighborhood.

Either the first option ( 3 lanes - 2 plus a turn lane) or nothing at all 
except sidewalk and bike improvements.

218
9/12/2018  
4:35:22 PM

Nothing

Mopacolypse.  Not sure why one of the alternatives was not just 
a turn lane which would cover a short distance.  Bike alternatives 
have wreaked havoc in the entire city where the concern is for 1% 
of transportation alternatives which are used mostly for 
recreation and not necessity for work as with auto transportation.

No - please see answer #2.  The city needs to pay more attention to the 
addition of lights that consolidate traffic to where more cars are in close 
proximity at high speeds.  Development is out of control and was not a 
consideration when 360 was built.  It's a nightmare to say the least.

219
9/12/2018  
4:35:56 PM

I like the raised bike lane and sidewalk, but that seems only 
available in Option A. I do like the thought of the extension 
of two lanes all the way through, as well as additional turn-
around bays.

I would hope that the extension of two lanes all the way through 
would not destroy the look/feel/country-road feel of Spicewood 
Springs Road, they way it is now. Perhaps you can't have both. 

C, even though it incorporates a shared-use path. I selected C because if 
you're going to improve traffic flow, really go for it--do the best/most 
you can (and do it right, first).
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220
9/12/2018  
4:36:51 PM

bike and pedestrian facilities
Why no option for a center turn lane and one through lane each 
direction?

Alternative C

221
9/12/2018  
4:42:28 PM

I think the ideas are great however I'm not sure if the traffic 
on SW Springs warrants this type of update. $20m~.  I would 
consider reallocating this funding to 360 or 183.  

Even if you move traffic smoother through SW Springs it will still 
bottleneck at 360 & Mopac.  Re Safety - I would not increase the 
speed limits on this entire section as there is a lot of residential, 
foot traffic, EMS, and terrain concerns in the area, especially in 
adverse weather conditions.  

Draft C - turning lanes help the flow of traffic.  

222
9/12/2018  
4:55:43 PM

Center turn lane Increased cut through traffic speeding through the neighborhood Alternative A with protected bike lanes

223
9/12/2018  
4:55:57 PM

I like the sidewalks. Many people walk along the side of this 
road and it is very dangerous.

The other drafts concern me because there is no sidewalk going 
in

A because of the sidewalk

224
9/12/2018  
4:57:46 PM

None of them will help with the biggest problem I have when 
leaving work, which is that it takes FOREVER for an opening 
in both directions in order to be able to make a left turn onto 
Spicewood. Options A and C would make things even worse 
for me, as I wouldn't be able to make a left turn onto 
Spicewood at all. At least with plan B I would be able to turn 
left, but it likely wouldn't make it much easier to do so than 
it is now. THE BEST PLAN would be to add a center turn lane 
here, instead of making it two lanes in each direction. The 
center turn lane would make it easier to turn left onto 
Spicewood, and would prevent cars trying to turn left from 
Spicewood into a parking lot from blocking traffic.

None of the 3 alternatives will do anything the solve the largest 
problem faced by trying to turn left onto Spicewood from a 
parking lot. i.e. None will make it any easier to leave a parking lot 
and turn left. Alternatives A and C will just make it impossible to 
turn left onto Spicewood, making the situation worse for 
everyone working along this section of Spicewood. We need a 
center turn lane for that. WE NEED AN ALTERNATIVE "D" that has 
a center turn lane instead of two lanes going in each direction. 
The center turn lane would prevent cars from backing up behind 
anyone turning left off of Spicewood, while ALSO making it easier 
to turn left ONTO Spicewood. None of your 3 alternatives help 
people turning left onto Spicewood.

B. While it's not what I want (I want a center turn lane), at least it 
doesn't have a center median which I don't want (because I want to be 
able to turn left onto Spicewood).

225
9/12/2018  
4:58:54 PM

Provision in B and C for two lanes of traffic along the entire 
stretch of road, thereby eliminating the current bottleneck 
where the road drops to one lane.  In addition, the turn lanes 
in C will allow all traffic to continue moving when cars stop 
to make left turns.

Alternative A does not appear to do enough to eliminate the 
problems on the road as traffic continues to increase.  Although 
there are new left turn lanes, there will continue to be 
bottlenecks where the main traffic lanes drop to one.

C - additional lanes and the provision for left turn areas

226
9/12/2018  
5:07:39 PM

Nothing. Literally nothing. These will NOT solve the 
problems.

The problem with spicewood isn't that it needs to be 2 lanes in 
both directions, the problem is it needs a dedicated turn lane in 
the middle. Too often traffic is backed up because its one lane 
and everyone has to stop, but making it 2 lanes just means one 
lane will back up until people start getting out and over into the 
other lane which is going to cause accidents (especially on that 
hill).

B is the only one I'd prefer, and only because it doesn't involve building 
medians in the middle of the road, which is going to make things a mess.

227
9/12/2018  
5:16:18 PM

I appreciate the drafts that include the use of more lanes

The turning bays do not seem like great options to me, since it 
can sometimes be difficult to use them as turnaround on such a 
narrow road, and because this doesn't mean that the business 
you are wanting to visit will have a turning bay

#2, because it allows for more turning freedom

228
9/12/2018  
5:29:48 PM

Various options.   Would be better if there was an outline on 
the goal(s) achieved in each design and how well it satisfies 
the intended goal.

No ballpark estimate on cost and timing to implement.
Alternative A.    Keeps the road from being a major route and provides 
pedestrian and bicycle safety.

229
9/12/2018  
5:38:24 PM

That they give drivers more options.
Alternative A seems like it would bottleneck and make traffic 
worse. Alternative B looks dangerous and very ugly. Given these 
options I'd vote for Alt. C or No work. 

I like Alternative C best. It provides drivers options to turn around, has 
enough lanes while protecting the green space/beauty. Grassy medians 
make drivers feel safer and help drivers keep calm in traffic when the 
scenery is nice. 

230
9/12/2018  
5:40:54 PM

Bike lines will make a big improvement for safety and traffic 
capacity, yay bike lanes

Ensure that bikes do not have to be on the road, let bikes have a 
lane here, important w/ grade

A
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231
9/12/2018  
5:41:08 PM

narrowing down to one lane was always an issue for high 
traffic times... those two lanes merging together is a cause 
for confusion

Bike Path and multiple lanes are required
Alternative B. It's a good middle ground between what we need and not 
overspending a lot.

232
9/12/2018  
5:48:41 PM

Alternative C C

233
9/12/2018  
5:56:04 PM

More modern design, adequate turn lanes to accommodate 
the increased development along the road since it was built

Spicewood Springs should not be turned into a major 
thoroughfare or cut-through from Mopac to 360.  It should 
continue to emphasize local access only.

Alternative A, for the following reasons:  - It provides a separate bicycle 
path rather than expecting bikes to ride next to cars on a relatively busy 
street.  - It provides dedicated turn lanes (turning on a 4-way undivided 
road, as would be necessitated by Alternative B, is unsafe.)  - It has the 
least impact.  - It does not add any more lanes (more lanes would 
encourage cut-through traffic and further development along the 
corridor.)  

234
9/12/2018  
6:22:54 PM

Good ideas - all very different 
Don’t like 2 lanes in both directions because so many people 
already speed and pass me on the current tiny stretch of two 
lanes in one direction going up the hill.

Plan A is the best- would keep traffic slow by preventing the idiots who 
always speed and pass like they would on plans B or C

235
9/12/2018  
6:38:30 PM

I like 2 lanes in each direction. Alternative A only has 1 lane in each direction. Alternative C.  It has the most flexibility and 2 lanes in each direction.  

236
9/12/2018  
6:42:41 PM

I like the left turn lanes, turn arounds, raised bicycle 
lanes/sidewalk.

I am concerned with a bike lane being shared with a regular lane. 
Some have no improvement in sidewalks

A

237
9/12/2018  
7:00:42 PM

Sidewalks and bike accessibility That you’ll prioritize people in cars over everyone else No build or alt A

238
9/12/2018  
7:02:25 PM

I like that the one that includes raised bicycle lanes. Shared 
use paths are inappropriate for streets like Spicewood 
Springs Rd according to the city's own draft street design 
guide, so I'm not sure why they are included in some of the 
alternatives.

I'm concerned about bicycles being relegated to shared-used 
paths, where they will have to compete with pedestrians for a 
narrow ROW. If the city is serious about accommodating people 
walking or using bikes, they should stop including options that 
treat humans as less important than automobiles.     Also, I don't 
see anything about transit-only lanes. If a route into or through 
the city has two lanes in each direction, one of those lanes should 
be for BRT. We shouldn't be wasting money widening roads when 
it's known that doing so will make traffic worse, not better.    I 
don't see any indication of crosswalks. I'm also concerned about 
the treatment of the median. Bays for turning automobiles are 
specified, but pedestrian islands are not included. The omission 
suggests the city is less concerned about pedestrian safety than 
they are about promoting automobiles, which flies in the face of 
Vision Zero and Imagine Austin.

Alternative A, since it's the only one that treats bicycle users and 
pedestrians as worthy of their own facilities (though it still prioritizes 
automobile users). 

239
9/12/2018  
7:12:48 PM

shared use paths, turn bays alternative A provides no mobility relief C, because it has the best impact on mobility

240
9/12/2018  
7:48:56 PM

The dedicated left turn bays and turn arounds throughout 
the A and C designs.  The biggest congestion comes from folk 
trying to get into their apartments and condos along the 
ridge.

Alternative B isn't going to solve any issues, as the two middle 
lanes will be stop and go as people try to cross traffic.  Others will 
the try to merge around them and cause traffic in the outer lanes.

C (2 lanes each direction with dedicated turns).  If you are going to spend 
the money on it, might as well make it work for the anticipated growth.  
Better to have it work for 20 years instead of it already being congested 
the moment it is finished.

241
9/12/2018  
7:51:20 PM

Any improvements along this stretch are an improvement!

This is a highly trafficked E-W corridor that will be under 
construction for years. Unless through traffic is allowed during 
construction, adjacent neighborhood streets connecting to Loop 
360 will suffer tremendous and dangerous traffic increases.

The two-lane two-way alternative will provide maximum capacity and 
continuity of existing lanes. Why suffer through years of construction for 
anything less?
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242
9/12/2018  
8:01:24 PM

bike lanes
bike lanes need to be safe and cleaned/swept of debris 
periodically

A or C

243
9/12/2018  
8:06:11 PM

#3 is ideal. Better, safer left hand turns. Not a fan of the single lane remaining. #3 and then #1. Safer left hand turns are needed. 

244
9/12/2018  
8:46:21 PM

Two lanes each direction each way. Safer bike and 
pedestrian ways. Safer places to turn and to turn around.

The access from Old Spicewood is not addressed well. Many cars 
go through there morning and evening. The turn uphill onto 
Spicewood Springs from Old Spicewood is not safe, particularly in 
wet weather when the steep road makes wheels spin on the turn.

Three - two would be my second vote - because three puts me in two 
lanes down the hill, makes much safer bike and pedestrian use, and the 
left turn lanes are safer.

245
9/12/2018  
8:47:08 PM

I like that all three of the proposals include accommodations 
for pedestrian and bicycle/scooter traffic.

There aren't any pedestrian crossings, though i'm not very 
concerned as there aren't very many destinations along this road 
at this time. However, I would hope for more commercial 
development along this road and other roads, and we will regret 
not having more pedestrian crossings.

I prefer alternative A. I drive on spicewood regularly (though not during 
peak travel times, admittedly) and I've never felt that the congestion was 
so heavy i'd want a second lane.  I also appreciate the green medians 
and would not want to trade them for more pavement.

246
9/12/2018  
8:49:54 PM

I like that someone is looking into it. Great! No concerns. I'm glad we have an option to vote. I prefer Alternative A, because it is the safest for cyclists and pedestrians.

247
9/12/2018  
8:54:03 PM

I like having 2 lanes both ways.
The amount of time it will be under construction the traffic will be 
worse and could hurt businesses on that section of Spicewood 
Springs.

C seems best because it has 2 lanes both ways with some turn around 
lanes.  If we are going to do this, let's improve as much done as we can 
during the time it is under construction and the public is inconvenienced. 
Don't do some and then 5 years later need to do more because of traffic 
growth.

248
9/12/2018  
8:58:13 PM

I like Alternative C. It provides more lanes of traffic to reduce 
congestion. It takes the least right of way, making future 
improvements possible.

Very few bicyclists will use this area due to the steep grade. Don't 
waste the money on a bike path.

Alternative C, see previous answer.

249
9/12/2018  
8:58:29 PM

I like the alternative a. Single lane with left hand turn around 
and separate bike/walk lane.  I drive that road all the time 
and live and work in the neighborhood. It’s not a crazy busy 
road. Keep it a neighborhood road. Please. Not a 
thoroughfare.  

I think Spicewood Springs road is nice because of its 
country/rural/ neighborhood feel and I hate it to turn into a fast 4 
lane highway

Alternative a. I like the single lanes and the left hand turn around and the 
boulevard look keeps it rural looking. I think the separate Bike oath is 
safer. It’s nearly impossible to bike up it anyways. 

250
9/12/2018  
9:03:31 PM

I like that the city is working to make the road more 
pedestrian and bicycle friendly.  I see many people walking 
and biking in the area and have always felt it could be a lot 
more safe.  

That bicycle lanes are added and are made safe.
A.  Seems to offer the best bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  I would like 
to see this part of Austin become more walkable.  

251
9/12/2018  
9:06:10 PM

I like that one alternative provide for cyclists and also give 
motorist better access via turnarounds.

Two of the three options are UNACCEPTABLE for cyclists.
A, because of the provisions for cyclists and pedestrians and better 
access for auto users.

252
9/12/2018  
9:13:39 PM

Nothing, this is long overdue.

Option B, I know that stretch of road and I don't see the bike lane used 
enough to really justify the amount of bike/pedestrian space for that 
section. I think the congestion on that will be getting worse still and we 
need more space for vehicle throughput. That area is not rapidly 
densifying so that means traffic through it will go through vehicles 
instead of on foot/bike. 

253
9/12/2018  
9:27:58 PM

I like the raised bike lane and sidewalk. I feel that will give 
visibility to those people for the rest of the traffic. A shared 
use pathway would need to be fairly wide to accommodate 
both safely, especially if the goal is more use of it.   

There is such congestion and confusion now with the turn/turn 
around lanes with only 1 lane to pass, that I prefer the two lane 
alternative. I can’t tell from the diagram if Alt C has 2 lanes plus 
the turn arounds, but that would be ideal. Add the raised 
bike/walk paths and that’s the plan I prefer. 

Alt C is preferred as mentioned above, but I would add the raised bike 
lane/sidewalk from Alt A for added visibility of those vulnerable 
travelers.  2 lanes both directions, no matter what. 
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254
9/12/2018  
9:36:18 PM

Alternative C 
There needs to be 2 lanes both directions the full length of 
Spicewood from 36 to Mesa, and allow for multouse paths on 
both sides. 

