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INITIATING THE DOWNTOWN MASTER PLAN 

The City of Round Rock will be initi ati ng a Downtown Master Plan process for 
a porti on of the City that lies within an area generally bounded by Interstate 
Highway 35 on the west, the Union Pacifi c railway line on the south, and Brushy 
Creek on the north and east. (See the graphic below.)  Main Street is the area’s 
primary east/west street.  A short, but important, porti on of Round Rock Avenue 
connects the downtown to IH 35.  Mays Street is the primary north/south street 
through the heart of downtown, while Georgetown Avenue connects Main Street 
to US 79 across Brushy Creek. Dell’s Round Rock campus, approximately two 
miles south of downtown, is a dominant presence in the City, with approximately 
10,000 employees on site.  Several subdistricts exist within the boundaries of 
Downtown, each with their own character, such as the retail core, the southwest 
downtown, site of the new City Hall, and areas that make up the Heart of Round 
Rock neighborhood.  

The Downtown Master Plan process will be a broad, inclusive community eff ort 
that covers multi ple issues.  This report describes initi al informati on gathered from 

Downtown Development Study Area
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an intensive two-day series of focus groups, interviews, and a public meeti ng with 
key stakeholders, technical experts, and members of the community.  The intent 
of these meeti ngs was to develop an understanding of the area’s issues to ensure 
that the City and their consultants include appropriate topics in upcoming sector 
development plan work. This initi al informati on gathering gives the planning team 
a means to develop a well-informed, publicly accessible eff ort when the planning 
process offi  cially begins.  The report also includes a proposed scope of work 
developed aft er the informati on gathering stage that will guide the Downtown 
Master Plan development process.

To assist with this intensive informati on gathering and analysis the City hired 
Glatti  ng Jackson Kercher Anglin, Inc. of Orlando, Florida.  The Glatti  ng team 
interviewed more than forty individuals and conducted a large public meeti ng on 
November 27 and 28, 2007.  Approxi mately 140 people parti cipated in the public 
meeti ng.  Parti cipants included representati ves of City departments and regional 
agen cies, business owners, neighborhood representati ves, residents, property 
owners, developers, elected officials, representati ves of non-profit businesses, 
and others with an interest in the area.  (See the parti cipant list at the end of this 
report.) 

On November 29, City staff and the consultant team mem bers met to assess 
collected informati on and to begin discussions about a possible scope of work 
to ad dress area issues. The interviews and meeti ngs summa rized here are a fi rst 
step to understanding area issues and assets that will inform soluti ons later in 
the planning process.  The planning process will develop a broad vision based 
on community parti cipati on. It is not the intent of a Downtown Master Plan to 
change functi oning and positi vely contributi ng parts of the community or to follow 
predetermined soluti ons. Ideally, the plan objec ti ves will be based on community 
assets.  The planning process will delve into and work to resolve challenges that 
might impede positi ve change.

Downtown Development Study Area In Relati on to City Limits
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STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEW COMMENTS

Defi niti on of Downtown

Downtown Round Rock has maintained its identi ty as a central place.  The two 
block secti on of Main Street between Mays and Sheppard Streets was identi fi ed 
by all of the stakeholders as the core of Downtown.  While some people have 
a hard ti me seeing past the two core blocks as the extent of Downtown, many 
people we interviewed defi ned Downtown much more broadly.  The area called 
out as Downtown by the stakeholders was identi fi ed as generally having a “good 
feel”.  Many of the stakeholders indicated a broader area beyond this core as 
either already an identi fi able part of downtown or a potenti al growth area for the 
downtown core.  

There is a strong desire to grow Downtown.  This growth is seen as necessary to 
making Round Rock a complete place; more than a bedroom community or merely 
an Austi n suburb.  Suburban developments have come to defi ne Round Rock, even 
though there is a signifi cant employment and retail base.  There is recogniti on by 
most of the leadership of the City that a grouping of historic buildings by itself 
doesn’t make Round Rock special, and Downtown must grow beyond these historic 
blocks to remain vital.  However, the planning process should outline the desired 
character for each part of Downtown, and not rely on a one-size-fi ts-all soluti on, 
and this character must respect and build on the history, geography,  culture, and 
potenti al of the existi ng place.

