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Table 5·8: Top 40 Most Effective Pond Erosion Control Capital Solutions 

Rank 
Pond 

Wshed Location BMPType 
Erosion 

No. Score 

1. 111a. WAL Walnut Creek Metro Park Wet + BF + Eros 100.00 
2. 110b. WAL N. of Criswell & Sprinkle Rd., along creek Eros capt 94.66 
3. 111 b. WAL Walnut Creek Metro Park Eros capt 94.09 
4. 111c. WAL Walnut Creek Metro Park Wet + Eros 94.09 
5. 110a. WAL N. of Criswell & Sprinkle Rd., along creek Wet + BF + Eros 61.15 
6. 110c. WAL N. of Criswell & Sprinkle Rd., along creek Wet + Eros 60.55 
7. 104a. WAL SW of Howard Ln. W. & Lamar Blvd. (Wells Branch) Wet + BF + Eros 40.38 

8. 104b. WAL SW of Howard Ln. W. & Lamar Blvd. (Wells Branch) Eros capt 37.67 
9. 104c. WAL SW of Howard Ln. W. & Lamar Blvd. (Wells Branch) Wet + Eros 37.67 

10. 46b. CNT NE of Country C. Dr. & Riverside Eros capt 31.06 
11. 112a. WAL SW of Duval Rd. & S·bound MoPac Wet + BF + Eros 29.02 
12. 112b. WAL SW of Duval Rd. & S-bound MoPac Eros capt 26.16 
13. 112c. WAL SW of Duval Rd. & S-bound MoPac Wet + Eros 26.16 
14. 102a. WAL SE of McNeil Dr. & Parmer Ln. Wet + BF + Eros 24.00 
15. 103b. WAL W. of Council Bluff Dr., N. of Parmer Ln.W. Eros capt 23.06 
16. 103a. WAL W. of Council Bluff Dr., N. of Parmer Ln.W. Wet + BF + Eros 23.06 
17. 103c. WAL W. of Council Bluff Dr., N. of Parmer Ln.W. Wet + Eros 23.06 
18. 46c. CNT NE of Country C. Dr. & Riverside Wet + Eros 21.82 
19. 102b. WAL SE of McNeil Dr. & Parmer Ln. Eros capt 21.71 
20. 102c. WAL SE of McNeil Dr. & Parmer Ln. Wet + Eros 21.71 
21. 46a. CNT NE of Country C. Dr. & Riverside Wet + BF + Eros 21.37 
22. 106a. WAL W. Cow Path, Duval & Bull Run, near 183 Wet + BF + Eros 18.12 
23. 106b. WAL W. Cow Path, Duval & Bull Run, near 183 Eros capt 16.91 
24. 106c. WAL W. Cow Path, Duval & Bull Run, near 183 Wet + Eros 16.91 
25. 131b. WMS S. of end of Lone Oak Trail (off Jones Rd.) (NW of Eros capt 15.08 

Brodie & Oakdale) 
26. 37a. CNT Mabel Davis Park Wet + BF + Eros 13.47 
27. 37b. CNT Mabel Davis Park Eros capt 12.86 
28. 37c. CNT Mabel Davis Park Wet + Eros 12.86 
29. 137b. WMS S. of Intersection of Convict Hill Rd., Brush Country Eros capt 11.58 

& MoPac 
30. 131f. WMS S. of end of Lone Oak Trail (off Jones Rd.) (NW of Irrig. 11.43 

Brodie & Oakdale) 
31. 38b. CNT SE of E. Oltorf st. & Douglas Eros capt 10.99 
32. 39a. CNT E. of Co. Club Dr. & S of Riverside by ACe Wet + BF + Eros 10.58 
33. 39b. CNT E. of Co. Club Dr. & S of Riverside by ACC Eros capt 9.53 
34. 39c. CNT E. of Co. Club Dr. & S of Riverside by ACC Wet + Eros 9.53 
35. 33a. BUL ponds at Great Hills Golf Course Wet + BF + Eros 9.00 
36. 33f. BUL ponds at Great Hills Golf Course Irrig. 8.87 
37. 130b. WMS @ N. end of Lancret Hili Dr. (N of Lost Valley & Wm Eros capt 8.52 