See previous answers

255
9/12/2018  
9:47:44 PM

Alternative A specifically support a separate safe bike lane none that I can see A - Dedicated raised bike lane

256
9/12/2018  
9:51:57 PM

Protected bike lanes! And street trees.
I'm concerned that bikes could get relegated to the sidewalk. I'd 
prefer a separate, asphalt path for bikes.

Option A. Nice separated path for cyclists, with a planted median in the 
middle and a planted barrier. I hope the path would be asphalt, not 
concrete.

257
9/12/2018  

10:04:11 PM

The improve overall road user safety through protected left 
turn lanes, smoother flow through left turn bays and 
protected spaces for pedestrians and cyclists.

Two lanes of traffic in each direction will lead to faster speeds and 
greater hazards for car/car & car/pedestrian/cyclist incidents. 

Alternative A: Protects all road users. Smooths flow, protects left turners 
and keeps the road to a single lane reducing max speeds up & down 
steep hill.

258
9/12/2018  

10:07:36 PM
The medians and turn bays / turnarounds

Concerned about plan B which doesn’t include turn bays and 
turnarounds. I think turn bays are needed to keep traffic from 
backing up on that road.

C - seems the most likely to address future traffic expansions

259
9/12/2018  

10:12:06 PM
4 lanes for vehicles and left turn bay  

If citizens of Austin are going to spend $25M we should be 
improving the level of service throughout the corridor.   The 
proposed improvements do not significantly reduce travel times, 
there needs more focus on improving the level of service to A or 
B.  It appears that we need to increase the number of lanes at 
360 intersection and make it a 6 lane roadway to achieve 
improvement in this transportation corridor.    Remove shared 
use paths and make it a car travel lane.  The ROW takes seem 
excessive, reduce the shared paths to one  In general, all 
alternatives the level of services is unchanged.  I voted for 
transportation improvements that help automobile traffic, city 
staff is failing to improve the level of service on Spicewood 
Springs Rd.  

I like alternative C, but need to do more improve pm peak.   Not happy 
with the limited change in the level of services, to need to make LOS A or 
B.

260
9/12/2018  

10:19:21 PM
B

cost, time frame for completion, traffic coming through 
Northwest Hills.

B, simple, 2 lanes both ways. The raised bike lanes is ridiculous. No one is 
riding their bikes up that hill other than recreational. Bike lanes are 
empty throughout Austin. Too hot for the majority of the year

261
9/12/2018  

10:20:36 PM

Alternative A seems to be the safest option for cyclists and 
pedestrians. What will be used to control speed and reduce 
cut-through traffic?

Excessive traffic through a neighborhood at high speeds. It 
appears the plan is to make Spicewood Springs Road a "highway". 
In reality, it is a main road through a neighborhood. The solution 
presented is not getting the traffic onto the correct roads and 
reducing speed.

Alternative A appears to be the safest option. Cars and distracted drivers 
sharing the road with bikers and pedestrians is not a good solution.

262
9/12/2018  

10:38:58 PM

The turn lane by the businesses would be a great addition. It 
would allow cars a safe place to wait to turn, while not 
holding up traffic behind them.

I do not like the option without the turn lane (B). Adding more 
cars without a way to turn in/out of the businesses would be 
unsafe.

C. I like that it does not take any lanes away from what is currently there, 
but does add the turn lane.

263
9/12/2018  

10:56:49 PM

Not much.  I think "improvements" in Spicewood Springs will 
increase traffic on adjacent streets, which are already often 
clogged.

I don't understand why it will take so long. I doubt that I will live 
to see completion of the project, although I will be driving 
through the construction for many years.

"No build" would be my preference. Alternative B would seem to make 
the most sense if anything "must" be done.  (And probably should have 
been done 20 years ago.)
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264
9/12/2018  

11:30:12 PM

Widening the road to two lanes with a mixed-use path 
makes it possible to have drivers and cyclists on the road at 
the same time safely 

Pedestrians may not be very safe in mixed-use paths if they are 
not physically separated from the street (raised), and cyclists may 
not be very safe on a raised surface (turning off the road 
jeapardises safety) 

Alternative B seems like the best option because it does not restrict 
traffic from turning across lanes. Other options that include a medium 
restrict traffic to turning at periodic turn around cuts, forcing motorists 
to u-turn to get to businesses or roads between turn around cuts.  This 
may cause traffic back-up if multiple cars want to make the same turn 
but need to wait for oncoming traffic to stop flowing. It seems a safer 
alternative to skip the median and let the left lane be for slower traffic to 
include those turning across traffic. 

265
9/13/2018  
2:18:41 AM

They provide more safety for cars.  They provide ways for 
less congestion.  They upgrade that section of road into a 
real road versus a rural neighborhood road, which it has not 
been for years.

Limitations of using Spicewood Springs Road while the different 
upgrades are built.

Alternative C.  Moved traffic.  Safer turns into businesses and condos 
along the road and actually upgrades the road for future traffic.

266
9/13/2018  
3:06:56 AM

I like the inclusion of more left turn/turn around bays, since I 
travel in this area by car.

I am very concerned to hear the proposal to close the low water 
crossing for Spicewood Springs Road under Loop 360 and oppose 
this idea. During the morning commute period, I think closing the 
low water crossing will result in even more traffic congestion on 
Loop 360. In addition, Draft B of the proposed three construction 
options concerns me. Seems like westbound traffic congestion is 
likely to be quite bad by 2027 with this alternative, which makes 
me wonder why this alternative has been proposed..

Draft C, because it appears to offer the most relief for traffic congestion 
by 2027.

267
9/13/2018  
3:37:38 AM

the illusion of choice and input? some of the options don't do much for cyclists Build plan A seems to provide the most protection for cyclists.

268
9/13/2018  
3:37:39 AM

I like how each of the alternatives really try to balance 
safety/environment considerations with the growing 
mobility needs.  I also like how they take into account the 
upcoming changes to Loop 360.

My main concern is whether the alternatives have the capacity to 
handle the inevitable increased traffic demands, especially with 
improvements to Loop 360.  I don’t want the fear of increasing 
traffic by neighbors to drive the no build or Alternative A which I 
don’t think can handle the increased traffic demands and also 
result in worse traffic in the nearby other arterial roads - thus 
making the traffic problems even worse.

I prefer Alternative C.  I think it does the best job of balancing the needs 
of additional mobility and still maintaining safety for bikes/pedestrians 
and environmental/water concerns.

269
9/13/2018  
5:42:48 AM

They seem to try to address the main issues for me, the Old 
Spicewood Springs Road intersection with main Spicewood, 
the one lane/two lane changes, the lack of turn lanes.

The intersection at Spicewood Springs and Old Spicewood Springs 
could use a light.  If the number of cars will skyrocket with new 
development, then you will trying to catch up. 

A. Because the turning cars are a major problem here and this seems to 
really address this need. 

270
9/13/2018  
7:47:09 AM

I don't like using medians similar to further east on 
Spicewood Springs Rd since there are many curb cuts the 
medians could cause a large back up for U turns.

The use of medians to control access for both directions on 
Spicewood Springs Rd, i would like to see turn lanes (chicken 
lanes) fully extended down Spicewood Springs Rd, the turn lane 
in front of the new Realtors building has helped tremendously.

They are hard to see at this scale and the extent of each graphic doesn't 
include the side businesses very well, but from what I can see, draft B 
seems to be the best since it includes turn lanes rather than medians

271
9/13/2018  
7:53:28 AM

B.  I would like the freedom to turn left or right in/ out of 4807 
Spicewood Springs Road.   Medians and turn arounds seem less 
convenient and dangerous. 

272
9/13/2018  
8:06:02 AM

I like the option C design. Safety and traffic flow Design option C is best

273
9/13/2018  
8:29:06 AM

I would be okay with leaving as is or if something must be 
done, then I would choose option B 2 lanes with no center 
island

I do not want a medium or island.  I want the option to turn left 
OR right from either side of the road

Option B  2 lanes would be ok, not great I think if you build it they will 
come.  Don't really want all that traffic coming thru.  But is an option 
must be done then option B with the 2 lanes and no center island
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274
9/13/2018  
8:34:41 AM

I think Spicewood Springs Rd is fine the way it is currently.
I am concerned that some of the plans will make access to 
businesses in the area more difficult.

I would prefer that no improvements be made.  If any plans are chosen, I 
prefer the ones that do not limit the ability to turn into/out of businesses

275
9/13/2018  
8:49:38 AM

Love Alternative A! It creates high-quality bicycle 
infrastructure and gives Spicewood a much-needed road 
diet, increasing safety. If this happens, it'll set a new high bar 
for Austin and will set us on the right track for future 
projects.    There should be no 4-lane roads in cities. A road 
diet to 2 lanes would induce less driving, congestion would 
not be worsened because behaviors would adjust, and 
crashes would be reduced. Safety should be the #1 
consideration here. Please don't let congestion fears guide 
decision-making - we know that narrowing roads does not in 
the long run affect commute times.

Vehicular lanes in Alternative A should be at most 11', not 13'. 
Please have completely separated and protected bike lanes and 
sidewalks - mixed-use paths decrease comfort and discourage 
walking and biking.    Please replace Level Of Service as a metric 
with Vehicle Miles Traveled. We should be encouraging 
alternatives to automobiles and measuring success that way.

Alternative A. It creates first class bicycling and pedestrian facilities, 
induces less driving, and increases safety. Austin might do what's right, 
which doesn't always mean doing what's popular - that's leadership. 
Please do the right thing! Future generations will thank you for it.

276
9/13/2018  
8:51:12 AM

Two lanes in each directions with left turn bays. Dedicated 
bike and walking lane.

Plan 1 does not seem suitable. I like three. Traffic can flow with two lanes and the left turn bays.

277
9/13/2018  
9:22:46 AM

Multiple lanes, extra turnarounds
Just the construction time and impact on the existing situation 
during rush hour

Alternative C- seems the most comprehensive, multi lane multi 
turnaround options for all the apartments in the area. 

278
9/13/2018  
9:29:31 AM

We need to rethink the ground coverage in light of the Atlas 
14 information.  The Spicewood Springs area is an 
EXPANDING flood zone.  And, the more ground cover we 
lose, the more flooding potential.  

Under Atlas 14, my home is going from a small corner being in 
the 100-year flood zone to the ENTIRE home being in the 100-
year flood zone. In addition, Starline Drive, which is between 
Mopac and Spicewood Springs is already at risk of street flooding 
whenever there are flash rains.  We do not have sufficient water 
catch pool to prevent flooding.

No Build.  None of these plans consider the Atlas 14 issue.  A few years 
ago, FEMA classified my house on Starline Drive as having a corner in a 
100-year flood zone.  At the Atlas 14 meeting last night, I learned that 
almost my ENTIRE home is going to be reclassified in the 100-year flood 
zone. The area lacks the drainage systems to handle the loss of further 
ground coverage.

279
9/13/2018  
9:51:41 AM

Shared use paths, multiple lanes, left turn, turn arounds  I wonder if the bike paths will be used, its steep there. C.  Shared use path, median, left turn, turnarounds

280
9/13/2018  

10:13:51 AM

I like C the most, as I believe additional lanes will help 
improve mobility. Also like the addition of median with trees 
and rain gutters.

C, appears to have least impact to congestion at all times.

281
9/13/2018  

10:19:33 AM

I like both alternative A and C, but think C is best. I do believe 
we need those median breaks to help regulate traffic flows. I 
know road expansion does make people nervous since it 
means that Spicewood will become a feeder to 360/Mopac, 
but looking at the numbers, I think it's unavoidable by 2027 
and would rather avoid the congestion when driving home 
from work.

B might be chaotic when rush hour comes in the future. Making 
left turns out of my condo to a 2 lane road is not too difficult but 
as traffic increases, I do think everyone will benefit from having 
the median

My favorite is C. Expands to accommodate future traffic while adding 
medians to help add structure to the flow.

282
9/13/2018  

10:39:31 AM
Expansion to a two lane road is long overdue  Maneuverability during construction

Alternative B because a median doesn't prevent left turns into buildings 
on Spicewood - our office is on Spicewood and any of the alternatives 
with a median would force all of our employees to do a U-turn into our 
parking lot - thus increasing traffic congestion on the road.

283
9/13/2018  

10:42:50 AM
Alternative B - easier traffic flow Length of construction time. Hard to take left onto spicewood. 

Alternative B - easier traffic flow, easier to make left onto Spicewood, 
option to pass slower vehicles 
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284
9/13/2018  

10:43:57 AM

I like Alternative B.  I currently live directly behind the 
Stillhouse Springs Office spaces in the Marquis at Caprock 
Canyon apartment buildings.   I think Alternative B is a good 
plan because it provides for 2 lanes and thus a better flow of 
traffic as well as shared use lanes for pedestrians and bikes.  I 
don't think the turn-around lanes in Alternative C are a strict 
necessity.

How long construction will take and whether it will affect my 
ability to enter/exit my home.

Alternative B.  See above.   I just don't feel the turn around options in 
Alternative C is necessary but I like the 2-lane proposal in Alternative B 
because I feel as though it will help improve flow of traffic.  

285
9/13/2018  

10:55:43 AM

I commute and work on this road daily. The road, as it exists 
right now is too much of a thoroughfare for people taking a 
short cut through. It is frankly dangerous to walk or ride 
bikes on. I think at least one of the proposals helps.

While 2 and 3 appear to include bike lanes, the truth is, with as 
much traffic as you see, going from one side to the other would 
be impossible. Option one, that has separate elevated bike and 
walking sidewalks is the safest

option one

286
9/13/2018  

11:05:14 AM
No build No need for four lane road on this road No build

287
9/13/2018  

11:08:23 AM

That attention is finally being paid to this section of the road 
in general. Widening of the roadway would help with the 
congestion on the narrow road.

I think that medians would look nice, but would restrict access to 
businesses that are not in line with the left turn areas indicated I 
myself would have to drive past my office and use a left turn as a 
turnaround. This would be worse than what we all put up with 
currently.

Alternate B. It provides more lanes, without restricting access to any of 
the businesses on Spicewood Springs with medians. Medians would 
create more backups for those of us trying to get to our workplaces if we 
had to use a turnaround to get back to our destination.  This seems like 
the safest option.

288
9/13/2018  

11:10:56 AM
It accommodates motorist, cyclists and pedestrians.

My only concern is how long these improvements will last and 
the affect it has on the local businesses and employees who rely 
on this road to go to and from work. Would hope this would 
occur in the evening when there is not as much traffic.

Alternative B, the schematic appears as though this project will take far 
less time to complete.

289
9/13/2018  

11:14:20 AM
I like the widening and the turn around. 

Do not want this to become a cut through alternative for people 
to avoid 183 and Mopac interchange. 

