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C. Project Timeline 
& Mile Markers 

Project overview outlining the high -level scope, 
schedule, and key touchpoints.



Project Overview

PROJECT 
STRUCTURE

City Brooks Park & University Lakes
Unified Master Plan & Governance Structure  

01 02 03

University Lakes
System Governance & 

O+M Plan

Wampold Beach 
Concept Design

City Brooks Park 
Master Plan 
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A unified scope that brings these three connected efforts together, 
ensuring coordinated planning, governance, and long -term operations.
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PROJECT 
STRUCTURE
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University Lakes
System Governance & 
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Concept Design

City Brooks Park 
Master Plan 
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Project Overview

OVERALL
SCHEDULE

NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY

University 
Lakes

System 
Governance 
& O+M Plan

Wampold 
Beach 

Concept 
Design

City Brooks 
Park Master 

Plan 

PHASE 1

PHASE 2

PHASE 3

PHASE 1

PHASE 2

PHASE 3

TASK 1

TASK 2

TASK 3

TASK 4
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Project Overview

PROJECT 01
University Lakes Governance
& O+M Plan Deliverables

PHASE 1

Nov - Jan

PHASE 2 PHASE 3

Mar - Apr

Å Conduct research & present 5 case 
studies

Å Overall ópitch deckô for governance 
structure 

Å Evaluation matrix of existing parties 
as well as park assets and 
infrastructure

Å Develop an overall recommended 
governance structure 

Å Outline roles, responsibilities, 
authority, and oversight 
mechanisms 

Å Financial sources evaluation 

Å High -level operations and 
maintenance evaluation 

Å Maintenance responsibilities matrix

Å High -level revenue projections for 
potential earned income 

Å Organizational business plan 

Jan - Feb
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Project Overview

PROJECT 02
Wampold Beach Concept 
Design Deliverables

TASK 1

Jan - Feb

TASK 2 TASK 3

Feb - Mar Apr - May

Å Comprehensive review of previous 
planning documents 

Å Analysis of existing site conditions
Å 3 concept sketches 

Å Consolidate ideas into one preferred 
concept design 

Å Develop illustrative plan, 
accompanying diagrams, and 
supporting graphics 

TASK 4

May - July

Å ROM cost estimate 

Å Phasing strategies

Å Recommendations on revenue-
generating opportunities and O+M 
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Project Overview

PROJECT 03
City-Brooks Park Master 
Plan Deliverables

PHASE 1

Dec - Jan

PHASE 2 PHASE 3

Feb - Apr May - July

Å Development of a series of analysis 
diagrams

Å Other necessary representative 
graphics

Å Opportunities & constraints diagram

Å Guiding principles

Å Development of 3 concept 
alternatives 

Å Evaluation matrix 

Å Development of a preferred concept 
master plan 

Å High -level operations and 
maintenance evaluation 

Å Maintenance responsibilities matrix

Å High -level revenue projections for 
potential earned income 

Å Phasing and ROM cost estimate
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Project Overview

ENGAGEMENT
OVERVIEW

NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APRIL MAY JUNE JULY

University 
Lakes

System 
Governance 
& O+M Plan

Wampold 
Beach 

Concept 
Design

City Brooks 
Park Master 

Plan 

PHASE 1

PHASE 2

PHASE 3

TASK 1

TASK 2

TASK 3

PHASE 1

PHASE 2

PHASE 3

Public Community 
Engagement Event

Stakeholder Meeting

ONLINE 
SURVEY

CBP ï Existing 
conditions analysis 
& 3 concept 
alternatives 

CBP ï Celebrate 
Masterplan and 
phase prioritization

TASK 4



PUBLIC COMMUNITY
ENGAGEMENT EVENTS

Project Overview

EVENT 1

Mid March

University Lakes 
System

Å High level takeaways

Wampold Beach
Å High level takeaways

City-Brooks Park Master Plan
Å Site analysis
Å 3 concept alternatives

EVENT 2

Mid May

University Lakes 
System

Å High level takeaways

Wampold Beach
Å High level takeaways

City-Brooks Park Master Plan
Å Celebrate master plan and do phase 

prioritization activity
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STAKEHOLDER 
MEETINGS