Cannon & Brodie) 
38. 124b. WMS NW of HEB @ Hwy. 290/71 Eros capt 8.44 
39. 48b. FOR E. 51st and Manor Eros capt 8.15 
40. 131c. WMS S. of end of Lone Oak Trail (off Jones Rd.) (NW of Wet + Eros 8.15 

Brodie & Oakdale) 

* Bolded facilities indicate the highest ranked configuration for a particular site; non-bolded facilities have a higher 
rated configuration also shown in this table. 
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Table 5-9: Top 40 Most Cost-Effective Pond Erosion Control Capital Solutions 

Rank 
Pond 

Wshed Location BMPType 
Erosion 

Capital Cost 
Effect/Cost 

No. Score x 1,000,000 

1. 39b. CNT E. of Co. Club Dr. & S of Riverside by ACC Eros capt 9.53 $ 219,047 43.52 
2. 104b. WAL SW of Howard Ln. W. & Lamar Blvd. (Wells Eros capt 37.67 $ 884,809 42.57 

Branch) 
3. 46b. CNT NE of Country C. Dr. & Riverside Eros capt 31.06 $ 730,236 42.54 
4. 111b. WAL Walnut Creek Metro Park Eros capt 94.09 $2,928,554 32.13 
5. 39a. CNT E. of Co. Club Dr. & S of Riverside by ACC Wet + BF + Eros 10.58 $ 349,671 30.26 
6. 39c. CNT E. of Co. Club Dr. & S of Riverside by ACC Wet + Eros 9.53 $ 334,188 28.52 
7. 102b. WAL SE of McNeil Dr. & Parmer Ln. Eros capt 21.71 $ 835,270 25.99 
8. 46c. CNT NE of Country C. Dr. & Riverside Wet + Eros 21.82 $ 846,516 25.77 
9. 46a. CNT NE of Country C. Dr. & Riverside Wet + BF + Eros 21.37 $ 848,352 25.19 

10. 37b. CNT Mabel Davis Park Eros capt 12.86 $ 515,933 24.93 
11. 110b. WAL N. of Criswell & Sprinkle Rd., along creek Eros capt 94.66 $3,816,420 24.80 
12. 131b. WMS S. of end of Lone Oak Trail (off Jones Rd.) (NW of Eros capt 15.08 $ 620,199 24.31 

Brodie & Oakdale) 
13. 104a. WAL SW of Howard Ln. W. & Lamar Blvd. (Wells Branch) Wet + BF + Eros 40.38 $1,673,647 24.13 
14. 104c. WAL SW of Howard Ln. W. & Lamar Blvd. (Wells Branch) Wet + Eros 37.67 $1,611,399 23.37 
15. 112b. WAL SW of Duval Rd. & S-bound MoPac Eros capt 26.16 $1,160,587 22.54 
16. 103b. WAL W. of Council Bluff Dr., N. of Parmer Ln.W. Eros capt 23.06 $1,043,727 22.09 
17. 42b. CNT S of Ponca cui de sac Eros capt 4.20 $ 192,784 21.80 
18. 44b. CNT WofKemp Eros capt 6.28 $ 316,439 19.84 
19. 41b. CNT Trib N of Riverside ACC campus Eros capt 5.15 $ 290,373 17.72 
20. 111a. WAL Walnut Creek Metro Park Wet + BF + Eros 100.00 $5,662,985 17.66 
21. 111c. WAL Walnut Creek Metro Park Wet + Eros 94.09 $ 5,469,895 17.20 
22. 45b. CNT Between Riverside Farms and Grove Eros capt 4.91 $ 290,212 16.93 
23. 102a. WAL SE of McNeil Dr. & Parmer Ln. Wet + BF + Eros 24.00 $1,496,844 16.03 
24. 102c. WAL SE of McNeil Dr. & Parmer Ln. Wet + Eros 21.71 $1,434,476 15.13 
25. 38b. CNT SE of E. Oltorf st. & Douglas Eros capt 10.99 $ 732,005 15.01 
26. 37c. CNT Mabel Davis Park Wet + Eros 12.86 $ 860,444 14.95 
27. 37a. CNT Mabel Davis Park Wet + BF + Eros 13.47 $ 916,616 14.69 
28. 112a. WAL SW of Duval Rd. & S-bound MoPac Wet + BF + Eros 29.02 $2,078,215 13.96 
29. 126b. WMS SW of Beckett Trail & Kayvlew Dr. (Davis Ln. & Eros capt 7.43 $ 537,889 13.81 