C. It widens and creates safe turning lanes for commercial properties. 

290
9/13/2018  

11:17:59 AM

I would like the draft alternatives to be more reflective of the 
actual traffic needs for businesses along Spicewood Springs 
Road

My concern is that the changes will constrict the flow of traffic 
more, rather than to help the flow of traffic. I think the focus isn’t 
on the fact that this is a highly travelled business area with large 
delivery trucks, Emergency vehicles and employees travelling on 
Spicewood Springs.  Alternative A and C would cause more traffic 
issues and reduce the ability for vehicles to access businesses 
along Spicewood Springs. This would cause more traffic jams and 
decrease traffic mobility.  I have worked in this area for 9 years 
and have not seen many bicyclist traveling this stretch of road to 
commute to work. I think the emphasis on bike lanes takes too 
much of the attention, instead of alleviating the traffic for the 
many vehicles that use this road.   

Of the choices given, Alternative B is the most reasonable choice, of 
helping traffic flow. The other Alternative choices only create more 
issues and more traffic congestion. Having large delivery trucks, 
emergency vehicles and cars all having to do a U turns to access 
businesses along this road is a poor design and will cause more 
congestion.  I think 4 lanes with a turn lane/chicken lane is the best 
solution for Spicewood Springs Road  

291
9/13/2018  

11:21:04 AM
Glad the problem is being addressed No median, it would cause back ups and dangerous U-turns B

292
9/13/2018  

11:28:48 AM

Alternative B; two lanes each direction would greatly 
improve traffic flow and allow existing businesses to exit 
their parking lots going either direction.

How will the traffic flow be diverted during the construction 
phase???

Alternative B; it provides the best traffic flow without restricting or 
changing current traffic routes.

293
9/13/2018  

11:34:50 AM
painted safety curb and raised bicycle lane that keeping one lane won't alleviate the traffic congestion A seems safest, C mitigates most problems
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294
9/13/2018  

11:37:17 AM
I like that there is more consideration for pedestrians and 
bikes as well as an attempt to ease congestion.

The protected left turn lanes do not extend to the Stillhouse 
Canyon Office Park.  There is a lot of in and out traffic and 
without a protected left turn and the ability to to turn left from 
the exits will actually increase traffic going east as people have to 
drive to the turn around bays to go to 360 when leaving the office 
park, and add extra traffic going west when people trying to 
access the turn around to get to the office park when coming 
from Mesa.

No.  I would like a combination of options A and C. I like the driving 
surface of option C if you add a left turn bay/turn around at Stillhouse 
Canyon Office Park with the raised bike land and sidewalk of A.  If no left 
turn bay/ turn around could be added at Stillhouse Canyon Office Park 
on option C, than option B with the protected turn pushed out to 
Stillhouse Canyon Office Park with the raised bicycle lane and sidewalk of 
option A.

295
9/13/2018  

11:37:44 AM

Not much!  I have lived and worked in housing and office 
space off Spicewood Springs Road for over 6 years and all I 
think is needed is proper maintenance including tree 
trimming for proper vision on curves and enforcement of the 
speed limits.

They will encourage more speeding and will not help safety.  
No.  Would much prefer upgrading the maintenance  and cut back trees 
and shrubs that block vision. The changes should not encourage the use 
of Spicewood Springs Road as a major traffic way!

296
9/13/2018  

11:38:07 AM
I do like the expansion of the lanes, that will help with 
congestion of traffic for this road. 

My concern is that some of the changes will constrict the flow of 
traffic more, rather than to help the flow of traffic. Alternative A and 
C would cause more traffic issues and reduce the ability for vehicles 
to access businesses along Spicewood Springs. The decrease in 
accessibility to the business’ along this road would cause more traffic 
due to all the commercial vehicles that need access at the time when 
traffic is the worst. I don’t believe pedestrian access and bicycles 
access will be utilized greatly in this area since the concerns with the 
steep grade of the hill on Spicewood Springs Rd, it created a dead end 
for that type of travel. 

Of the choices given, Alternative B is the most reasonable choice, of 
helping traffic flow. Having large delivery trucks, emergency vehicles and 
cars all having to do a turn around to access businesses along this road is 
a poor design and will cause more congestion. I think 4 lanes with a turn 
lane is the best solution for Spicewood Springs Rd which was not a given 
option. 

297
9/13/2018  

11:39:53 AM
not very much

I work at the stillhouse and turning left (west) is hairy, but I would 
need to turn right, go to the turn around.  If two/three cars are in 
the turn around, am I blocking traffic behind me?  At times there 
can be a constant flow of west bound traffic until the light down 
the street turns red.  Just need a turn lane in the middle, not 
divided barriers

B, no barrier to going left, and middle lane to go into.  No barriers for left 
turn out of work

298
9/13/2018  

11:51:37 AM

I like nothing about this.  More traffic calming is needed, cars 
go way to fast here.  they should stay on 360, 183, 2222 or 
MoPac.  We should not provide another opportunity for cars 
to kill pedestrians and cyclist.  

Limited ability to turn left, no traffic calming incorporated, no 
provisions for pedestrians or cyclist to use the road (they don't 
have options on 360, 183, 2222-- now you are going to add 
Spicewood --bad on you...)

I don't like any of them.  At least option b provides for a way to turn left.  
The others are just to benefit ABOR's driveway and many people will 
have to uturn to get into homes or offices which will not be safe because 
these crazy commuters are going 70 on this stretch of road.  There needs 
to be multiple traffic lights!

299
9/13/2018  

12:36:15 PM
the turnarounds and dedicated bike / foot paths cost, congestion during the project Alternative B

300
9/13/2018  

12:36:40 PM

Alt. C.  Traffic significantly increasing and will continue to do 
so. Need two lanes in each direction full length plus center 
left turn lane west to hilltop.

Alt. A and B will result in one lane of travel in each direction 
during rush hours since many drivers will be turning left into 
businesses, blocking/slowing travel.

C for reasons stated above

301
9/13/2018  

12:39:52 PM
addition of sidewalk, Alternative A

construction time, traffic disruption, influx of bicycles on that 
steep hill, but raised sidewalk/bike lane will help

Alternate A.  Sidewalks.

302
9/13/2018  

12:47:50 PM
I support the no-build alternative. 

The proposed alternatives will all have the effect of increasing 
traffic on Spicewood Springs, which will make it even more 
difficult for those of us who live on Old Spicewood Springs to turn 
left.

No-build.

303
9/13/2018  
1:02:30 PM

Bike lanes!
Option B is NO GOOD.  No way to turn left without enormous risk.  
2 lanes in each direction will lead to much more additional traffic, 
including truck traffic.  

Option A.  Provides safe way to effectively turn left and has bike lanes.  
Really don't want or need 2 lanes of traffic.  The 360 improvement 
should help a lot during rush hour.
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304
9/13/2018  
1:09:04 PM

Alternative C.  We need to build out one time and should do 
what will improve flow and safety

A&B just delay what eventually will be needed.  We can't ignore 
the growth

Yes C - see above

305
9/13/2018  
1:12:29 PM

Option C- makes things easiest in terms of exiting and entering 
Spicewood Animal Hospital

306
9/13/2018  
1:19:40 PM

I prefer option c ... it seems to the the most practical and 
safe option.

option c looks like the way to go -- no concerns
option c - two lanes each way with periodic left turn passages, also path 
for bikes and pedestrians 

307
9/13/2018  
1:38:23 PM

I like the greenery in between the two lanes and the 
separated bike path

Alternitve A, it has greenery in between the lanes and it has the Raised 
bike lane and sidewalk.

308
9/13/2018  
1:55:16 PM

something's got to be done - can't say I care that it has to be 
done at all 

the it will induce more cars to use Spicewood as an alternative 
route to get from Mopac to 360

B - two lanes consistently between Far West and 360 makes sense. 
Shifting to one land is always problematic, causing far longer waits since 
people don't understand the zipper format 

309
9/13/2018  
2:02:06 PM

2 lanes in both direction with left turns and turn arounds as 
well as the median to separate traffic.  

Austin drivers will drive as fast as the road allows, endangering 
pedestrians, wild life, other cars.  How will you mitigate the 
speed, will there be speed mitigation devices such as road humps 
to slow people down?

Draft C is preferred.  Larger number of turn arounds.   perhaps will slow 
folks down some.  Going down the hill as Adirondack intersection will be 
dangerous if high speeds however.  How do you propose to slow people 
down?  Can there be stop signs some where in here to slow people 
down?

310
9/13/2018  
2:14:05 PM

Nice to see all the alternatives along with the projected 
impact on travel times.

There weren't really any bullets surrounding pros and cons of 
each plan, so if you weren't able to attend the meeting, it 
requires a lot of conjecture and reading between the lines in 
order to form an opinion.

I think alternative C is probably the best. It allows for 2 lanes so traffic 
doesn't back up so much with left turns, and still accommodates 
pedestrian and bike traffic. I also think medians always improve 
aesthetics and add greenery to road ways.  

311
9/13/2018  
2:22:06 PM

Anything that takes into consideration pedestrian and bike 
options

Prefer one lane each way; two lanes only increase car traffic. 
Public transportation should be moving more people instead.

A--I think this is the one that keeps one lane each way and gives more 
room for bikes and pedestrians.

312
9/13/2018  
2:30:59 PM

The two proposed lanes in either direction for Alternatives B 
and C.

Turn bay/turn around need to be strategically placed or it could 
cause additional back ups.

Alternative C. The bay / turn around provide a safe left turn and may 
prevent rear end crashes. 

313
9/13/2018  
2:33:07 PM

Two lanes each direction with lots of left lanes and turn 
around.  Keep old Spicewood Springs road under 360 open 
all the way.

Too fast speed, how about turn circles to slow down or use speed 
bumps.  need speed enforcement.  Adirondack trail intersection is 
dangerous with high speed down hill

Draft C , left turns good, keep open old spicewood springs under 360

314
9/13/2018  
3:10:04 PM

Turn-arounds for cars. Pedestrian/bike friendly.
That the pedestrian/bike features will be overlooked, skimped on, 
or unsafe due to budget.

C. Widens road, provides turn-arounds, and appears bike/pedestrian 
friendly.

315
9/13/2018  
3:15:13 PM

More turnarounds

Too many lanes in each direction, it will be much harder to pull 
out if you work/live on spicewood springs. Especially during rush 
hours, it will be hard to judge what is safe to turn out into, and 
what isn't. More wrecks will happen with more lanes to watch for

Alternative A. Only thing needed is more turnarounds/middle lanes.

316
9/13/2018  
3:38:04 PM

medians for Alt. A & C
Alt C has "shared" path and I am not informed on the bicycle 
traffic with a hill incline on the section of Spicewood Springs

A or C because of th medians

317
9/13/2018  
3:42:44 PM

C

318
9/13/2018  
4:18:33 PM

This road can be busy and need improved infrastructure. 

A. seems to be good for the short term. Cars can safely turn 
around. B. would be a nightmare with cars stopping to turn 
anywhere haphazardly. C. is the best option for now and future 
growth as the road continues to be busier and busier. 

See above. 
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319
9/13/2018  
4:18:37 PM

Adding bike facilities is important. My husband does not feel 
safe riding his bike to work currently. His office is on 
Spicewood Springs.  Adding continuous sidewalks is 
important. The people in his office would walk to Randalls, 
but there are not continuous sidewalks at this time.

How do bikes take left turns on this busy road with any of the 
plans. The plans with the medians feel a little better, but I still 
have concerns. What if a cyclist doesn't want to try to make a left 
turn on this stretch and instead uses the light at Mesa to cross. 
Will they be able to ride on the opposite side of the road?    Also, 
on the two lane options, why is the existing median still forcing 
people into one lane where there will shortly be two? My 
husband says he sees people regularly almost merging into each 
other at that squeeze.

Alternative C because of the medians. Medians feel safer for left hand 
turn operations.

320
9/13/2018  
4:19:15 PM

2 lanes in each direction with turnarounds that would 
maximize traffic flow

I would not support any proposal that would close Old Spicewood 
Springs road.  Many folks in the Spicewood Springs 
neighborhoods use that bypass to avoid having to get on 360.

Alternative 3.  It allows for the best traffic flow.

321
9/13/2018  
4:35:55 PM

Actually nothing. 
There is too much emphasis on bicycle usage. Have you actually 
seen the grade on that hill?  Will bicyclists be able to safely stop 
themselves going down without injury?

None. Start over and do not include mixed use. That grade is too 
dangerous. Have bicycles use an alternate street

322
9/13/2018  
4:56:55 PM

Adding lanes and left turns Construction traffic and delay of constructions C

323
9/13/2018  
5:14:18 PM

Adding sidewalk/bike path on both sides would be a nice 
improvement.

Adding in islands in the road?  Height of stupidity.  Leave it alone!

You've managed to make all of them bad.  Just add a bike path/sidewalk. 
KISS. Don't widen the road just for the sake of putting islands.  Money 
doesn't grow on trees, and wasting on this pointless stuff really ticks me 
off.  

324
9/13/2018  
5:35:47 PM

Plan C Traffic C

325
9/13/2018  
6:24:31 PM

C. Two lanes in each direction plus protected left turn bays.

326
9/13/2018  
7:36:28 PM

Safety How long it will take Alt C seems to be the safest, but may take the longest to build

327
9/13/2018  
9:19:13 PM

I think the No Build option is the best option since it 
accomplishes the following:  1. Preserves the animal migration 
across the road without increasing the number of lanes that the 
deer have to navigate. Dead carcasses on the road will  surely 
lead to more accidents. 2. Widening the road will just be a 
magnet for more cars to use the road.  My experience is that the 
more road you provide the faster it gets filled up.  This will 
destroy the character of the neighborhood along the road. 
People will find alternative routes that allows the flow of traffic 
to be spread out. 3. The introduction of a median and turn lanes 
as described in the alternatives will force more people who live 
or work on Spicewood Springs to make more U Turns when they 
want to make a left turn out of their driveway.  This will likely 
result in back-ups at the left turn lanes as drivers try to execute a 
U turn into oncoming traffic.  This will occur with the two build 
alternatives which have turn lanes incorporated into them.  4. By 
building nothing the project can save some $15-16 Million 
dollars and redeploy those assets to more deserving projects like 
fixing the intersections at Spicewood Springs at Mesa and 360 
where the majority of the accidents appear to happen.  5. It 
seems that the expenditure of $17 million will benefit the people 
who transit through this area and make life more complicated 
for those that live on Spicewood Springs Road.

1. The animal migration across the road will be severely impacted 
with any new construction making the risk of car/animal accidents 
substantially especially those alternatives that widen the road, 
thereby increasing the number of lanes that the deer have to 
navigate. Dead carcasses on the road will surely lead to more 
accidents.  2. Widening the road will just be a magnet for more cars 
to use the road.  My experience is that the more road you provide the 
faster it gets filled up.  This will destroy the character of the 
neighborhood along the road. People will find alternative routes that 
allows the flow of traffic to be spread out.   3. The introduction of a 
median and turn lanes as described in the alternatives will force more 
people who live or work on Spicewood Springs to make more U Turns 
when they want to make a left turn out of their driveway.  This will 
likely result in back-ups at the left turn lanes as drivers try to execute 
a U turn into oncoming traffic.  This will occur with the two build 
alternatives which have turn lanes incorporated into them.  4. By 
building nothing the project can save some $15-16 Million dollars and 
redeploy those assets to more deserving projects like fixing the 
intersections at Spicewood Springs at Mesa and 360 where the 
majority of the accidents appear to happen.  5. It seems that the 
expenditure of $17 million will benefit the people who transit through 
this area and make life more complicated for those that live on 
Spicewood Springs Road.  