Project Overview
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MEETING 1

End Jan

University Lakes
Å Present Phase 1
Å Discuss potential 

governance structure

Wampold Beach
Å Kick-Off

City-Brooks Park
Å Present 

opportunities/constraints 
Å Discuss high level design 

vision

MEETING 2

University Lakes
Å Present Phase 2
Å Review governance 

structure 

Wampold Beach
Å Present 3 concept 

alternatives

City-Brooks Park
Å Present 3 concept 

alternatives

MEETING 3

University Lakes
Å Review the entire road 

map and discuss 
implementation 

Wampold Beach
Å Present preferred plan

City-Brooks Park
Å Present preferred plan 
Å Discuss phasing

MEETING 4

Wampold Beach
Å Present phasing 

strategies
Å Present ROM cost 

estimate

City-Brooks Park
Å Present implementation 

plan
Å Discuss how its tied into 

the overall governance 
plan

Mid March Mid May Early July



D. Project Deliverables ς 
Governance and O&M Plan

1. The Sasaki team will present the overall approach, 
process, and framework for the Governance and O&M  
Plan, including a review of key players, capital 
projects, ongoing operations and maintenance, and 
funding streams.

2. This session will focus on understanding existing 
structures, sharing relevant case studies, identifying 
gaps, and opening preliminary discussions around 
potential governance models.



Project Overview

MOVING 
FORWARD

City Brooks Park & University Lakes
Unified Master Plan & Governance Structure  

01 02 03

University Lakes
System Governance & 

O+M Plan

Wampold Beach 
Concept Design

City Brooks Park 
Master Plan 



UNIVERSITY LAKES SYSTEM 
GOVERNANCE & O+M PLAN

December 18, 2025| Workshop



Establish a unified 
governance and 

operations 
framework that 
aligns funding, 

capital delivery, 
and long -term 
stewardship.
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UL Governance & O+M Plan

PROJECT SCOPE

01
University Lakes

System Governance & 
O+M Plan

01

The University Lakes Governance Plan 
establishes a clear framework for long-
term stewardship by assessing existing 
conditions, evaluating peer governance 
models, defining roles and 
responsibilities, projecting operations 
and maintenance needs, and delivering 
an actionable organizational and 
financial roadmap to guide 
implementation, funding, and phased 
delivery over time.

ZEE ZEE 
GARDENS

LSU



UL Governance & O+M Plan

BUSINESS PLAN FLOW CHART
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STEP 1: 
IDENTIFY THE GAP

STEP 2: 
DEFINE THE STRUCTURE

STEP 3: 
TOWARDS FULL BUILDOUT

THE PLAYERS
Å Identify current players
Å Determine player responsibilities
Å Identify the gaps 

 

PROJECT O+M
Å Develop existing and proposed 

operations and maintenance 
matrices

 
FUNDING STREAMS
Å Determine existing funding 

streams 
Å Identify potential funding sources

 

THE PLAYERS
Å Case studies 
Å Identify a suitable governance 

model

 
CAPITAL PROJECTS
Å Prioritize projects with Dashi
Å Identify recommended projects 

PROJECT O+M
Å Strategize integrated O+M plan 

 

FUNDING STREAMS
Å Develop understanding of 

earned income potential

THE PLAYERS
Å Build out governance structure 

organization, roles & 
responsibilities 

CAPITAL PROJECTS
Å Develop timeline of projects with 

Dashi

PROJECT O+M
Å Full O+M Plan 

 

FUNDING STREAMS
Å Map out the potential funding 

sources to potential projects

 

CAPITAL PROJECTS
Å Identify ongoing projects
Å Identify upcoming projects
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STEP 1: 
IDENTIFY THE GAP

THE PLAYERS
Å Identify current players
Å Determine player responsibilities
Å Identify the gaps

 
CAPITAL PROJECTS
Å Identify ongoing projects
Å Identify upcoming projects

PROJECT O+M
Å Develop existing and proposed 

operations and maintenance 
matrices

FUNDING STREAMS
Å Determine existing funding 

streams
Å Identify potential funding sources

UL Governance & O+M Plan

FLOW CHART STEP 1
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UL Governance & O+M Plan

FLOW CHART STEP 2

STEP 2: 
DEFINE THE STRUCTURE

THE PLAYERS
Å Case studies
Å Identify a suitable governance 

model

CAPITAL PROJECTS
Å Prioritize projects with Dashi
Å Identify recommended projects 

PROJECT O+M
Å Strategize integrated O+M plan

 

FUNDING STREAMS
Å Develop understanding of 

earned income potential 

24
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UL Governance & O+M Plan

FLOW CHART STEP 3

25

STEP 3: 
TOWARDS FULL BUILDOUT

THE PLAYERS
Å Build out governance structure 

organization, roles & 
responsibilities

CAPITAL PROJECTS
Å Develop timeline of projects with 

Dashi

PROJECT O+M
Å Full O+M plan

 