Beckett, Dick Nichols Park) 
30. 130b. WMS @ N. end of Lancret Hili Dr. (N of Lost Valley & Wm Eros capt 8.52 $ 629,219 13.54 

Cannon & Brodie) 
31. 103c. WAL W. of Council Bluff Dr., N. of Parmer Ln.W. Wet + Eros 23.06 $1,717,198 13.43 
32. 44a. CNT Waf Kemp Wet + BF + Eros 6.94 $ 518,694 13.37 
33. 112c. WAL SW of Duval Rd. & S-bound MoPac Wet + Eros 26.16 $2,003,088 13.06 
34. 103a. WAL W. of Council Bluff Dr., N. of Parmer Ln.W. Wet + BF + Eros 23.06 $1,796,897 12.83 
35. 44c. CNT Waf Kemp Wet + Eros 6.28 $ 495,390 12.67 
36. 42c. CNT S of Ponca cui de sac Wet + Eros 3.23 $ 259,209 12.46 
37. 122b. WMS Covered Bridge Eros capt 4.28 $ 348,817 12.26 
38. 105b. WAL S. of Howard Ln. & E. of Scofield Ridge Eros capt 6.88 $ 561,509 12.25 
39. 106b. WAL W. Cow Path, Duval & Bull Run, near 183 Eros capt 16.91 $1,415,449 11.95 
40. 40b. CNT NE of Faro Eros capt 2.75 $ 233,109 11.81 

• Balded facilities indicate the highest ranked configuration for a particular site; non-balded facilities have a higher rated configuration 
also shown in this table. 
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Integrated Solutions Development Study City of Austin, Texas 

Nine parameters were considered for evaluation of prospective land and conservation 
easement sites. The nine parameters and their relative weightings are presented below: 

Evaluation Parameter Weighting 

1. Avoided Pollution 20.0% 
2. Biological Resource Protection 6.4 % 
3. Endangered Species Protection 9.6% 
4. Recreation Benefits/Aesthetics 7.8% 
5. Mitigation Potential 8.0% 
6. Baseflow Protection 14.7 % 
7. Recharge Protection 12.4 % 
8. Location 8.9% 
9. Water Supply Watershed Status 12.2 % 

Totals 100 % 

The pairwise comparison method was used to determine the individual weightings for each of 
these nine parameters. In the pairwise comparison method, each identified parameter is 
compared individually with every other parameter. With each paired comparison, each of the 
two parameters is assigned a raw importance score between 0.0 and 1.0, with the total paired 
score equal to 1.0. Based upon the pairwise comparison method, each of the nine parameters 
was weighted with the total of all weights equal to 1.0. 

Individual prospective land or conservation easement acquisition sites are then assigned an 
integer value between a and 3; these values are weighted; and the total benefit score for the 
acquisition site is compiled. Table 5-10 presents descriptions of the nine evaluation parameters 
and the criteria used for assignment of 0-3 scores for each parameter. Table 5-11 presents the 
results of the pairwise comparison process. 

Loomis & Moore Page 5-15 
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Table 5-10: Potential Benefits of Land Acquisition or Conservation Easement Options: Identified Factors, 
Descriptions, Values, Percent Relative Importance, and Rank of Importance Values 