I prefer the No Build alternative because:  1. It is safer for wildlife  2. Only 
a small increase in delay in PM Westbound traffic in 2027 compared to 
2017 numbers. It seems like a lot of money to be spent to solve only a 
relatively small problem.  3. Widening the road will just draw more 
traffic.  4. Save the money and redeploy the funds to fix intersections of 
Spicewood Springs and 360 and Spicewood Springs and Mesa where the 
majority of the accidents occur.  5. Widening Spicewood Springs seems 
to benefit the drivers who use Spicewood Springs to get across Austin 
significantly more than the benefit to residents and workers on the 
affected sections of Spicewood Springs Road.  
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328
9/13/2018  
9:25:23 PM

Bike options, two lanes, dedicated turn spots
Backing up left lane of traffic for left/u-turns. Eventually having 
traffic lights installed. 

C. Seems most inclusive and able to get us furthest in future before 
making more changes. 

329
9/13/2018  
9:58:08 PM

Ability to ride a bike both ways more safely.
Downhill bike lane safety as speed increases and need to merge 
with traffic to cross 360 arises.

B or C. Both have lanes (not dangerous sidewalks) more suitable for bike 
traffic. A wide sidewalk uphill (from A) and lane downhill might also 
make sense.

330
9/13/2018  
9:59:17 PM

I didn't like anything about them.
Traffic accidents and wildlife death and change in residential 
area. 

No, leave it the same. 

331
9/13/2018  

10:00:36 PM
I liked that the draft alternatives had a good range of 
options.

That No Build has better traffic in 2027 than Option A, which I 
otherwise prefer.

I prefer No Build and using the money elsewhere.  If I had to choose an 
option, it would be Option A.

332
9/13/2018  

10:03:49 PM
They include improvements to sidewalks and bike lanes.

That it seems like a lot of construction for not requiring any 
additional land.  And the impact to the neighborhood and 
wildlife.

Option A is the least worst but I'd rather have No Build and the city use 
the money on the fail intersections along spicewood springs rd. This 
seems like a project meant to accommodate future development than 
anything else.

333
9/13/2018  

10:30:41 PM
Keep the traffic flowing with safety in mind.

that it will work with the plans at Capital of Texas Highway.  We 
don't need another bottle neck down the road.

Yes, the third one.  The one with the esplanade and limited left turns and 
U-turns.  It is the best way to keep the traffic flowing and safe and 
secure.

334
9/13/2018  

10:34:38 PM

We need the full corridor to be 2 panes the whole way.  
Traffic backs up greatly due to the 2 lane area narrowing 
later to one lane as is today.  Secondly it is a nightmare in the 
one lane section when people need to turn left across it as 
the person in front of you slam on their breaks with no 
warning trying to be nice and let some one out but not 
realizing they nearly caused a 30 car accident.  I think having 
this section divided with extra turn lanes at intervals will 
make this much safer.

If any option other than option C is chosen it is not doing enough 
for both safety and mobility.  Bike path option is silly.  We have 
lived here for 13 years and between my wife and I have only seen 
someone trying to bike or even walk that hill a few times.  Please 
don't bother to change anything if you are not going to make the 
whole 4 lanes all the way through.  Anyone who actually lives 
here and uses this road multiple times a day deserves the 
construction to be worth it.

Alternative C, we need 4 lanes all the way through and we need divided 
lanes in the upper part of the road so there are not accidents every day 
due to people trying to turn across them

335
9/13/2018  

10:37:39 PM

I like that options A and C include medians where 
landscaping can be added.  That will make the drive less 
stressful and more relaxing, with less opportunity for head-
on collisions.

They focus too much on Spicewood Springs Road itself.  Really 
the bottlenecks are at Loop 360 and Mopac.  Until those are 
addressed, it doesn't really accomplish anything to make 
Spicewood Springs wider if it just means cars get to those 
bottlenecks faster so they can sit there longer.

Alternative A.  Make it as easy as possible for casual bikers to bike, so 
they won't need to use cars for the rush hour commute.  Especially in 
this area around 360, there's already a strong biking culture that would 
be enhanced by better bike infrastructure.

336
9/14/2018  

12:15:19 AM
Bicycle lanes and separation of traffic. That the selected option may not have good bike lanes Yes. C

337
9/14/2018  
6:42:06 AM

I choose the no action alternative.  The area is too 
environmentally sensitive.  Get out of your cars and take 
transit.

I choose the no action alternative.  I find int interesting that you 
are not divulging that alternative.  Get out of your cars and take 
transit.  The city should be spending money on transit, not 
environmentally damaging road widening projects that will be 
congested 2 years after you finish them.

Yes, the no action alternative for environmental reasons and because it 
would be fiscally irresponsible.  The road would be at a poor level of 
service 2 years after completion.



# Date/Time
What do you like about the draft alternatives for safety and 

mobility improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
What concerns do you have about the draft alternatives for 

safety and mobility improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
Is there one draft alternative that you prefer? Why?

338
9/14/2018  
7:38:59 AM

Planning ahead for improved traffic flows.    I like elevating 
the bike lane and keeping it separated from  traffic.    

The improvements are only focused on a narrow stretch of that 
road. Although B & C say they will improve traffic along that 
stretch, how will it affect Spicewood Springs between Mesa & 
Mopac? The Spicewood Springs & Mesa intersection is already 
defined as a "failed" intersection, so allowing more traffic to 
reach it traveling eastbound sounds like it will worsen traffic 
there.    Also concerned about the medians in Alternative A & C 
providing more cover for deer and making it harder to see them 
as they cross the road. Concerned too, about the proposed 
medians blocking regularly-used turns.    The bike lanes and walk 
lanes going all the way down the steep hill to 360 feel 
excessive—not sure anyone will use them and they become an 
expense to maintain.

I prefer B or C. B addresses adding more lanes, while avoiding the 
medians that I mentioned in the concerns section.     That C addresses 
water quality issues with the medians makes it my 2nd choice.    I don't 
like A or No Build.

339
9/14/2018  
8:21:49 AM

I like that it will improve traffic. I know it will take some time, 
but in the end it will have been worth it. 

Construction taking longer than 1-3 years. Alternative C

340
9/14/2018  
8:25:33 AM

i like that traffic would improve long construction yes the two lane option

341
9/14/2018  
9:20:38 AM

#c or 3; it is best for car traffic, has 2 lanes each way  and a turn around 
in a few places

342
9/14/2018  
9:28:03 AM

In alternative A, I like the pedestrian and bicycle paths that 
are physically separated from the roads.

Alternative A is my preferred choice, but it looks to be the most 
expensive.

A is my preferred alternative, as it physically separates motor vehicles 
from pedestrians and cyclists.

343
9/14/2018  
9:59:44 AM

Adding useful bike lanes

344
9/14/2018  

10:07:03 AM
Alternative C

more lanes need to get traffic moving, especially with the Austin 
Oaks anticipated development.

C offer 2 lanes in both direction and protected left turns!

345
9/14/2018  

10:07:51 AM
No comment No comment

Alternative B, because it allows us to turn left into our offices and not 
have to go significantly out of our way and make a u-turn

346
9/14/2018  

10:11:43 AM
Alternative A limits the improvements to single lane each 
way but includes much needed sidewalk and bicycle lanes.

Alternatives B and C create a potential bottle neck at N Capital of 
Texas Highway because of the additional traffic at this 
intersection.  Currently, traffic backs up there with the existing 
west bound lane.

I prefer Alternative A.

347
9/14/2018  

10:29:28 AM

Bike lanes would be an improvement on Spicewood but it 
seems bike lanes might be most useful on Old Spicewood 
Springs road. Lots of cyclists use this road which, as it is, 
creates hazards for cars and bikes alike. There is no way to 
legally pass on this road. However, drivers get frustrated 
when cyclists are holding up a long line of traffic and will 
frequently pass on a double yellow, endangering everyone. 
When a car comes flying around a corner in the wrong lane, 
there is no shoulder and often the only alternative would be 
to drive into the creek to escape a head-on collision. This is a 
disaster waiting to happen. 

I do not agree that the part of Old Spicewood that cuts under 360 
to Spicewood is frequently closed due to flooding. I have used 
that cut through about 6 days a week for a year and a half and 
have only had to choose an alternative route three times in that 
entire time. Removing that cut through would significantly back-
up traffic at the 360/Old Spicewood Road light.

No. My only concerns are the lack of safe bike lanes on Old Spicewood 
Road and the necessity of keeping the Old Spicewood Road pass-through 
under 360 open. 



# Date/Time
What do you like about the draft alternatives for safety and 

mobility improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
What concerns do you have about the draft alternatives for 

safety and mobility improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
Is there one draft alternative that you prefer? Why?

348
9/14/2018  

10:30:23 AM

That they each include bicycle facilities. I have ridden this 
stretch of road in both directions and it is not pleasant or 
safe in its current configuration.

Option B because it allows more flexibility to easy turn into the 
businesses along Spicewood Springs without having to make u-turns and 
double back.

349
9/14/2018  

10:31:50 AM
A and C prevent left turns to most of the businesses along the 
street.

Alternative B is the best.  It preserves the ability to make left turns to 
many of the offices along the road.

350
9/14/2018  

10:37:41 AM
That action will be taken to prevent further deterioration of 
the efficacy of this stretch of road.

That there will be a long period of disruption to an already 
problematic route.

B.  Less need for u-turns in order to reach a destination.

351
9/14/2018  

10:56:49 AM
Alt B

352
9/14/2018  

11:26:24 AM
Additional traffic lane, Middle lane for turning, dedicated 
bike lane for safety. 

 It looks too wide, I don’t think people would use a sidewalk on 
that steep steep hill down to 360. Also, as road is so steep, I 
suspect low bike usage, so I think one bike lane would be 
sufficient.   I also think there could be some legal difficulties for 
the city in that bicycles do not belong on unsafe 360, so having a 
bike lane connecting to 360 suggest that the city approves of 
bicycles on 360 

Proposal C is the best. It prevents future good luck has the extra car lane 
and middle lane for turning

353
9/14/2018  

11:53:59 AM

Question about another alternative to add just one lane - a 
turn lane down the middle of the existing 2 lanes. With 
current traffic, the turn lane would solve most problems 
along the road.

Wondering if improvements like 2 lanes in each direction will 
encourage additional traffic thru the area.

If I have to choose between the 3 offered alternatives, I will select 'B'.  
Still would prefer one added lane - a turn lane - and no other 
"improvements".  

354
9/14/2018  

12:37:45 PM
I believe that a turning lane is what is required for the 
spicewood springs road east of 360.

I am very disturbed by 2 things.  1) the recommendation to close 
old spicewood springs road that goes under rte 360. This bypass 
road is utilized by many cars for both the morning and afternoon 
commutes. This is another traffic disaster courtesy of the Austin 
city leadership.  2) There should be in this plan improvements to 
spicewood springs rod just west of rte 360. An additional right 
turn lane needs to be extended from rte 360 to the AT&T 
building. the morning commute traffic backs up well over a mile 
every work day. This would be great help having this turn lane 
and should not cost a lot of money   

All of the alternative are lacking. the changes I have recommended 
should be added to make for a cost effective improvement to this heavily 
utilized road

355
9/14/2018  
1:10:30 PM

i like the widening, the proposed left turn options and turn 
around options

i am concerned about people having rear end wrecks if there is a 
turn around on the steep hill. i like the raised bike/sidewalk, too.

I like A for the raised bike/sidewalk, and B/C for the extra space and turn 
around options.

356
9/14/2018  
1:41:34 PM

Multiple lanes, separate bike/pedestrian sidewalks. Construction time will temporarily exacerbate current problems.
Alternative C.  It has everything: multiple lanes each direction, median, 
left-turn/turnaround opportunities, separate shared use path for 
bikes/pedestrians.



# Date/Time
What do you like about the draft alternatives for safety and 

mobility improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
What concerns do you have about the draft alternatives for 

safety and mobility improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
Is there one draft alternative that you prefer? Why?

357
9/14/2018  
1:53:22 PM

Bike lanes are the best aspect of the improvements. Bike 
lanes on Old Spicewood could provide an even bigger 
positive impact than on Spicewood Springs, since cyclists on 
Old Spicewood create an even bigger hazard (for cars and 
themselves) than those on Spicewood.

The potential closure of the 360 underpass should be a deal-breaker 
in my opinion. I can't believe this negative aspect isn't being discussed 
more, since it would greatly increase traffic on the already congested 
alternate routes and make for much longer commutes not only for 
the NW Austin residents that rely on it, but for every one else on the 
alternate routes. I don't agree that it floods frequently either as I've 
never seen it closed in the almost 2 years I've been using it (almost 
daily). I think permanently closing it would be a net loss compared to 
the temporary closings when it floods and maintenance. The 
underpass is extremely valuable to thousands of travelers a day.  
From a 2010 Statesman article 
(https://www.statesman.com/news/local/spicewood-springs-road-
closed-for-weeks/uFlGKbuPJx8alsZLRxIPyL/): "That twisting, four-mile 
stretch of Spicewood Springs is something of a rural oasis, lined 
mostly with forest interspersed with a few small neighborhoods and 
small ranches. But it connects to the north with the Great Hills 
subdivision and other suburban enclaves. A 2005 traffic count, the 
most recent available, showed 6,700 cars a day, many of them driven 
by people who use Spicewood Springs as an alternative to crowded 
U.S. 183."    Closing the underpass (without providing an alternative) 
would be a big mistake.

No one in particular. Again, my main objection is the closing of the 360 
underpass.

358
9/14/2018  
2:04:40 PM

Consideration for both cars and bicycles, in both directions of 
travel.

The multiple left-turn or turnaround cuts are FAR more likely to 
create new dangers than improve safe traffic flow: The incline is 
too steep to accommodate safe deceleration without causing 
chain effect on other drivers' reaction times.  But 2-lane 
expansion also inappropriate for this roadway: it's such a short 
distance that lane-changers will disrupt traffic flow & safety risk.

A - even though it adds 4 left-turn spots, better than expanding to 2 
lanes (see above re: added risk). If not A, then B: better 2 lanes than 
multiple turn cuts.

359
9/14/2018  
2:29:35 PM

I like the turnarounds that you’ve added. I also appreciate 
having two lanes all the way down. I like the raised bike lane, 
but would happily give that up for a 2nd lane.

I don’t see any lighting. That needs to be addressed as well.   Do 
you have any plans for under 360? That road is a mess and 
frequently used to avoid the light. 

I prefer C because it addresses all my concerns with an extra lane AND a 
bike lane, both while adding the turn arounds.

360
9/14/2018  
2:36:38 PM

I like the introduction of turn lanes.   
I worry that Draft A&B fails to address traffic turning left onto 
Spicewood Springs.