While this growth is seen as necessary, almost everyone expressed a desire to 
maintain the character of the historic core in redevelopment acti viti es.  This 
character was defi ned as being made up of building scale (lower and more human-
scale), indigenous materials (limestone facades), walkability (sidewalks and slow 
speed traffi  c environment), and the integrati on of commercial and residenti al uses 
in close proximity to one another.  These broad parameters should be respected 
during the redevelopment process in order to transform an area that many observe 
as “just a bump in the road” into a complete place that respects its prevailing 
geography, history, and culture and will benefi t the greater City and create a true 
sense of place.

Brushy Creek

All of the stakeholders recognized that Brushy Creek presents the City with a 
tremendous opportunity that has not been capitalized upon to date.  The parks 
along the Creek, Veterans Park and Memorial Park, are loved by those in close 
proximity to them but bypassed by most outside the neighborhoods.  Many talked 
of the amenity value the creek presents and the importance of maintaining a public 
edge to the creek as development inevitably occurs, as well as the possibility of 
connecti ng to a larger regional trail system with desti nati ons outside Downtown.
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Walkability

The stakeholders addressed many aspects of walkability as needs to maximize the 
potenti al of Downtown.  First, there is agreement that something must be done 
to address the barrier to pedestrians that Mays Street presents.  The conditi ons 
at the Mays/Main intersecti on specifi cally create an environment that is hosti le 
to pedestrians and not conducive to the expansion of Main Street to the west.  
Additi onally, several of those interviewed pointed out the lack of sidewalks and 
pedestrian accommodati ons in the neighborhoods surrounding downtown.  Not 
surprisingly, those residents who were interviewed appreciated the benefi ts of 
the walkable scale of the neighborhood, with lots of desti nati ons within a short 
walk, but did not enjoy walking to those desti nati ons while sharing the pavement 
with cars.

Public Space

Many stakeholders interviewed stated that Round Rock had litt le sense of place 
and was in need of a community gathering space that could serve as a focal 
point for downtown development.  Several of the interviewees pointed to the 
courthouse square in Georgetown as a positi ve example of a public space – the 
type that downtown is lacking.

Urban Form

The stakeholder interviews identi fi ed a desire to develop in a more dense, urban 
fashion in and around Downtown.  To that end, several stakeholders identi fi ed 
the need for residenti al products that encourage urban lifestyles and the need to 
have more dense residenti al uses adjacent to Downtown to overcome the lack of 
intensity that makes the area feel lifeless.  

Traffi  c

Several Downtown stakeholder comments centered around a few roads, the size 
and speed of which are seen as barriers to the growth of downtown.  Mays, Round 
Rock Avenue, and Georgetown Street were frequently identi fi ed as having the 
highest volumes, highest speeds, and most divisive roles in the neighborhood.  
Additi onally, because of natural and manmade features, access into Downtown is 
limited to only a few connecti ons.  

Parking

Comments about the Downtown parking situati on varied widely.  Parking is a 
barrier to downtown development.  While some stakeholders contend that parking 
uti lizati on is the real issue, not parking provisions, there is a strong percepti on 
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among Downtown businesspeople that there is a parking shortage downtown, 
even with the limited amount of retail on Main Street.  Parking and access is an 
issue for users and for employees.  On-street parking is provided, and appears to 
be well-used.  A parking garage serves both the City Hall and Main Street retailers 
and restaurants.  However, the garage is rarely full.  Access to the garage is down a 
fairly dark, potenti ally scary street, making it unlikely to be used at night.  

Infrastructure

City staff  indicated that uti liti es are being brought up to standard for current levels 
and types of development in the southwest downtown area.  Several leaders 
pointed out that the areas surrounding downtown are in need of infrastructure 
such as water and wastewater uti lity improvements, sidewalks, streetlights, etc…, 
and that the lack of infrastructure may be holding back potenti al increases in 
development intensiti es.

Aff ordability

Many stakeholders are concerned about the ability to maintain aff ordability 
in Downtown neighborhoods once redevelopment occurs, and are especially 
concerned about the eff ects of redevelopment on residents of “The Flat.”