Benefit Description Values Relative Rank 
Importance 

Avoided Pollution avoided by prevention of 3: Total size of 500 acres or more, not subject to COA 20.0% 1 
pollution development. Determinations are water quality ordinances, predicted impervious cover 

based on size, jurisdiction 40% or more, and very high predicted upland and 
(applicable regulations, ordinances, instream loads. (3 out of 4) 
and laws), predicted impervious 2: Total size 300 - 500 acres, subject to older COA water 
cover, and predicted upland and quality ordinances (pre-CWO), predicted Impervious 
Instream loads. cover 30% or more, and high predicted upland and 

instream loads. (3 out of 4) 
1: Total size 100 - 300 acres, subject to current COA 

water quality ordinances (not including 50S), predicted 
impervious cover 20% or more, and medium predicted 
upland and Instream loads. (3 out of 4) 

0: Total size less than 100 acres, subject to current COA 
water quality ordinances (including 50S), predicted 
impervious cover less than 20%, and low predicted 
upland and instream loads. (3 out of 4) 

Biological Occurrence of priority woodlands, 3: Identified as or meets definition of bigb priority 6.4% 9 
resource priority prairies, and Critical woodlands and!or prairies, or Is known to include or 
protection Environmental Features (CEFs, considered likely to include Illl.!I!iJ2m significant CEFs of 

e.g., springs, caves, sinkholes, more than one tvoe. 
rimrocks, and wetlands). 2: Identified as or meets definition of ~ priority 

woodlands and!or prairies, or is known to include or 
considered likely to Include ~ significant CEFs of 
only~. 

1: Identified as or meets definition of JQw priority 
woodlands and!or prairies, or is known to include or 
considered likely to include at least QIll! significant 
CEF. 

0: Does not include characteristics of priority woodlands 
or prairies, and is not known to include or considered 
likely to Include significant CEFs. 

Endangered Habitat protection benefits for 3: Is within or upstream of the Barton Springs Edwards 9.6% 5 
species endangered species, and Aquifer recharge zone, or is ~ BCP preserve 
protection compatibility with Balcones boundary line or BCP karst protection area. 

Canyonlands Preserve (BCP). 2: Includes karst Invertebrate (KI), golden-cheeked 
Habitat determinations are based warbler (GCW) or black-capped vireo (BCV) habitat, 
on the BCP maps. Scores are and is ~ to BCP preserve boundary line or BCP 
based on habitat protection for the karst protection area. 
Barton Springs salamander, karst 1: Includes KI, GCW or BCV habitat; but is ~ from 
invertebrates (karst zones 1 and 2, BCP preserve boundary line and BCP karst protection 
which includes the Edwards areas. 
Aquifer recharge zone), golden- 0: No endangered species habitat; and is adjacent to or 
cheeked warbler (GCW zones 1 isolated from BCP preserve boundary line and BCP 
and 2), and black-capped vireo karst protection areas. 
(BCV) 

Recreation Value as parkland, preserve, or 3: High value as parkland, preserve, or other open space 7.8% 8 
benefits! other open space use. use, and under consideration for acquisition. 
aesthetics 2: High value as parkland, preserve, or other open space 

use, and under consideration for conservation 
easement. 

1: Medium value as parkland, preserve, or other open 
space use, and under consideration for conservation 
easement. 

0: Low value as parkland, preserve, or other open space 
use. 

Loomis & Moort', llne. [Page 1 of2) 
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Table 5-10: Potential Benefits of Land Acquisition or Conservation Easement Options: Identified Factors, 
Descriptions, Values, Percent Relative Importance, and Rank of Importance Values 

( Continued) 

Benefit Description Values Relative Rank 
Importance 

Mitigation Potential value for future water 3: High potential for future water quality retrofit project; 8.0% 7 
potential quality retrofit projects. previously identified as a candidate site. 

2: Medium potential for future water quality retrofit project; 
previously considered as a candidate site. 

1: Low potential for future water quality retrofit project; 
merits consideration as a candidate site. 

0: Not useful for future water quality retrofit project. 

Baseflow Protection of source water volume. 3: High ratio of main and tributary channel length to total 14.7% 2 
protection tract size (in 75th percentile of all tracts under 

evaluation). 
2: Lower ratio of main and tributary channel length to total 

tract size (not in 75th percentile of all tracts under 
evaluation). 

1: Within Edwards Aquifer contributing zone 
0: Within Edwards Aquifer recharge zone. 

(NOTE: Main and tributary channels includes second and 
third order streams; streams that generally form the 
tract boundary count for half the boundary length.) 