C, turn lanes are important

361
9/14/2018  
3:14:25 PM

options results in major traffic between 360 and mopac, 
A ist , B as second.  minimizes impact to surrounding neighborhoods and 
inhabitants.  does not make this into a major freeway1!

362
9/14/2018  
3:27:00 PM

I prefer alternative C.

363
9/14/2018  
3:45:07 PM

There need to be turn lanes, so I like those. Very concerned if there is no change.  Needs the turn lanes.
I prefer C, with 2 lanes each way, plus turnarounds.  A second choice is 
A.  But I don't like the others.

364
9/14/2018  
5:42:33 PM

The sidewalks and bike lanes and a designated medium 
along with additional turn and turnaround lanes as noted in 
Alternatives A and C. No increase in the current 30 mph 
speed limit.

My home is located on this portion of Spicewood Springs Rd and I 
worry that too many people just want a 4-lane speedway with no 
regards to residences and businesses. I also worry about the large 
increase in roadway width for all 3 alternatives when wildlife 
crosses the roadway to/from Stillhouse Hollow Preserve  to 
Balcones Canyonlands (south and north). Basically, these citizens 
are not concerned with safety for all only mobility improvements 
via automobile. 

Alternative A is my choice because: (1) it is the only draft that elevates 
sidewalks and bike lanes; (2) it is the only draft adding multiple turn 
lanes and turnaround lanes; and (3) more than the other two drafts it 
focuses more on SAFETY of drivers, pedestrians and pedestrians walking 
their dogs, bicyclists and wildlife. Thank you for allowing my input.



# Date/Time
What do you like about the draft alternatives for safety and 

mobility improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
What concerns do you have about the draft alternatives for 

safety and mobility improvements to Spicewood Springs Road?
Is there one draft alternative that you prefer? Why?

365
9/14/2018  
5:49:58 PM

I like that the road is getting some attention as it is quite well-
traveled and is important to a lot of the people in their daily 
transportation. I like alternative A the best. I do not think 
that the road needs to be two lanes each way, or it will result 
in speeds that are too fast for the area. Deer are a big issue 
and wrecks could be very bad if people have two lanes, 
because they will go way too fast.

Please, whatever you do, DO NOT close the low-water crossing 
on Spicewood Springs road. It is an essential way that people get 
from one side of 360 to the other. 

A

366
9/14/2018

 6:24:01 PM

It needs to first be considered how roads are used today vs 
what would be nice to have.  It is more often open than not 
and closing that portion of the road permanatelywill cause 
more of an inconvenience.

I have concerns about the road under 360 at old Spicewood springs rd 
(down along bull creek) being closed to automobile traffic because I 
use this daily to get my children back and forth to dyslexia 
intervention and will be for the next 2-3 years and it will greatly 
impact our commute. There is already so much traffic on 360 and the 
light at old spicewood and 360 is only timed to let a small amount of 
traffic through at a time and that cut through to old spicewood on the 
other side of 360 is being used by so many people that it will create 
new traffic jams on backroads where people live, as well as, even 
worse traffic on 360. Closing a road and causing more traffic 
problems for already an already congested area of Austin is not worth 
it to deal with occasional flooding.

I don’t prefer anything in which the road connecting old spicewood to 
the other side of old spicewood under 360 is closed to automobile 
traffic.  It will cause more problems than it is worth.  It is used so 
regularly and traffic studies should be measured to determine how much 
traffic it would add in back roads and how it would impact traffic on 360 
at those lights on either side at old spicewood springs. 

367
9/14/2018  
6:59:19 PM

I like that plan A & C address left and right turns in order to 
clear this traffic from the through traffic. As well as the 
addition of shared use paths in a all the plans.

The fact that there isn't a center turn lane the entire route such 
as currently in place in front of 4711 & ABoR

Alternative C because it addresses the left turns not blocking through 
traffic, has a shared walk and bike path, and has 2 lanes each way in 
order to appropriately account for the future growth of the traffic along 
Spicewood Springs

368
9/14/2018  
7:07:41 PM

Pedestrian walk moved away from the traffic lanes
widening of road will take land that now makes the roadway a 
'neighborhood' rather than an industrial/business area.

Proposal A

369
9/14/2018  
7:10:58 PM

Separated bike and pedestrian way

Road expansion is unnecessary and the landscaped medians is 
wasted space.  Instead of expanding entire roadway, provide left 
turn storage only where needed (not along entire length either 
through TWLTL or raised median).  Minimize expansion of the 
roadway as much as possible through selective expansion at 
critical nodes.

I prefer Alternative A but with the following changes: do not create a 
raised landscape median (wasted space that has to be maintained).  In 
areas where left turn storage is justified, flare the roadway out there to 
accommodate; otherwise keep the road at two lanes total.  I LOVE the 
separate bike/pedestrian path, but make sure wide enough (8 feet at 
least) and design it so that it minimizes the slope as much as possible 
(e.g., switchbacks).  

370
9/14/2018  

10:21:27 PM
I like the introduction of dedicated walk/bike lanes for 
people. I like the idea of medians to help with water quality.

I'm concerned about not really understanding how traffic from 
the Mesa intersection to where this project begins will be 
handled. It's outside the scope of the project, but ultimately 
affects it and I wish it were considered.

B seems like the best compromise. I like C but worry about the medians 
attracting deer and making them vulnerable to cars.

371
9/14/2018  

10:33:31 PM

Looks like many of the possible alternatives, including the  
'no-build' alternative, have been hashed out thoroughly.  The 
throughput of this section of Spicewood Springs is 
bottlenecked by other factors such as the failing intersection 
at Loop 360, and at Mesa, and further on at Loops 1,  so this 
project should not be started even with the design phase 
until the 360/Spicewood Spgs grade change  project is 
completed.  

1.  In the late 1990's,  COA and TXDOT had partnered to complete this 
same project, and the design phase was finished by TXDOT,  but then 
in 2001-2 time frame  COA decided that there were more urgent 
arterial priorities, so the project was canned without COA acquiring 
all the ROW necessary for that project.  Have you looked at those 
plans? Have you talked to the engineers? Will there be an effort made 
to recycle the previous plans?   2.  Strongly object to the 
contemplated closure of Old Spicewood Springs Rd underpass (listed 
as a "sister project" on page 13 of the document Spicewood_Boards-
083118.pdf).  Taxpayers have sunk aquisition and maintenance costs 
over a hundred years into this segment of the roadway and it  should 
not be closed.   3. Grade changes? There is limited information in the 
drafts what if any grade changes  are contemplated.    

 "A "seems to offer the best overall trade-off between local and regional 
needs that can be built within the 16M budget. The other alternatives 
would cost upwards of 30-40M, considering that the utility relocation 
alone was estimated to cost several million dollars in the previous  of this 
project. But as stated earlier, the Loop 360 grade change project should 
be done before this one, so the rush-hour bottleneck at the currently the 
signalized failing intersection at 360  can be eliminated.  
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All comments in this section were sent to the project team via email from August 29, 

2018 through September 14, 2018. 



From:
To: Tuttle, Emily
Subject: input for Spicewood Springs Road
Date: Wednesday, August 29, 2018 9:13:54 PM

Hi Emily -

I attended the Open House tonight and noticed on the form a spot to provide input online.  Since we had
hungry kids I thought I'd take that option, but I didn't see an input spot on the website.

Here's my input:

1) No to option A.  For option B I like that it adds capacity by widening the road and adds sidewalks and
bike options  AND it allows access for all the neighbors that would lose access with an installed median. 
For option C I like that it also adds capacity, is safer and will look nice if the median adds trees.

2) My concerns.. 
    for Option A - why would we add an alternative that would make problems worse?  Just NO!  No to one
lane without extra capacity added.
    for Option B - This seems like a good option because allows access to all residence and business on
the road.   It has a risk of increased head on traffic or rear-end collisions.  Both of these could be reduced
with a chicken lane.
 for Option C - This is much better than A, but I'm concerned for the poor businesses and residences that
can only be accessed by turn around.  When traffic is bad, this could easily add an extra 5+ minutes daily
to their commute.  
Personally I'd like to see a few key stretches with lots of businesses and residences have middle turn
lanes for a few small stretches, like near the animal hospital and by the realor building with buildings
across the street.  Or at least more left turns cut out for them.  

3) Of all the options, I suppose I prefer C, but not by much over B.  Ideally I'd like to see another version
of C that offers more turn opportunities for the businesses and residence in the area.  We need 2 lanes,
and ideally some separation.  But I'd prefer to offer this separation with a middle turn lane, or more
turning opportunities so locals don't suffer more headaches from dealing with more traffic.

Thanks for the chance to provide input.

mailto:Emily.Tuttle@austintexas.gov


From:
To: Tuttle, Emily
Subject: Re: Spicewood Springs Road Regional Mobility Project
Date: Wednesday, August 29, 2018 9:47:38 PM
Attachments: SER Water.pdf

Emily,
You might also find the attached exhibit to the Service Extension Request helpful in regards to the location of four
of the homes at 5005 Spicewood Springs Road and the water mains.  

Do you foresee the right of way for Spicewood Springs Road being widened?

On Wed, Aug 29, 2018 at 9:41 PM > wrote:
Emily,

This evening I attended the presentation meeting about the Spicewood Springs Road
Regional Mobility Project held at Westover Hills Church of Christ on 8332 Mesa Drive.
Thank you for having the public display of the current options.  I submitted a hand written
feedback about the project but want to submit it here in typed form for your records and
legibility.

There is a neighborhood that has its only ingress & egress point at 5003 Spicewood Springs
Road.  The attached file, TravisCAD Map Property ID 423983.tiff highlights this one road
that serves the entire neighborhood.  This is a private, unimproved road that has been there
for over 100 years.  If you don't know it is there, it is easy to miss.  There is a ranch gate,
picture attached, location for mail boxes and not much else beyond trash cans one day a
week. 

We must be able to get into and out of our neighborhood with the options of turning left or
right whether entering or exiting.  Please provision for this access and traffic flow for 20
homes.  None of your designs indicate any provision for this neighborhood or indicate
awareness of this only road accessing the neighborhood.  

At present one house is occupied.  Four more are in the design and permitting stage with the
city.  Homes for the remaining lots are not yet designed.  

There are three water lines under Spicewood Springs Road, one 24" on the south side plus
one 8" on the north side and one 66" that is either in the middle  or on the north side.  Will
you please design the system such that the 8" and 24" lines have access from the south side
of Spicewood Springs Road?  These are needed for fire hydrants and residential service to
our neighborhood.  Our Service Extension Request and design are impacted by this road
project.  See the attached draft of the Service Extension Request "ser3746DRAFT
Water.pdf" for more details.

mailto:Emily.Tuttle@austintexas.gov
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WATER AND WASTEWATER 

SERVICE EXTENSION 

REQUEST FOR 

CONSIDERATION 

 

 

 

Name:   Spicewood Springs Road   Service Requested:  Water 

 

SER-3746 Hansen Service Request Number 578330 Date Received:  10/19/2015 

 

Location:    SPICEWOOD SPRINGS RD AUSTIN TX 78731-  SPICEWOOD SPRINGS ROAD 

 

Acres:  2.37   Land Use:  CONDOMINIUMS 

 

Alt. Utility Service or S.E.R. Number:   City of Austin WW SER-3747 

 

Quad(s):   H31   H32      Reclaimed Pressure Zone:    DDZ:  NO 

 

Drainage Basin:  BULL   
Pressure Zone:  NORTHWEST 

A 
  DWPZ:  YES 

 

Flow:  (Estimated Peak Hour Flow, Gallons per Minute)   6    GPM    % Within City Limits:  100 

 

Cost Participation:  $0.00   % Within Limited Purpose:  0 

 

Description of Improvements: 
Applicant shall make a connection to the 8-inch water main in SPICEWOOD SPRINGS RD on the south side of the PRV station (PRV No. 

92908; Northwest A Pressure Zone). Applicant shall construct approximately 140 feet of 8-inch water main from the existing 8-inch water 

main in SPICEWOOD SPRINGS RD, across SPICEWOOD SPRINGS RD then north along SPICEWOOD SPRINGS RD to the subject tract 

as shown on the attached map. Applicant shall also construct approximately 30 feet of 8-inch water main from the existing 24-inch water main 

(Project No. 87-0035) located in SPICEWOOD SPRINGS to the proposed 8-inch water main as shown on the attached map.  

NOTES: 1) Sprinkled fire flow requirement of 1,500 gpm provided by Michael V. Reyes, P.E. on 10/02/2015. 2) Automatic sprinkler system 

must be installed in accordance with Section 903.3.1.1 or 903.3.1.2 of the 2012 International Fire Code. 3) A 24-inch in-line valve may be 

required with Austin Water financial assistance. 4) An 8-inch valve may be required. Valve requirement will be determined at the site plan 

review stage. 

 

Approval of this Service Extension Request is subject to completion and acceptance of the improvements described above and the 

conditions set forth below: 
1) Construction of all Service Extensions is subject to all environmental and planning ordinances. 

2) Service Extensions are subject to the guidelines established in the Land Development Code, Chapter 25-9, Water and Wastewater Utility 

Service. 

3) The level of service approved by this document does not imply commitment for land use. 

4) Public utility lines must meet City of Austin design and construction criteria and must be approved by Austin Water Utility Engineering 

Review. 

5) Approval of a site plan that meets the Fire Department requirements for fire control. 

6) Proposed public water improvements will be dedicated to the City of Austin for ownership, operation, and maintenance. 

7) Proposed public water improvements must be placed in the public right-of-way or approved utility easements. Utility easements must be in 

place prior to construction plan approval. 

8) The approved Service Extension will automatically expire 180 days after date of approval unless a development application has been 

accepted by the Development Services Department. The Service Extension expires on the date the development expires, or if approved, on the 

date the development application approval expires.  

 

      

Prepared By Utility Development Services Date   Supervisor, Utility Development Services Date 

      

Division Manager, Utility Development Services Date   Director, Austin Water Date 

 



DRAFT

ÍÎ

$

³

È(

· (

È (

È(

· (

È

(

· (

·

(

·

(

È (

È

(

!( !( STAFF PROPOSED 
24-INCH IN-LINE VALVE

(MAY BE REQUIRED)

STAFF PROPOSED 
APPROXIMATELY 

140 FEET OF 8-INCH 
WATER MAIN

STAFF PROPOSED 
APPROXIMATELY 
30 FEET OF 8-INCH

WATER MAIN

STAFF PROPOSED 
8-INCH VALVE

(MAY BE REQUIRED)
SPICEWOOD SPRINGS RD

68
0

67
0

66
0

65
0

69
0

70
0

710

720

73
0

74
0

640

75
0

760

77
0

78
0

79
0 800

63
0

81
0

620

820

610

830

620

730

700
680

720
690

660

690

710

670

650

63
0

H32

H31

Northwest A

NWA12

66" 

8" 

12
" 

24" 

6" 
48" 

8" 

6" 

12"
 

8" 

12" 

12" 

12
" 

8" 

8" 

8" 

12
" OLD SPICEWOOD SPRINGS RD

W. S.E.R. Name:  Spicewood Springs Road
W. S.E.R. Number: 3746

.
Utility Development Serv ices Plotted 07/07/2015

0 200 400 600100 Feet Subject Tract

100-yr FEMA Floodplain

This product is for informational purposes and may not have been prepared for or be suitable for legal, engineering, or surveying purposes. It does not represent an on-the-ground survey and represents only the approximate relative 
location of the property boundaries. This product has been produced by the City of Austin for the sole purpose of geographic reference. No warranty is made by the City of Austin regarding specific accuracy or completeness.