Process

Many issues were brought out related to the process of creati ng a plan for the area.  
These issues included ways to keep a commitment to this vision in the future, the 
need for a strategy to att ract community builders, including development standards 
that address form, not just land uses and zoning standards, and to have those 
standards in place concurrent with plan adopti on, and the need for a coordinated 
plan of infrastructure investments to support intended development form.  

Market

While everyone recognizes the need to take a long view - this should be a 25-year (or 
longer) vision - anything the City does has to be done with a market reality in mind.  
Stakeholders indicated the need to create the regulatory and market environment  
for neighborhood investment to occur, rather than the speculati on that is currently 
underway in porti ons of the neighborhood, and a willingness to investi gate the 
possibiliti es for incenti ves for redevelopment or new development.    
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THE PUBLIC MEETING: PRESENTING IDEAS AND HEARING THE COMMUNITY’S 
FEEDBACK 

The City and its consultant presented some of these initi al fi ndings to the public 
on November 28, 2007 at the Baca Center.  The high degree of public turnout 
would seem to indicate the community’s strong interest in many of the downtown 
area’s issues and concerns that a master plan for the area would adequately 
express their wishes for the area.  Generally, the concerns stated by the public 
refl ected many of the concerns noted by public agency representati ves and other 
downtown stakeholders during the preceding two days of focus group meeti ngs. 
Early community involvement in considering the issues of the downtown is 
essenti al to developing a useful plan. 

Overview of the Acti viti es 

Will Hampton, City of Round Rock Communicati ons Director, opened the evening 
presentati on by outlining the pur pose of the November 27 and 28 focus groups, 
interviews, and public meeti ng - to learn more about the area and hear con cerns 
from the public.  These remarks stressed that the offi  cial planning process for the 
Downtown Master Plan had not yet begun, and the night’s input would help to 
defi ne the objecti ves of a master plan.  

Community Values 

The meeti ng facilitators invited parti cipants to share what they most value in a 
community, including ele ments that do or do not exist in the downtown area 
today. The intent of this exercise was to elicit a broad community vision, from the 
infrastructure that accom modates daily functi ons to the ameniti es and character 
that enrich quality of life.  Parti cipants were invited to write down three diff erent 
values, expressed as a concise word or phrase, on Post-It notes.  The meeti ng 
facilita tors then organized these thoughts by general themes.  The general themes 
or values summarized here are followed by the number of statements about that 
subject.  A full list of the values is included at the end of this report.

History/Historic Value  (31)

Walkability/Sidewalks/Traffi  c  (27) 

Safety/Security  (21)

Small town Feel  (12)

Small/Thriving Businesses/Commerce  (11)

Liveliness/Entertainment  (10)

Food/Restaurants  ( 9)

Community  ( 9)

Home/Family  (8)

Culture/Character  (7)

The meeti ng facilitators explained that this exercise lets planners know what a 
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community values, beginning with a focus on assets that the community wishes 
to develop or already has developed to some degree. 

Key Issues 

Meeti ng parti cipants conti nued their discussion by arti c ulati ng key issues that 
should be taken into considerati on when the master plan process begins in earnest.  
The parti cipants wrote their issues on large sheets of paper.  These sheets were 
placed on the wall for review by the enti re group.  Parti cipants then used color 
dots to cast three votes for issues they felt were most important.  Parti cipants 
were allowed to use multi ple votes for individual issues.  Due to crowded meeti ng 
room conditi ons, some parti cipants left  before the voti ng exercise.   

The evening’s facilitators used this voti ng process to gauge which issues had the 
most momentum and mean ing in the community at the ti me of the meeti ng.   All 
of these issues will be reintroduced for discussion and pos sible expansion when 
the planning process for the Downtown Master Plan begins.  A full list of the issues 
that were identi fi ed by the community is included at the end of this report.

Uses and Programming (102 votes)

Many of the parti cipants indicated an interest in developing and growing 
the uses downtown to include more restaurants and retail establishments.  
For some of the groups, this idea was also expanded to include the 
programming and marketi ng of downtown and its businesses.  Additi onally, 
there was strong support for the development of an entertainment/
restaurant district downtown, which garnered the most votes of any single 
issue identi fi ed by the groups.

Historical Qualiti es (54 votes)

Consistent with the values exercise, there was a strong response indicati ng 
the desire of the community to maintain the historical value and look of 
downtown.