Recharge Protection of Barton Springs 3: Within recharge zone, and has high total length of main 12.4% 3 
protection Edwards Aquifer recharge. and tributary channel (in 75th percentile of all tracts 

under evaluation in recharge zone). 
2: Within recharge zone, but has lower total length of 

main and tributary channel (not in 75th percentile of all 
tracts under evaluation in recharge zone). 

1: Within contributing zone, above recharge zone. 
0: No significant aquifer recharge potential. 

(NOTE: Main and tributary channels includes second and 
third order streams; streams that generally form the 
tract boundary count for half the boundary length.) 

Location Strategic contiguity, and linkage 3: High value for contiguity or linkage; contiguous with or 8.9% 6 
with other parks, preserves and links two or more i'mportant areas. 
neighborhoods for hikelbike trails 2: Medium value for contiguity or linkage; contiguous with 
and wildlife habitat. one or more important areas, or may be useful for 

future linkage. 
1: Low value for contiguity or linkage; may be useful in 

future for contiguity or linkage. 
0: No value for contiguity or linkage. 

Water Watershed benefited by land 3: Lake Austin, Bull Creek 12.2% 4 
supply protection. 2: Barton Springs zone creeks 
watershed 1: Other Town Lake watersheds 

0: Other 

Loomis & Moore, Inc. [Page 2 of 2] 
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Table 5·11: Relative Importance of Potential Benefits of Land Acquisition or Conservation Easement Options, Determined by Pairwise Comparisons 

I -. Avoided Biological Endangered Recreation Mitigation Baseflow Recharge Location Water "Dummy Sum of raw Percent Rank 
pollution resource species benefitsl potential protection protection supply criterion" importance relative 

L '. . 
protection protection aesthet. watershed importance 

~ 

scores 
--

Avoided I > 
1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 9.0 20.0% 1 

pollution 
. 

. . -
Biological 
resource 0.0 0.4 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 1.0 2.9 6.4% 9 
protection u -
Endangered I species 0.0 0.6 

I 
0.7 0.7 0.2 0.2 0.7 0.2 1.0 4.3 9.6% 5 

protection I 
.J - . 

Recreation -
benefits! 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.2 1.0 3.5 7.8% 8 
aesthetics 

-
Mitigation 

0.0 0.8 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.3 1.0 3.6 8.0% 7 
potential r I 

-
I 

Baseflow 
0.0 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 

I 

0.8 0.8 0.8 1.0 6.6 14.7% 2 I 
protection I 

~ 

Recharge 
0.0 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.2 l 0.8 0.4 1.0 5.6 12.4% 3 I 

protection 

-
Location 0.0 0.8 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.2 0.2 I 0.4 1.0 4.0 8.9% 6 

I .. . 
Water 

- . - -
supply 0.0 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.2 0.6 0.6 1.0 5.5 12.2% 4 
watershed I 

"Dummy 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 0.0% 10 

criterion" 

TOTALS 45 100.0% 

-

Loomi. & Moore. Inc. [Page 1 of 1] 
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Integrated Solutions Development Study City of Austin, Texas 

5.2 FEASIBILITY MATRIX DEVELOPMENT FOR REGULATORY SOLUTIONS 

5.2.1 Water Quality Feasibility Matrix Development for Regulatory Solutions 

5.2.2 Flood Control Feasibility Matrix Development for Regulatory Solutions 

5.2.3 Erosion Control Feasibility Matrix Development for Regulatory Solutions 

5.3 FEASIBILITY MATRIX DEVELOPMENT FOR PROGRAMMATIC SOLUTIONS 

5.3.1 Water Quality Feasibility Matrix Development for Programmatic Solutions 

5.3.2 Flood Control Feasibility Matrix Development for Programmatic Solutions 

5.3.3 Erosion Control Feasibility Matrix Development for Programmatic Solutions 

5.4 SUMMARY MATRIX 

Table 5-12 presents the top 40 integrated solutions based upon benefit score. Table 5-13 
presents the top 40 integrated solutions based upon benefit-cost score. ARpendix D-2 presents 
the results of the Summary Matrix (the Integrated Solutions Assessment Results). 