DRAFT

ÍÎ

$

³

!(

!(

STAFF PROPOSED 
APPROXIMATELY 

140 FEET OF 8-INCH 
WATER MAIN

STAFF PROPOSED 
APPROXIMATELY 

30 FEET OF 8-INCH 
WATER MAIN STAFF PROPOSED 

24-INCH IN-LINE 
VALVE

(MAY BE REQUIRED)

STAFF PROPOSED 
8-INCH VALVE

(MAY BE REQUIRED)

SPICEWOOD SPRINGS RD

80
0

810

H32

92908

Northwest A

24" 
66" 

2" 

6" 

8" 

8" 

8" 

8" 

W. S.E.R. Name: 5005 Spicewood Springs Road
W. S.E.R. Number: 3746

.
Utility Development Serv ices Plotted 07/07/2015

0 20 40 6010 Feet Subject Tract

100-yr FEMA Floodplain

This product is for informational purposes and may not have been prepared for or be suitable for legal, engineering, or surveying purposes. It does not represent an on-the-ground survey and represents only the approximate relative 
location of the property boundaries. This product has been produced by the City of Austin for the sole purpose of geographic reference. No warranty is made by the City of Austin regarding specific accuracy or completeness.



SPIC
EW

O
O

D
 S

PRIN
G

S

R.O
.W

. V
ARIE

S -
 A

SPH
ALT

CONDO UNIT

CONDO UNIT

CONDO UNIT

CONDO UNIT

LEGEND

EXHIBIT

S
.
E
.
R
.
 
W

A
T
E
R
 
E
X
H

I
B
I
T

01

OF

SHEET

SP-2015-0598C

5
0
0
5
 
S
P
I
C
E
W

O
O

D

5
0
0
5
 
S
P
I
C
E
W

O
O

D
 
S
P
R
I
N

G
S
 
R
O

A
D

A
U

S
T
I
N

,
 
T
R
A
V
I
S
 
C
O

U
N

T
Y
,
 
T
E
X
A
S
 
7
8
7
5
9

E
N

G
I
N

E
E
R
I
N

G
 
|
 
C
O

N
S
U

L
T
I
N

G

5
1
2
.
6
6
9
.
5
5
6
0

W
W

W
.
B
I
G

R
E
D

D
O

G
.
C
O

M

 

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

D

C

B

A

D

C

B

A

F
O

R
 
R
E
V
I
E
W

 
O

N
L
Y

N
O

T
 
F
O

R
 
C
O

N
S
T
R
U

C
T
I
O

N

NOTES:

01

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING BUILDING

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING BUILDING

AutoCAD SHX Text
UTILITY STATION

AutoCAD SHX Text
SD

AutoCAD SHX Text
SD

AutoCAD SHX Text
SD

AutoCAD SHX Text
SD

AutoCAD SHX Text
CO

AutoCAD SHX Text
CO

AutoCAD SHX Text
CO

AutoCAD SHX Text
CO

AutoCAD SHX Text
CO

AutoCAD SHX Text
CO

AutoCAD SHX Text
TBM #1

AutoCAD SHX Text
WW

AutoCAD SHX Text
WW

AutoCAD SHX Text
WW

AutoCAD SHX Text
C

AutoCAD SHX Text
(30 M.P.H. SPEED LIMIT)

AutoCAD SHX Text
TRACT 1 5005 SSR, LLC. CALLED 2.31 ACRES DOC.#2014100348 O.P.R.T.C.T.

AutoCAD SHX Text
2.3756 ACRES 103.483 SQUARE FEET

AutoCAD SHX Text
LOT 1 SPICEWOOD CELL SITE VOL. 91, PG. 17 P.R.T.C.T. OWNER: CROWN CASTLE DOC. #2001057843 O.P.R.T.C.T.

AutoCAD SHX Text
BLOCK "A" OF TREETOPS SUBDIVISION VOL. 96, PG. 193-196 P.R.T.C.T.

AutoCAD SHX Text
KYLE READ CALLED 0.75 ACRE DOC. #2010050078 O.P.R.T.C.T.

AutoCAD SHX Text
ACCESS ESMNT. VOL, 1472, PG. 92 R.P.R.T.C.T.

AutoCAD SHX Text
CITY OF AUSTIN  CALLED 0.2270 ACRES VOL. 9719, PGS, 352-355 R.P.R.T.C.T.

AutoCAD SHX Text
RICHARD HABERMAN, TRUSTEE CALLED 0.697 ACRES VOL. 3795, PGS. 2171 R.P.R.T.C.T.

AutoCAD SHX Text
JOMAR JOSEPH PARTNERS, LTD. CALLED 1.008 ACRES VOL. 12971, PGS. 232 R.P.R.T.C.T.

AutoCAD SHX Text
SANITARY SEWER ESMNT. VOL. 8959, PGS. 40-44 R.P.R.T.C.T.

AutoCAD SHX Text
7.5' P.U.E. VOL. 8959 PG.40 R.P.R.T.C.T.

AutoCAD SHX Text
TRACT 2 5005 SSR, LLC. CALLED 0.06 ACRES DOC.#2014100348 O.P.R.T.C.T.

AutoCAD SHX Text
LASZLO HERCZEG REMAINDER OF F G ROGERS TRACT DOC. #2008189731 O.P.R.T.C.T

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXIST. 8" C.I. WL (85-0951)

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXIST. 24" D.I. WL (87-0035)

AutoCAD SHX Text
8" PVC WWL (85-0855)

AutoCAD SHX Text
8" AC (A10605)

AutoCAD SHX Text
ZONING: PUD  USE: APARTMENT/CONDO

AutoCAD SHX Text
ZONING: PUD  USE: OPEN SPACE

AutoCAD SHX Text
ZONING: PUD  USE: OPEN SPACE

AutoCAD SHX Text
ZONING: SF-2 USE: OPEN SPACE

AutoCAD SHX Text
ZONING: SF-3 USE: UNDEVELOPED

AutoCAD SHX Text
ZONING: SF-3 USE: UNDEVELOPED

AutoCAD SHX Text
ZONING: SF-3 USE: SINGLE-FAMILY USE: ACCESS EASEMENT

AutoCAD SHX Text
ZONING: I-SF-3 USE: SINGLE-FAMILY

AutoCAD SHX Text
ZONING: SF-6-CO USE: OFFICE

AutoCAD SHX Text
ZONING: I-SF-3 USE: SINGLE-FAMILY

AutoCAD SHX Text
ZONING: SF-6-CO USE: UNDEVELOPED

AutoCAD SHX Text
ZONING: SF-6-CO USE: UNDEVELOPED

AutoCAD SHX Text
ZONING: SF-2 USE: UNDEVELOPED

AutoCAD SHX Text
ZONING: MF-3 USE: OPEN SPACE

AutoCAD SHX Text
ZONING: MF-3 USE: UNDEVELOPED

AutoCAD SHX Text
ZONING: MF-3 USE: OFFICE

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXIST. 66" C.S.C. WL (87-0013)

AutoCAD SHX Text
WL VALVE (92955)

AutoCAD SHX Text
WL VALVE (92853)

AutoCAD SHX Text
WW

AutoCAD SHX Text
WW

AutoCAD SHX Text
WW

AutoCAD SHX Text
1,774 SF (COVERAGE) 4,679 GROSS SF FFE=801.34 FFE=791.34 GARAGE

AutoCAD SHX Text
1,774 SF (COVERAGE) 4,679 GROSS SF FFE=794.37 FFE=784.37 GARAGE

AutoCAD SHX Text
1,774 SF (COVERAGE) 4,679 GROSS SF FFE=785.80 FFE=775.80 GARAGE

AutoCAD SHX Text
1,774 SF (COVERAGE) 4,679 GROSS SF FFE=777.73 FFE=767.73 GARAGE

AutoCAD SHX Text
CO

AutoCAD SHX Text
CO

AutoCAD SHX Text
CO

AutoCAD SHX Text
CO

AutoCAD SHX Text
WW

AutoCAD SHX Text
WW

AutoCAD SHX Text
WW

AutoCAD SHX Text
WW

AutoCAD SHX Text
WW

AutoCAD SHX Text
WW

AutoCAD SHX Text
WW

AutoCAD SHX Text
WW

AutoCAD SHX Text
WW

AutoCAD SHX Text
WW

AutoCAD SHX Text
BFP

AutoCAD SHX Text
BFP

AutoCAD SHX Text
BFP

AutoCAD SHX Text
APPROXIMATELY 110 LF OF 8" WATER MAIN

AutoCAD SHX Text
APPROXIMATELY 23 LF OF 8" WATER MAIN

AutoCAD SHX Text
8" VALVE

AutoCAD SHX Text
24" VALVE

AutoCAD SHX Text
0

AutoCAD SHX Text
40'

AutoCAD SHX Text
80'

AutoCAD SHX Text
20'

AutoCAD SHX Text
BY

AutoCAD SHX Text
REVISION

AutoCAD SHX Text
NO.

AutoCAD SHX Text
DATE

AutoCAD SHX Text
SER WATER 3/2/2016 10:58 AM  3/2/2016 10:58 AM 3/2/2016 10:58 AM 

AutoCAD SHX Text
2021 E. 5TH ST. #110 (OFFICE)   815-A BRAZOS ST. #319 (MAIL)  815-A BRAZOS ST. #319 (MAIL) 815-A BRAZOS ST. #319 (MAIL) AUSTIN, TEXAS 78702 (OFFICE), 78701 (MAIL)

AutoCAD SHX Text
TEXAS REG. NO. F-15964

AutoCAD SHX Text
DIRECTION OF FLOW

AutoCAD SHX Text
CURB / EDGE OF PAVEMENT

AutoCAD SHX Text
BOUNDARY / RIGHT OF WAY

AutoCAD SHX Text
TREE W/ TAG (TO REMAIN)

AutoCAD SHX Text
EASEMENT / SETBACK

AutoCAD SHX Text
####

AutoCAD SHX Text
RETAINING / SCREEN WALL

AutoCAD SHX Text
UTILITY POLE

AutoCAD SHX Text
SD

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
CO

AutoCAD SHX Text
G

AutoCAD SHX Text
WATER METER VAULT

AutoCAD SHX Text
WASTEWATER MANHOLE

AutoCAD SHX Text
CLEAN-OUT

AutoCAD SHX Text
WATER VALVE

AutoCAD SHX Text
FIRE HYDRANT

AutoCAD SHX Text
STORM DRAINAGE INLET

AutoCAD SHX Text
ELECTRIC MANHOLE

AutoCAD SHX Text
W

AutoCAD SHX Text
WATER MANHOLE

AutoCAD SHX Text
STORM DRAIN MANHOLE

AutoCAD SHX Text
ELEC. / TELE. RISER

AutoCAD SHX Text
GAS METER

AutoCAD SHX Text
WW

AutoCAD SHX Text
PROP. GRADE ELEVATIONS

AutoCAD SHX Text
XXXX

AutoCAD SHX Text
XXXX

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXIST. GRADE ELEVATIONS

AutoCAD SHX Text
STORM DRAIN LINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
SIGN

AutoCAD SHX Text
WATER LINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
OVERHEAD UTILITY LINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
6" WATER LINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
WASTEWATER LINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
8" WATER LINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
12" WATER LINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
24" WATER LINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
6" WASTEWATER LINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
8" WASTEWATER LINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
12" WASTEWATER LINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
WW FORCE MAIN

AutoCAD SHX Text
UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC

AutoCAD SHX Text
GAS LINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
M

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAIL BOX

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.	CONTRACTOR SHALL FURNISH AND INSTALL ALL MATERIALS AND CONTRACTOR SHALL FURNISH AND INSTALL ALL MATERIALS AND APPURTENANCES AS CALLED OUT ON PLANS. 2.	ALL WATER PIPE TO BE PVC C900 DR14 (BLUE) EXCEPT FOR ALL WATER PIPE TO BE PVC C900 DR14 (BLUE) EXCEPT FOR FIRE HYDRANT LEADS, WHICH ARE TO BE DUCTILE IRON CL350 PER DETAIL, AND SERVICE LEADS, WHICH ARE TYPE K COPPER, PER DETAIL.  3.	ALL VERTICAL AND HORIZONTAL WATER LINE BENDS SHALL BE ALL VERTICAL AND HORIZONTAL WATER LINE BENDS SHALL BE RESTRAINED TO THE MAIN USING MECHANICAL JOINT RESTRAINT DEVICES SUCH AS MEGA-LUG OR APPROVED EQUAL (SPL-WW-27A).  4.	FILL, COMPACT & TEST GROUND AT PROPOSED FINISHED GRADE FILL, COMPACT & TEST GROUND AT PROPOSED FINISHED GRADE ELEVATION TO 95% DENSITY PRIOR TO UTILITY CONSTRUCTION. 5.	REPAIR ASPHALT AS REQUIRED FOR INSTALLATION OF WATER & REPAIR ASPHALT AS REQUIRED FOR INSTALLATION OF WATER & WASTEWATER LINES PER C.O.A. DETAIL 1100S-2.  REFERENCE CONSTRUCTION DETAILS. 6.	NO COMBUSTIBLE CONSTRUCTION SHALL BEGIN ON THIS NO COMBUSTIBLE CONSTRUCTION SHALL BEGIN ON THIS PROJECT SITE UNTIL ADEQUATE FIRE FLOW IS AVAILABLE.  7.	EXISTING SERVICE LINE LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE AND NEED EXISTING SERVICE LINE LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE AND NEED TO BE FIELD VERIFIED.  8.	LIMITS OF CONSTRUCTION ARE SHOWN ON EROSION & LIMITS OF CONSTRUCTION ARE SHOWN ON EROSION & SEDIMENTATION CONTROL PLAN(S). 9.	ALL GRAVITY LINES ARE TO BE INSTALLED FROM DOWNSTREAM ALL GRAVITY LINES ARE TO BE INSTALLED FROM DOWNSTREAM TO UPSTREAM.  10.	ALL GRAVITY WASTEWATER PIPE TO BE PVC SDR-26 (GREEN).  ALL GRAVITY WASTEWATER PIPE TO BE PVC SDR-26 (GREEN).  11.	LOTS WITH 65 PSI OR GREATER REQUIRE A PRV, SET AT 65 LOTS WITH 65 PSI OR GREATER REQUIRE A PRV, SET AT 65 PSI, TO BE INSTALLED ON THE OWNERS SIDE OF THE WATER METER. 12.	UNDERGROUND MAINS FEEDING PRIVATE FIRE HYDRANTS MUST UNDERGROUND MAINS FEEDING PRIVATE FIRE HYDRANTS MUST BE INSTALLED AND TESTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH NFPA 24, AND THE FIRE CODE, BY A LICENSED CONTRACTOR WITH A PLUMBING PERMIT. THE ENTIRE MAIN MUST BY HYDROSTATICALLY TESTED AT ONE TIME, UNLESS ISOLATION VALVES ARE PROVIDED BETWEEN TESTED SECTIONS.  13.	ALL DOMESTIC WATER METERS SERVING CONDOMINIUM UNITS TO ALL DOMESTIC WATER METERS SERVING CONDOMINIUM UNITS TO BE 5/8" SIZE UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. 14.	REFERENCE GENERAL NOTES SHEET(S) FOR ADDITIONAL UTILITY REFERENCE GENERAL NOTES SHEET(S) FOR ADDITIONAL UTILITY NOTES.