Walkability (32 votes)

Issues surrounding the conditi ons of the pedestrian environment of 
downtown drew a signifi cant interest from the parti cipants.  In general, 
meeti ng parti cipants identi fi ed the need for sidewalks and a general 
improvement in walking conditi ons throughout the downtown area.

Urban Form (32 votes)

The parti cipants identi fi ed several issues related to the urban form of 
downtown.  Among these issues were new urbanism and mixed-use 
zoning, as well as high-density housing and connecti ons between newer 
development and the existi ng downtown core.

Traffi  c (25 votes)

As expected, issues of streets and traffi  c movement ranked highly, 
especially traffi  c fl ow through residenti al areas.
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Public Spaces (24 votes)

Meeti ng parti cipants clustered around the idea of creati ng a public square 
or gathering space as an important issue to address in the downtown 
planning process.  Additi onally, they identi fi ed the need for more green 
space in downtown neighborhoods.

Parking (18 votes)

Accessibility to downtown businesses and the real or perceived lack of 
parking att racted the votes of several parti cipants.  These issues ranged 
from the underuti lizati on of the existi ng parking garage to improving traffi  c 
control and parking to the lack of parking signage.

Streetscape/Public Realm (16 votes)

Several meeti ng parti cipants identi fi ed the need for improved detailing of 
the public realm, including lighti ng, signage, beauti fi cati on, and general 
aestheti c improvements.

Best of Round Rock -- Worst of Round Rock Exercise 

The evening closed with an overview of what a downtown planning process 
can be for a community, parti cularly as it concerns tying the revitalizati on of 
an area and its major corridor to a balanced transportati on network supporti ng 
transit, pedestrians, bicycles and a healthy business climate.  This presentati on 
introduced the fi nal exercise of the evening, which centered on the identi fi cati on 
of those places in the community that refl ected the best elements of Downtown, 
and those places that were seen as the worst pieces of Downtown.  Where the 
previous exercises provide more general comments and insights into downtown 
issues, the “Best of/Worst of” exercise gives the facilitators concrete locati ons for 
needed improvements and places around which to build character.
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Best of Round Rock

Main Street

The two blocks of Main Street east of Mays, which 
consti tute the core of the traditi onal downtown, drew 
praise as a place whose character can be capitalized on 
in future development acti viti es. 

Brushy Creek

Parti cipants identi fi ed the western two-thirds of Brushy 
Creek, from Memorial Park to Veterans Park, as an 
underuti lized gem of a natural space. 

Civic Complex

The Baca Center and the McConico Building, along with 
the future City Hall site, were identi fi ed as part of the 
Best of Round Rock.  

Goodrich Estate

Many meeti ng parti cipants looked favorably on the 
historic home and well-kept gardens and landscape of 
the Goodrich Estate as an asset to downtown.
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Worst of Round Rock

Mays/Main/Round Rock Avenue Intersecti on

The main intersecti on in town, which should be 
the highest performing space for Downtown, was 
identi fi ed as underperforming – for pedestrians, 
for cars, and for development.

Railroad Edge

From the inelegant transiti on between the retail 
blocks and the Texas Gypsum site, to the low, 
dirty, dark underpass, to the body shops west of 
the Mays viaduct, Downtown’s railroad edge drew 
poor rati ngs from the community.  

Round Rock Avenue

The suburban strip nature of development along 
the street and the percepti on of dangerous 
intersecti ons was pointed out as needing 
improvement.

Existi ng Development on Brushy Creek

The ragged edge of the neighborhood near the 
intersecti on of Georgetown Street and Pecan 
Street along Bushy Creek is viewed by the 
community as in need of improvement. 
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Ballfi elds Proposal

Many residents of the Heart of Round Rock neighborhood raised concerns about a 
recent proposal to convert the privately owned Sam Bass Ballfi elds on Main Street 
to a site for one or more social services center(s).  Residents are concerned that the 
locati on of these uses at this site will increase traffi  c on neighborhood streets that 
are already seen as too fast and dangerous to pedestrians, parti cularly Georgetown 
Street.  The proposed use’s compati bility with a residenti al neighborhood – in 
physical form, massing, and street orientati on, in primary and secondary uses, and 
in future uses beyond the current proposal – is questi oned by many stakeholders.  
Residents have worked through the years to preserve the aestheti cs and feel of 
the neighborhood, and are quite concerned about the impact of this type of use 
on the neighborhood.  A full evaluati on of the potenti al for both the use and the 
site should be included as a part of the scope of the Downtown Master Plan.
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ROUND ROCK DOWNTOWN MASTER PLAN