LOtlmis & Moore Page 5·16 
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f Table 5·12: Top 40 Integrated Solutions by Beneflt-Cost Score 

{ 
Technical Capital Cost Norm. 

Appendix Effectiveness Final Cost 
Rank Unique Wshed Project Name Solution Type + Effect 

No. Sustainability Score 

r Score 
1. 21. BUL 3000' u/s of Bridge Floral Park Rd. (Tributary No.2) Bank Stabilization" 1.31 $ 15,000 100.00 
2. 84. WLR 350' u/s of Koenig Ln. Bank Stabilization" 1.05 $ 20,000 67.00 
3. 22. BUL 3400' u/s of confluence with Bull Creek main stem Bank Stabilization" 0.63 $ 15,000 39.94 

i 
(Tributary No.3) 

4. 82. WLR 200' dis of W. 31st SI. Bank Stabilization" 0.54 $ 20,000 29.27 
5. 26. CNT New CC, from 100 ft dis of Riverside Dr. Bridge to 50 ft u/s Bank Stabilization" 5.76 $ 165,000 26.17 

of Riverside Dr. Bridge 

[ 
6. 65. WBO From 700 feet dis of Jewell Street extended to West Mary Bank Stabilization" 10.32 $ 861,000 17.58 

Street 
7. 19. BUL 500' dis to 300' u/s of Spicewood Springs Rd. (Tributary No. Bank Stabilization" 4.93 $ 240,000 16.80 

2) 

{ 
8. 77. WAL Tx .• New Orleans RR crossing to 500' u/s (Tributary No. Bank Stabilization" 1.68 $ 175,000 16.07 

1) 
9. 40. JOH From Stephen F. Austin Dr. to 350' u/s of Lake Austin Blvd. Bank Stabilization" 4.79 $ 595,000 13.45 

10. 41. JOH From 100' dis of Griswold Ln. to 500' u/s. Bank Stabilization" 2.11 $ 210,000 13.40 

[ , 11. 36. FOR 1650' to 250' dis of Westminster Dr. Bank Stabilization" 6.94 $ 575,000 12.60 
12. 25. CNT New CC, from confluence with Colorado River to 600 ft u/s Bank Stabilization" 3.12 $ 180,000 11.02 

of confluence 
13. 39. HRP From u/s of IH 35 to 600 ft dis of Reagan Terrace Bank Stabilization" 2.05 $ 262,500 10.44 

[ 14. 68. WBO From Riverside Drive to Barton Springs Road Bank Stabilization" 3.75 $ 420,000 9.93 
15. 66. WBO From 1000 feet dis of Cumberland Road extended to Bank Stabilization" 1.99 $ 350,000 9.47 

Cumberland Road 
16. 29. EBO From 300 ft u/s of S. 1 st SI. Crossing (2nd) to 200 ft u/s of Bank Stabilization" 8.99 $ 971,000 9.07 

Johanna Street 
17. 72. WAL 2300' dis of Highway 290 to 2100' u/s of Highway 290 Bank Stabilization" 12.62 $ 423,000 8.71 
18. 60. TAN From 600' u/s of Oak Springs Dr. to 800' dis of E. 12th SI. Bank Stabilization" 4.36 $ 385,000 8.39 
19. 71. WAL 2620' dis of Manor Rd. to 800' u/s of Manor Rd. Bank Stabilization" 13.37 $ 370,000 8.22 

l 
20. 83. WLR From 200' u/s of W. 46th SI. to 600' Dis of E. 51 st SI. Bank Stabilization" 2.27 $ 490,000 7.73 
21. 31. EBO EI Paso Street to Lightsey Road Bank Stabilization" 5.82 $ 735,000 7.56 
22. 9. BLU East Live Oak SI. to 500' u/s of Oltorf SI. Bank Stabilization" 4.48 $ 595,000 7.18 
23. 78. WAL 500' dis of Cedar Bend Dr. to 3500' u/s of Parmer Ln. Bank Stabilization" 12.83 $1,550,000 6.80 