AutoCAD SHX Text
66" WATER LINE



From: Tuttle, Emily
To:
Subject: RE: Spicewood Springs Road Draft Proposals
Date: Friday, August 31, 2018 2:51:00 PM

Good afternoon  – Thanks for your feedback and I will share this input with the project team.
Several of the topics you touch on will be determined as we move further into the design phase of
the project—how a potential shared use path will be striped, for example. A shared use path would
be paved, however.
 
We are not looking at adjusting speed limits as part of the design process. After project construction
is complete,  a speed study may be conducted to evaluate the speed limit and whether it should be
adjusted to better serve the new roadway design.
 
As for Alternative A, the intersection configuration you mention at Loop 360 was incorrect as printed
at the meeting. We are not reducing lanes, and I can see how the way we striped this in the
rendering is confusing. We are working with our designer to update these files.
 
The existing travel lane widths vary from 10.6’ – 14.3’ in different sections of the corridor. Proposed
travel lane widths for B and C are 11’.
 
Let me know if you have any further questions.
 
Thanks again,
 
Emily Tuttle
Public Information Specialist, Sr.
Austin Transportation Department
512-974-6509
 
From:  
Sent: Friday, August 31, 2018 12:38 AM
To: Tuttle, Emily <Emily.Tuttle@austintexas.gov>
Subject: Spicewood Springs Road Draft Proposals
 
Hi Ms. Tuttle!
 
Thank you so much for incorporating public input on the Spicewood Springs Mobility Project!
I have many questions, comments, and concerns. I'll try and organize my ideas the best I can
and I appreciate the welcoming of public input for this project.
 
Speed Limit
The one-lane design for the segment of Spicewood Springs Road under review seems to work
well by functionally connecting traffic from Mesa Dr. and Loop 1 to Loop 360. However, for
the 3 Alternatives and the No Build option, is there going to be any chance of increasing the
speed limit to 35mph to match the rest of the corridor?  It would be advantageous to raise the
speed limit regardless of whichever plan is chosen for numerous reasons: 

mailto:Emily.Tuttle@austintexas.gov


 

The concentration of residential and commercial facilities is lower on the 30mph section
under review which seems to be counterproductive to letting traffic move more
effectively when there is less traffic turning on and off the street. A median would mean
less traffic would be turning across traffic so a faster speed would be more appropriate.
Since there is one lane of traffic on each side for Alternative A, it is critical that traffic
flow be as efficient as possible because passing would not be available. 
Additionally, if a median was put in place such as in Alternative A or Alternative C, the
inability for head-on collisions to readily happen would enable higher speeds such as
35mph to match the rest of the thoroughfare, or ideally, 40mph. 
Spicewood Springs Road functions as a highway access road for the entire Northwest
Hills neighborhood, for Loop 360 and U.S. Route 183 (by Loop 360 Northbound).
Building a road or bringing up its standards to accommodate this function would be
more advantageous for the neighborhoods that the road serves.

 
For my neighborhood, family, and I, if the option No Build, Alternative A, or Alternative C,
were chosen, an appropriate speed limit would be 35 mph.  However, Alternative B's two
lanes of traffic on each side closely packed against each other seems very dangerous without a
median because it appears it would increase the risk of head-on collisions, similar to the
segment of Ranch to Market Road 2222 from Loop 360 to Spur 69.
 
Alternative A Intersection with Loop 360
On the Spicewood Springs Road Draft Alternatives sheet, it depicts the intersection between
Alternative A and Loop 360 with only two lanes Westbound, a left turn only lane, and a
shared straight and right turn lane. The current traffic pattern with three lanes, a left turn only,
a three-direction lane, and a right turn only lane is significantly more advantageous. The
current pattern relieves West Spicewood Springs congestion because it allows right turn only
traffic to move through the intersection while Loop 360 traffic moving North does not have to
stop. This is critical because Northwest Hills neighborhood's best access to U.S. Route 183 is
by going North on Loop 360. However, Eliminating a right turn lane would be unfavorable for
highway access and would increase traffic congestion. If Alternative A is implemented, I
would like to see that this traffic pattern at the intersection not be lost because of its value.
 
Shared Use Path
The draft alternatives for Alternative B and Alternative C includes a "Shared Use Path" but I
am unsure as to what this would look like. Would it be a raised dual use paved bicycle lane
and sidewalk? Would it be a paved bicycle lane and an unpaved at-level sidewalk? Would it
be an unpaved bicycle lane and sidewalk?
 
Lane Width
For Alternative B and Alternative C, would the lane width be decreased? I really like
Alternative C because the traffic pattern with a median and Michigan-left turn styled
interludes in the median allows much more comfortable traffic flow. However, Alternative B
and C would be less attractive if the lane width for these options would be diminished.
 
 
Thank you for reading through my comments and questions and I look forward to your
response.
 



Best,



From: Tuttle, Emily
To:
Cc: Landry, Genest; Terranova, Paul
Subject: RE: Feedback on Spicewood Springs Road Project
Date: Wednesday, September 05, 2018 12:07:00 PM

 – Conditions of the existing roadway were documented and considered alongside the
vision and goals of Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan. Additionally, as part of our public outreach
process last fall, we collected feedback from the community during a public comment period on
likes/dislikes regarding the existing roadway, and incomplete bicycle and pedestrian facilities was a
frequently cited concern.
 
We are in the middle of our public comment period for the draft alternatives, and your comments
will be included as part of this process. CC’d on this email is our project manager, Genest Landry, and
our program lead, Paul Terranova.
 
Thanks,
 
Emily Tuttle
Public Information Specialist, Sr.
Austin Transportation Department
512-974-6509
 
From:  
Sent: Friday, August 31, 2018 4:12 PM
To: Tuttle, Emily <Emily.Tuttle@austintexas.gov>
Subject: Re: Feedback on Spicewood Springs Road Project
 
Yes I'm well aware of Imagine Austin, including how the city council ignored it in relation to
the Austin Oaks project.
 
Unfortunately, your answer to me is the equivalent of "because we're not using any
discrimination or discernment and how we apply the plan". It's the equivalent of "if it applies
to one, it applies to all." It's the equivalent of "Who cares what makes sense here? We can
acknowledge it was a stupid mistake later after everybody has started screaming about what a
stupid and worthless waste of money it was."
 
Just like how citizens have been screaming that the fee in lieu of building affordable housing
was a ridiculously low joke, and now, years later, the city council is saying "hey, our 'fee in
lieu of' is entirely too low and we should do something about that.
 
Your answer is insufficient. Please advise who I need to escalate to. Or perhaps I should just
cut to the chase and get in touch with Alison Alter, if this generic response is the best you've
got.
 
On Fri, Aug 31, 2018, 3:50 PM Tuttle, Emily <Emily.Tuttle@austintexas.gov> wrote:

– Thanks for your email. In June 2014, Austin City Council adopted a Complete Streets
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Policy that helps to realize the community’s Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan vision for a
healthy, green, vibrant, compact and connected community. You can read the policy here.

As part of the Complete Streets Policy, the ordinance requires that all new road construction and
reconstruction projects will include “pedestrian and bicycle facilities.”

Please let me know if you have additional questions, and thanks for sharing this feedback.

Emily Tuttle
Public Information Specialist, Sr.
Austin Transportation Department
512-974-6509
 
From:  
Sent: Friday, August 31, 2018 3:38 PM
To: Tuttle, Emily <Emily.Tuttle@austintexas.gov>
Subject: Feedback on Spicewood Springs Road Project
 
Emily, 
 
Let me start by saying that I have lived in the neighborhoods around Spicewood Springs
Road since 1976. I have traveled on the section of road slated for improvements on a regular
basis for all of those 42 year.
 
Given the incredibly steep grade of that section of road, it is unsurprising that I cannot recall
ever seeing a single pedestrian or bicycle trying to climb that road. 
 
Yeah I was fully expecting whichever bonehead consultant the city hired would suggest that
bike and pedestrian lanes are needed there. It's almost as if some reusable pattern is being
robotically applied, with zero regard to the road conditions the pattern is being applied to. 
 
I expect to see an option that does NOT include pedestrian and bike paths, given the
steep grade of the road. Where is that option so I can submit my comments? What do I
have to do to get that most sensible of all options added to the choices?
 
Because the way it stands right now, not a one of the three options makes any sense for
those road conditions. In fact, it is so ridiculous to propose bike and pedestrian paths for that
road that it feels like those in charge of these designs have never personally driven the road
and have no clue what the road is like. Yes, it is that outrageous, what is being proposed.
 
Please advise why we are not being given an option to avoid bike and pedestrian lanes that
will cost money and narrow the road for no usable reason.
 

https://austintexas.gov/imagineaustin
http://www.austintexas.gov/sites/default/files/files/Transportation/Complete_Streets/Complete_Streets_signed_ordinance__20140612-119_.pdf
mailto:Emily.Tuttle@austintexas.gov


Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.

From:
To: Tuttle, Emily
Subject: Re: Provide feedback on three mobility and safety options for Spicewood Springs Road by Sept 14!
Date: Sunday, September 02, 2018 1:43:06 PM

Where is the 4th option, which avoids wasting money and space on bicycle and pedestrian lanes?
Have you even looked at this hill? Because if anyone involved in this project had simply laid
eyes on this road, there would be an understanding that no one's going to be walking up or biking
up that hill. As it is, there's no option to vote for that makes sense because the idiots are running
the asylum.

On Fri, Aug 31, 2018, 1:45 PM Austin Transportation Department
<Emily.Tuttle@austintexas.gov> wrote:

https://mailchi.mp/0c165ef4cf6a/provide-feedback-on-three-mobility-and-safety-options-for-spicewood-springs-road-by-sept-14?e=20455d0c20
mailto:Emily.Tuttle@austintexas.gov
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Review safety and mobility options for
Spicewood Springs Road

Thanks to everyone who came by our Spicewood Springs Road open house Wednesday
night to review information on possible safety and mobility improvements on Spicewood
Springs Road!
 
If you couldn't make the open house or would like to review the three draft alternatives for
safety and mobility improvements again, all materials and an online comment card are
available on AustinTexas.gov/SpicewoodSpringsRd. Feedback on the three draft
alternatives can be submitted through September 14.

This fall, staff will finalize one alternative to move into the design phase of the project,
which will begin immediately. 

The 2016 Mobility Bond, approved by voters in November 2016, includes funding for
preliminary engineering, design and construction of improvements on Spicewood Springs
Road between Loop 360 and Mesa Drive. For more information on the 2016 Mobility Bond,
visit AustinTexas.gov/2016Bond.

Want to change how you receive these emails?
You can update your preferences or unsubscribe from this list.

https://austintexas.us3.list-manage.com/track/click?u=da7c8480d321984a479109412&id=dafd50ecc5&e=20455d0c20
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https://austintexas.us3.list-manage.com/unsubscribe?u=da7c8480d321984a479109412&id=d2c0f44c34&e=20455d0c20&c=006aa01b94


From:
To: Tuttle, Emily
Subject: Project ID 11880.001 Spicewood Springs
Date: Tuesday, September 04, 2018 1:34:16 PM
Attachments:

Hello Emily,

I attended the meeting on August 29th. 

1. After studying the 3 alternative plans, I believe that alternative A or C are the best of the
3 alternatives. 

2. Alternative B provides no spacing between the autos and the bicycle lanes and therefore
is dangerous. 

3. Alternative C should move the most traffic, I like the separation and sharing of
bicycle/walking path.

4. I don't believe that you need separate  bicycle and walking paths as proposed by
alternative A. Also alternative A moves the least amount of traffic

5. I like the turnarounds but would like more detail as to what they would actually look
like. We own the office building at 4520 Spicewood Springs Road.  

Thanks,

 

The information contained in this electronic-mail message is confidential 
information intended only for the use of the individual(s) or entity named 
above. If you are not the intended recipient or the employee or agent 
responsible to deliver it to the intended recipient, you are notified that 
any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly 
prohibited. If you received this communication in error, please immediately 
notify us by telephone or return electronic-mail message and delete the sent 
message immediately. Thank you.
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From:
To: Tuttle, Emily
Subject: Re: Spicewood Springs Mobility Project
Date: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 11:43:53 PM

Sorry for the inconvenience but I had an additional thought. 

If there were a median all the way to the intersection from the Eastern beginning of
construction to the intersection with Adirondack Trail, I would like Alternative C. However
with the current drafts, I really like Alternative A and No Draft because it is much safer with
more spacious lanes. Also, having the middle turn lane and left turn options in No Build and
Alternative A relieves current traffic pressure. I am strong against B and C in their current
state.

On Wed, Sep 12, 2018 at 23:25 > wrote:
Hello!

I have a comment about the Spicewood Springs Mobility Project. 

I think not having a median or a middle lane would be dangerous because of the chance of
head-on collisions on the somewhat winding road. Thus, I don?t like Alternative B. I also do
not like the section near loop 360 without a median in Alternative C.

mailto:Emily.Tuttle@austintexas.gov


From:
To: Tuttle, Emily
Subject: Spicewood Springs rd Project
Date: Thursday, September 13, 2018 12:53:05 PM

Hi Emily,

We met at the open house recently and I did not yet get a chance to submit my feedback.  I
checked the website and can not find a way to do so online.  Please let me know if that is a
preferable method.  I cast my vote for option C.  The alternatives just do not make much sense
to me.  Option B is a road hazard with what will surely be lots more accidents, it is a bad
version of Burnett rd and I can not see a benefit.  Option A is essentially not much different
than what we have now so why expand if there will be no change.  That leaves option C as the
most sensible option.  

One request I do have.  Since the road will be busier and faster, I would like a chance to work
on my signage.  Who can I get in touch with at the city to discuss signage on the street?

Thank you
 

 

mailto:Emily.Tuttle@austintexas.gov


From:
To: Tuttle, Emily
Subject: RE: Spicewood Springs Road Project
Date: Friday, September 14, 2018 11:48:44 AM

Emily:
 
Thank you for your explanation.
 