Draft  Scope of Services

January 2008

PROJECT UNDERSTANDING

The City of Round Rock is developing an integrated land use, transportati on, and economic development 
Downtown Master Plan.  Our vision for downtown is a thriving town center, beyond the two-block historic 
area, that features a viable mix of residenti al, commercial, retail, dining, entertainment and public space uses 
in a walkable environment that enhances Round Rock’s economy, quality of life, and sense of place.  To initi ate 
this eff ort the City conducted an interacti ve three-day scoping eff ort with vested stakeholders – partner public 
agencies, business owners, property owners, neighborhood leaders, and area residents.

The Downtown Master Plan will include the creati on of an urban design vision for the area, land development 
regulati ons, public space development, guidance for transportati on and uti lity infrastructure, steps for 
neighborhood preservati on, and economic development strategies necessary to support the desired vision, 
and will establish a regulatory framework to guide future private investment.  The regulati ons may vary 
signifi cantly for diff erent porti ons of the study area.

The values and issues identi fi ed during a public workshop and the informati on derived from focus group 
meeti ngs and in terviews will help to guide the scope of a Downtown Master Plan.  Although the issues 
present ed in the previous pages will not be the only areas explored in the planning process, they represent 
some of the major points made throughout the two days of initi al meeti ngs conducted during the three-day 
scoping eff ort.

Process and Parti cipants

The Downtown Master Plan process will be led by a project team including perti nent City of Round Rock 
departments.

• Project Management – City of Round Rock 

• Consultant Team (to include, but not limited to)

o Urban Designer (Project Manager)
o Architect
o Landscape Architect
o Planner/Code Writer
o Transportati on Planner
o Civil Engineer
o Wayfi nding Specialist
o Real Estate Market Analyst
o Preservati onist
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SCOPE OF SERVICES

1.0 – Project Management, Coordinati on and Communicati on - In additi on to the specifi c services detailed 
below, the Consultant Team shall coordinate with the City of Round Rock the documented scope of services 
contained herein, parti cipate in team conference calls, and provide ti mely invoicing and reporti ng of project 
progress.  

2.0 – Public Involvement Strategy - The Consultant Team shall work with City staff  to develop a public 
involvement strategy to engage parti cipati on at all levels of the community, from elected offi  cials to the 
general public throughout the length of the planning process.  This task may include public meeti ngs, individual 
interviews, workshops, surveys, charrett es, or other means.

3.0 – Contextual Analysis and Development of Issues and Opportuniti es - The Consultant Team shall 
work with the City to assess background informati on needs and availability.  Based on this informati on, the 
Consultant Team shall analyze existi ng conditi ons from the standpoint of urban design, transportati on, land 
use, housing, and market suitability.  The outcome of this analysis shall be a list of issues and opportuniti es to 
guide the objecti ves of the Master Plan.  Specifi c items to be studied are:

• Physical Inventory – The Consultant Team will analyze and map existi ng and proposed future land 
uses, ecological features, historical/cultural features, vacant or underuti lized land, public space/parks, 
neighborhoods, building and development patt erns, etc.

• Land Use History – The Consultant Team will develop a descripti on of the land use and development 
history of the downtown area in order to place past trends in the context of future opportuniti es.

• Transportati on Assessment - The transportati on assessment shall include an existi ng-conditi ons 
analysis and micro-simulati on as well as a 20-year forecast establishing the relati onship of the 
transportati on system to the surroundings; and identi fi cati on of necessary additi ons or enhancements 
for bett er circulati on, or connecti vity. The assessment will include existi ng traffi  c operati ons and transit, 
pedestrian, and bicycle circulati on.

• Demographic Assessment – The Consultant Team will develop a demographic evaluati on of the 
Downtown study area.  

• Land Uti lizati on - Uti lizing existi ng City property parcel informati on, physical assessments and land use 
informati on, the Consultant Team shall create a land uti lizati on assessment of the study area to identi fy 
candidate catalyti c redevelopment opportuniti es in the corridor. 