[ (Wells Branch) 
24. 27. EBO From 200 ft dis of Riverside Dr. to 200 ft. dis of Congress Bank Stabilization" 4.51 $ 560,000 6.72 

Avenue 
25. 30. EBO Just u/s of Gillis Park to 100 ft dis of Cumberland Road Bank Stabilization" 2.53 $ 315,000 6.71 

( 
26. 7. BLU Academy Dr. to East Side Dr. Bank Stabilization" 1.36 $ 175,000 6.49 
27. na WAL Austin Hills Mobile Home Estates Buyout 130.00 $ 454,971 6.25 
28. 75. WAL I.H. 35 to 100' u/s of Lamar Blvd. Bank Stabilization" 14.18 $1,425,000 5.93 
29. 73. WAL 1250' dis of Springdale Rd. Bank Stabilization" 15.80 $ 782,000 5.90 
30. 89. WMS 1000' u/s of Westgate Blvd. to 3900' u/s of Westgate Blvd. Bank Stabilization" 2.40 $ 455,000 5.86 
31. 28. EBO From 600 ft u/s of S. 1st SI. Crossing (1st) to 2300 ft u/s of Bank Stabilization" 3.11 $ 595,000 5.81 

S. 1st SI. Crossing (1st) 
32. 81. WLR From E 15th SI. to 250' dis of M.L.K. Blvd. Bank Stabilization" 2.34 $ 560,000 5.58 

l 
33. 33. FOR From Harold CI. to Lott Ave. Bank Stabilization" 4.21 $ 735,000 5.46 
34. 11. BMK From 30 ft u/s of Bennett Avenue to Chevy Chase Drive Bank Stabilization" 4.09 $ 840,000 5.42 
35. 85. WLR From E. 26th SI. to W. 30th SI. Bank Stabilization" 6.14 $ 775,000 5.40 
36. 13. BOG From 150' dis of E. 11 th SI. to 100' u/s of the Tx. New Bank Stabilization" 6.09 $ 900,000 5.38 

Orleans RR 

I 37. 63. TAN From Andover PI. to 600' dis of Cameron Rd. Bank Stabilization" 5.60 $ 875,000 5.34 
38. 76. WAL 550' u/s of Water Park Rd. to 700' u/s of Duval Rd. Bank Stabilization" 3.80 $ 805,000 5.25 
39. 24. CNT New CC, from Oltorf Street to 500 ft dis of Burleson Road Bank Stabilization" 7.75 $1,050,000 5.03 
40. 70. WAL 600' dis of Loyola Ln. to 3600' u/s of Loyola Ln. Bank Stabilization" 13.97 $ 450,000 4.88 

L 
{ 

l Loomi. & Moore, Inc. [Page 1 of 1] 
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Table 5-12: Top 40 Integrated Solutions by Benefit Score (Technical Effectlveness+ Sustainablllty Score) 

Technical Capital Cost 
Appendix Effectiveness 

Rank Unique Wshed Project Name Solution Type + 
No. Sustainability 

Score 
1. na WAL Austin Hills Mobile Home Estates Buyout 130.00 $ 454,971 
2. 111a. WAL Walnut Creek Metro Park Wet + BF + Eros 105.10 $ 5,662,985 
3. 111c. WAL Walnut Creek Metro Park Wet + Eros 82.87 $ 5,469,895 
4. 111b. WAL Walnut Creek Metro Park Eros capt 66.54 $ 2,928,554 
5. 110a. WAL N. of Criswell & Sprinkle Rd., along creek Wet + BF + Eros 66.37 $ 6,147,552 
6. 110b. WAL N. of Criswell & Sprinkle Rd., along creek Eros capt 63.87 $ 3,816,420 
7. 110c. WAL N. of Criswell & Sprinkle Rd., along creek Wet + Eros 58.74 $ 6,141,468 
8. na WAL Crystal Brook Channelization, Flood Wall 54.79 $ 4,600,000 
9. 104a. WAL SW of Howard Ln. W. & Lamar Blvd. (Wells Wet + BF + Eros 32.38 $ 1,673,647 