I think I get it – the traffic delays in the PM westbound will be caused by the fewer opportunities to
turn left when going westbound and with shorter left turn lanes, traffic will be backed up into the
main lane and since eastbound traffic from 360 will be a continuous flow (Intersection changed to a
grade separated Intersection) it will make the ability to turn left just that much more difficult.  That
solution seems to be shortsighted as proposed; making longer turn lanes might alleviate the traffic
delays going westbound.  The fewer left turn lanes also force more people to make more U-turns
which in turn will further delay the cars trying to make a left turn as it requires more space between
cars to turn into the oncoming traffic without causing accidents or slowing things up.
 
Perhaps the biggest issue that I did not fully appreciate was that if the intersection at Spicewood
Springs and 360 is built as a grade separated intersection (i.e. no signals) then that alone will
encourage a huge volume of traffic to use Spicewood Springs Road as they will not be held up at the
360/Spicewood intersection. That mere change has the ability to turn Spicewood Springs Road into a
major artery making life for those that live or work on Spicewood Springs forever worse.  Is making
the 360/Spicewood intersection a grade separated intersection an absolute given or is that also up
for comment and review?
 
I understand the need for mobility, but sacrificing those who live and work on Spicewood Springs for
the benefit of the thru or transit drivers seems unfair.  The through drivers should use the freeways
(360, 183, and Mopac) and keep heavy traffic off side streets which are for neighborhood or
localized traffic.
 
I noted the number of crashes at various points on the project map, but it is not clear from the
information presented what the causes of the crashes are and whether the introduction of a median
and left turn lanes would necessarily reduce the accident rate. I am concerned that cars having to
make U-turns and have to find their way into the traffic could potentially be the cause of more
accidents (and delays) when the continuous flow of cars forces them to be impatient and they find
the urge to ease into the traffic when it is not safe to do so.  While I am not a great fan of multiple
traffic lights, perhaps left turn signals (traffic Lights) which are traffic sensitive activated, might be an
answer to allow cars to safety U-turn and/or perform a left turn – this may help the balance of
allowing those who live and work on Spicewood Springs Road to access their properties or work with
a degree of ease while not turning Spicewood Springs Road into a non-stop continuous flow of traffic
and easy route for drivers who are doing nothing more than passing through.
 
Sincerely
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From: Tuttle, Emily <Emily.Tuttle@austintexas.gov> 
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2018 10:01 AM

Subject: RE: Spicewood Springs Road Project
 
Good morning - Thanks for your email. The modeling we have done for the three build alternatives
and the 2027 No Build also capture TxDOT’s upcoming project at Loop 360.
 
If Loop 360 is built by TxDOT as a grade separated intersection (as planned and assumed by this
modeling), the traffic flow will change. Instead of the gaps in traffic coming from Loop 360 that occur
now due to the traffic signal, the new grade separated configuration will produce a consistent flow
of traffic because Loop 360 will no longer be signalized. Additionally, Alternatives A and C both add
medians, so the number of locations that will be available to make left turns will be reduced
compared to present day conditions. The Alternative A modeling shows that this consistent flow of
traffic, coupled with the reduced number of locations to make these left turns, will increase peak
hour delay because the queue at the locations where people can make left turns/u turns may exceed
the storage space in the left-turn bays. Since there is only one lane in each direction in Alternative A,
if vehicles back up waiting for the left-turn bay space, through-traffic will be delayed.
 
There are, however, considerable safety benefits to Alternative A. The number of vehicle conflict
points is reduced and we anticipate significant crash reductions (see the safety board) as a result of
adding medians. Increasing safety and reducing congestion are both key project goals.
 
Please let me know if this makes sense or if you have additional questions—I’m happy to discuss on
the phone if that’s easier.
 
Thanks,
Emily
 

From:  
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2018 8:49 PM
To: Tuttle, Emily <Emily.Tuttle@austintexas.gov>
Subject: Spicewood Springs Road Project
Importance: High
 
Hi Emily:
 
I was reviewing the traffic delay chart and noticed that the No Build option seems to be significantly
better than the Alternative A option.  Could you Please explain why the traffic delays are worse with
that option than with a No Build option.
 
Also the only real increase in traffic delays for the No Build Option is the PM westbound. The other
three peak travel times seems to be somewhat similar to the current counts in 2017 – could you
please explain why the PM westbound increases the way it does bit the others are relatively
stagnant.
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Thank you
 

 
 



From:
To: Tuttle, Emily
Subject: Spicewood Springs
Date: Friday, September 14, 2018 4:32:10 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Emily:

As an owner of a building on Spicewood Springs, I support "option C".

Thank you

-- 

                      

Advisory services offered through Per Stirling Capital Management, LLC. 
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From:
To: Spillar, Rob
Cc: Emily Chenevert; Amy Everhart; Goode, Robert; Tuttle, Emily
Subject: Comments on Spicewood Springs Road Improvements, 2016 Mobility Bond
Date: Friday, September 14, 2018 7:21:45 PM
Attachments: ABoRCommentsSpicewoodSpringsRd_14Sept2018.pdf
Importance: High

Hello Director Spillar, I am submitting the attached comments in response to the proposed
Spicewood Springs Mobility Project alternatives on behalf of our CEO, Emily Chenevert. I
also want to offer our gratitude for the Spicewood Springs team at ATD taking the time to
visit our headquarters and present the alternatives to our management in person.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions about the attached comments, and I would
be happy to set up a meeting or a call with our management to further discuss our
concerns.
 
Many thanks,
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MEMO  
  
  
TO:     Robert  Spillar,  Director,  Austin  Transportation  Department    
FROM:     Emily  Chenevert,  CEO,  Austin  Board  of  REALTORS®  
Cc:     Robert  Goode,  Assistant  City  Manager  


Emily  Tuttle,  Public  Information  Specialist,  Austin  Transportation  Department  
Alison  Alter,  Austin  City  Council  Member,  District  10  
     


DATE:     September  14,  2018  
  
RE:     Comments  on  Spicewood  Springs  Road  Improvements,  2016  Mobility  Bond  
  
  
Dear  Mr.  Spillar,  
  
After  reviewing  the  alternatives  developed  by  the  Austin  Transportation  Department,  the  
Austin  Board  of  REALTORS®  respectfully  submits  the  below  comments  on  behalf  of  our  
13,000  members.  ABoR  offers  these  comments  for  our  membership  as  well  as  our  
member  event  center,  which  provides  much-­needed  events  space  and  is  regularly  
available  free-­of-­charge  to  community  partners,  such  as  AISD,  nonprofit  organizations,  
neighborhood  groups,  and  local  governments.    
  
ABoR  has  some  real  concerns  about  how  the  proposed  alternatives  A-­C  will  impact  our  
ability  to  hold  essential  member  activities  at  our  headquarters.  With  regard  to  the  
alternatives  presented,  Alternative  C  appears  to  be  the  only  viable  option  that  would  
increase  travel  capacity  while  affording  relatively  safe  ingress  and  egress  to  the  many  
sites  along  Spicewood  Springs  Rd.  Alternative  A  does  not  address  long-­term  traffic  
capacity  needs,  while  Alternative  B  appears  to  pose  safety  concerns  for  both  through  
traffic  and  vehicles  attempting  to  merge  onto  Spicewood  Springs  from  local  residences  
and  businesses.  
  
The  Alternative  C  layout,  however,  is  problematic  in  that  it  does  not  provide  for  a  left-­
hand  turn  out  of  either  of  ABoR’s  parking  lot  access  points.  Under  Alternative  C,  
vehicles  leaving  our  headquarters  and  traveling  east  on  Spicewood  must  merge  into  the  
left  lane  heading  west  and  then  make  a  U-­turn  in  order  to  reverse  directions  and  access  
Mesa  Dr.,  Far  West  Blvd.,  and  Anderson  Ln.    
  
ABoR  is  concerned  about  the  need  for  vehicles  to  make  U-­turns  as  an  alternative  to  a  
left  turn  on  several  grounds:    
  


•   vehicles  attempting  to  make  U-­turns  could  be  at  greater  risk  of  collision  from  
continuous  oncoming  traffic  traveling  east  from  Hwy  360;;  







  


•   with  increased  traffic  volume  and  more  steady  traffic  flow  stemming  from  Hwy  
360,  vehicles  attempting  to  make  a  U-­turn  might  have  to  wait  a  long  time;;  


•   demand  to  travel  east  will  likely  be  high  enough  during  peak  hours  to  cause  
backups  in  the  median  turnouts  from  vehicles  waiting  to  make  a  U-­turn;;  and    


•   this  could  cause  standing  traffic  in  the  left  westbound  lane  and  create  dangerous  
speed  differentials  for  traffic  heading  in  that  direction.  


  
    
The  mobility  and  safety  concerns  posed  by  these  alternatives  are  strong  sources  of  
concern  for  ABoR’s  leadership  and  management.    
  
As  you  may  know,  ABoR  spent  over  $310,000  just  three  years  ago  as  part  of  a  cost-­
sharing  agreement  with  the  City  to  construct  a  new  turn  lane  that  improves  safety  both  
for  ABoR  members  and  surrounding  residences  and  businesses.  We  spent  these  funds  
without  hesitation  with  guidance  from  the  City  this  would  be  an  important  safety  
improvement  for  Spicewood  Springs.  It  is  therefore  concerning  to  us  that  many  of  the  
alternatives,  including  Alternative  C,  eliminate  this  turn  lane  and,  along  with  it,  the  
access  and  safety  advantages  that  prompted  its  construction.    
  
ABoR  has  enjoyed  a  strong  partnership  with  the  City  in  developing  a  headquarters  site  
that  is  reflective  of  community  goals  –  achieving  a  high  level  of  LEED  certification,  
adding  a  row  of  mature,  native  oak  trees  along  Spicewood  Springs,  building  sidewalks,  
and  adding  a  public-­access  park.    We  hope  to  address  our  concerns  in  the  context  of  
this  partnership  and  identify  an  improved  road  configuration  that  will  work  for  the  
thousands  of  members  and  others  who  rely  on  safe  access  to  ABoR’s  HQ  each  year.    
  
While  we  do  not  believe  the  current  proposals  are  workable  for  us,  we  are  eager  to  
partner  with  the  City  toward  an  outcome  that  improves  safety  and  access  for  all  who  rely  
on  Spicewood  Springs  Rd.  







  
  
  

  

MEMO  
  
  
TO:     Robert  Spillar,  Director,  Austin  Transportation  Department    
FROM:          
Cc:     Robert  Goode,  Assistant  City  Manager  

Emily  Tuttle,  Public  Information  Specialist,  Austin  Transportation  Department  
Alison  Alter,  Austin  City  Council  Member,  District  10  
     

DATE:     September  14,  2018  
  
RE:     Comments  on  Spicewood  Springs  Road  Improvements,  2016  Mobility  Bond  
  
  
Dear  Mr.  Spillar,  
  
After  reviewing  the  alternatives  developed  by  the  Austin  Transportation  Department,  the  
Austin  Board  of  REALTORS®  respectfully  submits  the  below  comments  on  behalf  of  our  
13,000  members.  ABoR  offers  these  comments  for  our  membership  as  well  as  our  
member  event  center,  which  provides  much-­needed  events  space  and  is  regularly  
available  free-­of-­charge  to  community  partners,  such  as  AISD,  nonprofit  organizations,  
neighborhood  groups,  and  local  governments.    
  
ABoR  has  some  real  concerns  about  how  the  proposed  alternatives  A-­C  will  impact  our  
ability  to  hold  essential  member  activities  at  our  headquarters.  With  regard  to  the  
alternatives  presented,  Alternative  C  appears  to  be  the  only  viable  option  that  would  
increase  travel  capacity  while  affording  relatively  safe  ingress  and  egress  to  the  many  
sites  along  Spicewood  Springs  Rd.  Alternative  A  does  not  address  long-­term  traffic  
capacity  needs,  while  Alternative  B  appears  to  pose  safety  concerns  for  both  through  
traffic  and  vehicles  attempting  to  merge  onto  Spicewood  Springs  from  local  residences  
and  businesses.  
  
The  Alternative  C  layout,  however,  is  problematic  in  that  it  does  not  provide  for  a  left-­
hand  turn  out  of  either  of  ABoR’s  parking  lot  access  points.  Under  Alternative  C,  
vehicles  leaving  our  headquarters  and  traveling  east  on  Spicewood  must  merge  into  the  
left  lane  heading  west  and  then  make  a  U-­turn  in  order  to  reverse  directions  and  access  
Mesa  Dr.,  Far  West  Blvd.,  and  Anderson  Ln.    
  
ABoR  is  concerned  about  the  need  for  vehicles  to  make  U-­turns  as  an  alternative  to  a  
left  turn  on  several  grounds:    
  

•   vehicles  attempting  to  make  U-­turns  could  be  at  greater  risk  of  collision  from  
continuous  oncoming  traffic  traveling  east  from  Hwy  360;;  



  

•   with  increased  traffic  volume  and  more  steady  traffic  flow  stemming  from  Hwy  
360,  vehicles  attempting  to  make  a  U-­turn  might  have  to  wait  a  long  time;;  

•   demand  to  travel  east  will  likely  be  high  enough  during  peak  hours  to  cause  
backups  in  the  median  turnouts  from  vehicles  waiting  to  make  a  U-­turn;;  and    

•   this  could  cause  standing  traffic  in  the  left  westbound  lane  and  create  dangerous  
speed  differentials  for  traffic  heading  in  that  direction.  

  
    
The  mobility  and  safety  concerns  posed  by  these  alternatives  are  strong  sources  of  
concern  for  ABoR’s  leadership  and  management.    
  
As  you  may  know,  ABoR  spent  over  $310,000  just  three  years  ago  as  part  of  a  cost-­
sharing  agreement  with  the  City  to  construct  a  new  turn  lane  that  improves  safety  both  
for  ABoR  members  and  surrounding  residences  and  businesses.  We  spent  these  funds  
without  hesitation  with  guidance  from  the  City  this  would  be  an  important  safety  
improvement  for  Spicewood  Springs.  It  is  therefore  concerning  to  us  that  many  of  the  
alternatives,  including  Alternative  C,  eliminate  this  turn  lane  and,  along  with  it,  the  
access  and  safety  advantages  that  prompted  its  construction.    
  
ABoR  has  enjoyed  a  strong  partnership  with  the  City  in  developing  a  headquarters  site  
that  is  reflective  of  community  goals  –  achieving  a  high  level  of  LEED  certification,  
adding  a  row  of  mature,  native  oak  trees  along  Spicewood  Springs,  building  sidewalks,  
and  adding  a  public-­access  park.    We  hope  to  address  our  concerns  in  the  context  of  
this  partnership  and  identify  an  improved  road  configuration  that  will  work  for  the  
thousands  of  members  and  others  who  rely  on  safe  access  to  ABoR’s  HQ  each  year.    
  
While  we  do  not  believe  the  current  proposals  are  workable  for  us,  we  are  eager  to  
partner  with  the  City  toward  an  outcome  that  improves  safety  and  access  for  all  who  rely  
on  Spicewood  Springs  Rd.  
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