• Documentati on (Community Analysis) - The Consultant Team will create a series of urban context 
diagrams that graphically illustrate the various issues to highlight their importance.  Examples of these 
diagrams may include development history, architectural fi gure ground, districts, neighborhoods, parks 
and open space, transportati on/access, building massing and scale, development opportuniti es, etc.

Deliverables: The Consultant Team will summarize these fi ndings in a draft  technical memorandum to be 
delivered to the City of Round Rock and will deliver this memorandum in an editable electronic format 
compati ble with the City’s computi ng capabiliti es.  

4.0 – Market Study - The Consultant Team shall prepare an economic analysis to quanti fy the residenti al, non-
residenti al, mixed-use development and redevelopment, and tourism opportuniti es within the study area. This 
study shall focus on quanti fying the level of opportunity for retail and employment land uses and assessing the 
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current and projected market conditi ons for both market rate and aff ordable housing.   

Deliverable:  The Consultant Team shall prepare an analysis and summary of key conclusions relati ve to the 
issues and opportuniti es in the study area from a market, economic and demographic viewpoint.  The study 
will be developed to identi fy the short-term, mid-term, and long-term market opti ons for this area and will not 
be limited to only those uses that can be supported by the current development for the area.

5.0 – Master Plan - The  Consultant Team shall develop a master plan for the Downtown that:

 • Identi fi es major urban design character districts and recommends associated design and land use 
considerati ons for each district including the illustrati ve plans.

• Presents urban design guidelines in a highly illustrated form; the narrati ve porti on writt en with 
the assumpti on that the City’s consultant will take the role of codifi cati on into land development 
regulati ons under a separate contract.  

• Prioriti zes public investment projects necessary to facilitate the goals and objecti ves of the City

• Proposes an implementati on schedule

• Outlines potenti al funding strategies, including examples of successful funding models in other 
communiti es

• Identi fi es public space opportuniti es and requirements for eff ecti ve programming

Deliverables: As a result of this task, The Consultant Team shall produce an overall Illustrati ve urban design 
plan, an overall land use plan, an overall transportati on circulati on plan, redevelopment plans for “catalyst 
sites,” phasing diagrams illustrati ng redevelopment of the catalyst sites and other study locati ons over ti me, 
proposed transportati on improvements, including desired street cross-secti ons for key streets, which may 
include: Mays Street, McNeil Road, Main Street, Round Rock Avenue, and Georgetown Street, conceptual 
street plans for identi fi ed framework streets including streetscape and ameniti es, vehicular lane confi gurati ons 
and pedestrian and bicycle faciliti es, at least three (3) Illustrati ve design sketches (eye-level and aerial 
renderings), parking plan and strategy, public transportati on plan and recommendati ons for addressing the 
redevelopment issues presented by the Union Pacifi c Railroad.

6.0 – Market Strategy - The Consultant Team shall defi ne a desirable development program applicable 
to  identi fi ed catalyst sites, including detailed feasibility, fi nancing and risk analysis.   This shall include an 
identi fi cati on of the minimum level of development initi ally needed to ensure the long-term viability of 
downtown redevelopment.  This task will also identi fy and evaluate alternati ve fi nancing arrangements 
available for the proposed development program.

In additi on, the study will include development and redevelopment programs for potenti al catalyst 
development sites, assess the appropriate mix of land uses within Downtown, target market segments to be 
att racted, and develop ti ming as well as other implementati on and market strategies.

Deliverables: The Consultant Team shall prepare a detailed program for each site, including the mix of uses, 
schedule and phasing, opti mum housing mix and projecti ons of absorpti on within the local market context.

7.0 – Design Parameters for the Form-Based Code - During this task, the Consultant Team shall develop the 
design parameters for a new code that will regulate development to ensure high-quality public spaces defi ned 
by a variety of building types and uses including housing, retail, restaurant, entertainment, and offi  ce space.  
The new code will incorporate a regulati ng plan, building form standards, street standards (plan and secti on), 
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parking form, use regulati ons as needed, descripti ve building or lot types, and other elements needed to 
implement the principles of functi onal and vital urbanism and practi cal management of growth.  Secti ons of 
this document would typically include the following: 

• Overview, including defi niti ons, principles, and intent; and explanati on of the regulati ons and 
process in clear user-friendly language.