Branch) 
10. na SHL 19th St Tunnel Tunnel 31.60 $ 30,000,000 
11. 111d. WAL Walnut Creek Metro Park Wet + BF 29.82 $ 3,120,223 
12. 131f. WMS S. of end of Lone Oak Trail (off Jones Rd.) (NW of Irrlg. 29.81 $ 2,031,922 

Brodie & Oakdale) 
13. 112a. WAL SW of Duval Rd. & S-bound MoPac Wet + BF + Eros 29.31 $ 2,078,215 
14. na WAL Pecan Mobile Home Park Buyout 28.13 $ 1,755,556 
15. 104c. WAL SW of Howard Ln. W. & Lamar Blvd. (Wells Branch) Wet + Eros 25.53 $ 1,611,399 

16. 110d. WAL N. of Criswell & Sprinkle Rd., along creek Wet + BF 23.78 $ 3,699,592 
17. 122f. WMS Covered Bridge Irrlg. 22.88 $ 1,115,624 
18. na LWA Mearns Meadow Blvd Storm Drain, Channellzatlo 22.11 $ 5,328,000 
19. na LWA Mearns Meadow Blvd Concrete Lined Channel 22.11 $ 2,541,098 
20. 99a. WBO Trailer Park between Oltorf & Flanigan Cove Wet + BF + Eros 21.96 $ 1,977,653 
21. 27f. BUL W. of Old Lampasas Trail, N. of creek Irrlg. 21.42 $ 1,134,182 
22. 99d. WBO Trailer Park between Oltorf & Flanigan Cove Wet + BF 20.86 $ 1,991,297 
23. 131b. WMS S. of end of Lone Oak Trail (off Jones Rd.) (NW of Eros capt 20.68 $ 620,199 

Brodie & Oakdale) 
24. 104b. WAL SWof Howard Ln. W. & Lamar Blvd. (Wells Branch) Eros capt 20.60 $ 884,809 

25. 112c. WAL SW of Duval Rd. & S-bound MoPac Wet + Eros 20.53 $ 2,003,088 
26. 122a. WMS Covered Bridge Wet + BF + Eros 19.87 $ 913,052 
27. 97a. WBO South Center St. and Audrey Ct. Wet + BF + Eros 19.80 $ 1,042,8n 
28. 102a. WAL SE of McNeil Dr. & Parmer Ln. Wet + BF + Eros 19.32 $ 1,496,844 
29. 17a. BLU N. of Oltorf In Nature Pres. Wet + BF + Eros 19.24 $ 759,328 
30. 124f. WMS NW of HEB @ Hwy. 290171 Irrlg. 18.40 $ 1,146,629 
31. 131a. WMS S. of end of Lone Oak Trail (off Jones Rd.) (NW of Wet + BF + Eros 18.28 $ 1,575,442 

Brodie & Oakdale) 
32. 131c. WMS S. of end of Lone Oak Trail (off Jones Rd.) (NW of Wet + Eros 17.69 $ 1,573,462 

Brodie & Oakdale) 
33. na FOR Eleanor Dr Channelization, Struct Repl 17.48 $ 1,860,989 
34. 103a. WAL W. of Council Bluff Dr., N. of Parmer Ln.W. Wet + BF + Eros 17.34 $ 1,796,897 
35. 46b. CNT NE of Country C. Dr. & Riverside Eros capt 17.07 $ 730,236 
36. 112b. WAL SW of Duval Rd. & S-bound MoPac Eros capt 16.56 $ 1,160,587 
37. 103c. WAL W. of Council Bluff Dr., N. of Parmer Ln.W. Wet + Eros 16.36 $ 1,717,198 
38. 56d. JOH NE of L. Austin Blvd./MoPacJCesar Chavez Wet+BF 15.87 $ 1,188,624 

Interchange 
39. 27a. BUL W. of Old Lampasas Trail, N. of creek Wet + BF + Eros 15.85 $ 973,838 
40. 73. WAL 1250' dIs of Springdale Rd. Bank Stabilization'" 15.80 $ 782,000 

• Balded facilities indicate the highest ranked configuration for a particular site; non-balded facilities have a higher rated configuration 
also shown in this table. 
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