• Regulati ng Plan (a schemati c representati on of the master plan) illustrati ng the locati on of 
streets, blocks, public spaces (such as greens, squares, and parks), and other special features. 
Regulati ng plans may also include aspects of Building Form Standards such as “build-to-lines” or 
“required building lines” and building type or form designati ons. 

• Building Form Standards governing basic building form, placement, and fundamental urban 
elements to ensure that all buildings complement neighboring structures and the street. These 
standards should be based upon study of building types appropriate for the region, climate, and 
neighborhood vitality.

• Public Space/Street Standards defi ning design att ributes and geometries that balance the needs 
of motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders while promoti ng a vital public realm. 
These standards should include design specifi cati ons for sidewalks, travel lane widths, on- and 
off -street parking, curb geometry, trees, and lighti ng. 

Opti onal secti ons may include building or lot types, architectural standards (exterior materials and quality) and 
landscape standards.

Deliverables:  The Consultant Team shall prepare a set of design parameters for a new form-based code for 
part or all of the study area.  The deliverable will be able to be integrated by City staff  into the City’s existi ng 
regulatory framework (zoning and land development regulati ons) in a manner that insures procedural 
consistency, meshes with state and local legal requirements, provides clarity as to applicability of existi ng 
regulati ons, and maximizes the eff ecti veness of the code.  In additi on, the Consultant Team will prepare an 
analysis of the staffi  ng needs to enforce the new code.  

8.0 – Infrastructure Needs Assessment and Capital Plan - The Consultant Team shall prepare a long-range 
(25 year) and short-range (5 year) infrastructure needs assessment and capital faciliti es plan.  Both plans will 
identi fy needs, capaciti es, and preliminary cost esti mates for infrastructure improvements within Downtown 
that will be necessary to encourage and support the development envisioned by the Master Plan.  

The specifi c projects to be included will be a result of recommendati ons made in the master plan.  While the 
exact type and nature of projects are not known at this ti me, prototype projects may include those designed 
to address pedestrian mobility and safety, circulati on, parks and open space, bicycle faciliti es, parking, traffi  c 
signalizati on, streetscape improvements and public faciliti es improvements.    They could include a diverse 
range of structures, roads, and other faciliti es.  

Deliverables:  The Consultant Team shall identi fy the lead responsibility, the supporti ng roles and their 
responsibiliti es, and order-of-magnitude cost esti mates.  
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LIST OF STAKEHOLDERS/FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANTS  

Mayor Nyle Maxwell
Mayor Pro-Tem Alan McGraw
Councilmember Rufus Honeycutt 
Councilmember Kris Whitf ield
Councilmember Carlos Salinas
Councilmember Scott  Rhode
Councilmember Joe Cliff ord
Planning & Zoning Commissioners Al Kosik and Sandy Arnold
Brent Campbell, Heart of Round Rock Neighborhood Associati on
Scott  Swindell, downtown property owner
Rodney Howard, downtown business owner
John Avery, downtown property owner
Becky Sloan, Round Rock resident
Nelson Nagle, downtown business and property owner
Chris and Ginger Huggins, downtown business owners
Kip Lewis, downtown property owner
Kevin Monteith, downtown business owner
Jim Boles, downtown property owner
Cindy Demers & David Kautz, City fi nance staff 
Tom Word, Tom Marti n, Danny Holden & Michael Thane , City public works staff 
Rick Atkins, Cory Styron & David Buzzell, PARD
Chief Bryan Williams and police staff 
Planning Director Jim Stendebach and planning staff 
Chief Larry Hodge and fi re staff 
Dale Ricklefs and library staff 
Charley Ayres, Chamber of Commerce
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FULL LIST OF VALUES FROM MEETING PARTICIPANTS 

History/Historic Value                   31
Walkability/Sidewalks/Traffi  c      27 
Safety/Security       21
Smalltown Feel/Low Density      12
Small/Thriving Businesses/Commerce    11
Liveliness/Entertainment      10
Food/Restaurants         9
Community          9
Home/Family          8
Culture/Character         7
Parking          6
Property Value         6
Neighbors/Neighborhoods        6
Library                       4
Mixed Use          4
Arts/Music          4
Trees/Big Shade Trees                      3
Family           2
Scenic/Aestheti cs         2
Clean           2
Charm            2
Uti lity/Underground Uti liti es        2
Centrality/Connecti vity        2
Congesti on/Non-Congesti on        2
Quiet/Tranquil          2
Property Values Changing
Quality
Malls
Balanced
Zoning Confl icts
Veterans Park
Famous
Well Lit Streets
Beauti ful
Water 
Maintain Integrity of Neighborhoods
Choices and Opti ons
Easy Access
Lights
Space
Engaged
Solitude
Friends
User Friendly
Classy
Uniqueness
Integrity

Identi ty
Easy Park Access
Sustainability
Christmas Set Up (Décor)
Scouts
Schools
Multi -Purpose
Livability
Convenient
Consistent
Creek
Constructi on Services
Game Industries/Electronics
Old School Values
Common Areas
Close-Knit
Friendliness
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FULL LIST OF ISSUES FROM MEETING PARTICIPANTS 

USES AND PROGRAMMING 102
* Entertainment/restaurant district 44
* Improve interest by citizens in downtown dining and retail 15
* Tourism/retail 13
* Arts & Theater 9
* More lively within reason 4
* Lack of support from city for retail 4
* Cultural activities 3
* Lack of tourist/visitor info on weekends 2
* Non Commercial/not dependent on retail, e.g., museums 2
* Need a destination reason to do downtown 2
* Weekend activities (Sat and Sun) 1
* Too many commercial businesses 1
* Large events moved from downtown 1
* Diversity of businesses 1

HISTORICAL QUALITIES 54
* Maintain historical value 39
* Preserve old downtown look 11
* R t i hi t i l b ildi 4* Retain historical buildings 4

WALKABILITY 32
* Mobility (various forms, e.g., bikes, walking) 6
* Curbs & sidewalks on all downtown streets 6
* Unwalkable – needs walkability 5
* Regional trail on Brushy Creek 4
* Pedestrian access/walkways/safety 3
* Improve roads and sidewalks 3
* Bad street conditions 2
* Pedestrian friendly 1
* Lack of trails 1
* Hike and bike trails 1
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URBAN FORM 32
* Mixed use zoning 14
* New urbanism 10
* Too fragmented 1
* Compact? More defined 1
* Sustainability 1
* Different housing densities/senior living 1
* High density housing 1
* Disconnect b/w east & west 1
* Not a connection between old town and new town 1
* Overdevelopment (Austin izing) 1

TRAFFIC 25
* Too much traffic in residential areas 12
* Traffic flow issues 3
* Public transportation 3
* Traffic circle? 1
* Improve streets 1
* Bridge on Georgetown too narrow 1
* Street improvements 1
* Accessibility 1
* Better access to existing improvements 1
* Decrease traffic Main and Georgetown streets 1

PUBLIC SPACES 24
* Creating a public square/gathering place 10
* Public space/parks 4
* Recreation green space 4
* Need recreational attractions: trails, parks, etc. 3
* Park space 2
* Ballfields 1

FULL LIST OF ISSUES FROM MEETING PARTICIPANTS 
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PARKING 18
* Parking 6
* Provide for Parking and Plan Carefully 3
* Merchant accessibility (parking) 2
* Underutilized parking garage 2
* Limited parking 2
* Development should improve traffic control and parking 2
* Lack of parking signage 1

STREETSCAPE/FIT AND FINISH 16
* Lighting 7
* Aesthetics 3
* Signage (wayfinding) 3
* Move all utilities underground 2
* Beautify main street 1

INFRASTRUCTURE 7
* City commitment to infrastructure 4
* Infrastructure 1
* Improve and revitalize North Mays to Brushy Creek 1
* Improve drainage and storm sewer runoff 1

PROCESS 4
* Involve downtown residents in planning 2
* Incentives from city to improve Mays business corridor 2

SOCIAL SERVICES SITE
* Combining of Social Services at ballfields
* Zoning should not compromise integrity of residential area
* Development should be compatible with existing scale
* Safety & Security – what we develop should not put residents at risk
* Too many social services

95
28
40

9
12

6

FULL LIST OF ISSUES FROM MEETING PARTICIPANTS 