FUNDING STREAMS
Å Map out the potential funding 

sources to potential projects

 



UL Governance & O+M Plan

WHERE WE ARE TODAY
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STEP 1: 
IDENTIFY THE GAP

STEP 2: 
DEFINE THE STRUCTURE

STEP 3: 
TOWARDS FULL BUILDOUT

THE PLAYERS
Å Identify current players
Å Determine player responsibilities
Å Identify the gaps 

 
CAPITAL PROJECTS
Å Identify ongoing projects 
Å Identify upcoming projects
Å Identify recommended projects 

 
PROJECT O+M
Å Develop existing and proposed 

operations and maintenance 
matrices

 
FUNDING STREAMS
Å Determine existing funding 

streams 
Å Identify potential funding sources

 

THE PLAYERS
Å Case studies 
Å Identify a suitable governance 

model

 

CAPITAL PROJECTS
Å Prioritize projects with Dashi

PROJECT O+M
Å Strategize integrated O+M plan 

 

FUNDING STREAMS
Å Develop understanding of 

earned income potential

THE PLAYERS
Å Build out governance structure 

organization, roles & 
responsibilities 

CAPITAL PROJECTS
Å Develop timeline of projects with 

Dashi

PROJECT O+M
Å Full O+M Plan 

 

FUNDING STREAMS
Å Map out the potential funding 

sources to potential projects

 



The Players
Step 1 ï Identify the Gap
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The Players

THE PLAYERS
TODAY

28UL Governance & O+M Plan

THE CURRENT 
UNIVERSITY LAKES 
PROJECT
Project Lead and Project 
Management:
Å LSU Foundation
Stakeholders:
Å LSU
Å BRAF
Å EBR
Å BREC
Å State

 

CORE 
PARTNERS

EXTENDED 
PARTNERS

PUBLIC
INTEREST

Å BREC
Å LSU
Å CITY PARISH
Å STATE

Å BRAF
Å BREC FOUNDATION
Å LSU FOUNDATION
Å KNOCK KNOCK CHILDRENS 

MUSEUM
Å BATON ROUGE GALLERY 
Å WAMPOLD COMPANIES
Å LOD COOK HOTEL & 

CONFERENCE CENTER
Å FRIENDS OF CITY PARK 

Å MCKINLEY HIGH SCHOOL
Å PERKINS RD PRIVATE BUSINESSES
Å LDWF
Å LDEQ
Å OCD
Å USACE
Å USEPA
Å DOA 
Å DOTD

Å ADJACENT NB 
ASSOCIATIONS

Å THE CRESCENT AT 
UNIVERSTIY LAKE CONDO 
ASSOCIATION

Å LOCAL RUNNING & 
CYCLING GROUPS 

Å FISHING & PADDLING CLUBS
Å ENVIRONMENTAL & 

WATERSHED GROUPS
Å LSU STUDENTS & CAMPUS 

COMMUNITY
Å TOURISTS & VISITORS
Å LOCAL MEDIA & CIVIC GROUPS



UL Governance & O+M Plan

RESPONSIBILITIES
& CAPACITIES

29UL Governance & O+M Plan

CORE 
PARTNERS

EXTENDED 
PARTNERS

PUBLIC
INTEREST

Å BREC
Å LSU
Å CITY-PARISH
Å STATE

Å ADJACENT NB 
ASSOCIATIONS

Å THE CRESCENT AT 
UNIVERSTIY LAKE CONDO 
ASSOCIATION

Å LOCAL RUNNING & 
CYCLING GROUPS 

Å FISHING & PADDLING CLUBS
Å ENVIRONMENTAL & 

WATERSHED GROUPS
Å LSU STUDENTS & CAMPUS 

COMMUNITY
Å TOURISTS & VISITORS
Å LOCAL MEDIA & CIVIC GROUPS

CAPACITIES

CAPITAL PROJECT DELIVERY/
CONSTRUCTION

O&M FUNDING 
RESPONSIBILITY

MAINTENANCE &
OPERATIONS

PROGRAMMING &
ACTIVATION

FUNDRAISING
& PHILANTHROPY

PLANING & ECONOMIC
STIMULATION

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
 & ADVOCACY

ENVIRONMENTAL
STEWARDSHIP

Å BRAF
Å BREC FOUNDATION
Å LSU FOUNDATION
Å KNOCK KNOCK CHILDRENS 

MUSEUM
Å BATON ROUGE GALLERY 
Å WAMPOLD COMPANIES
Å LOD COOK HOTEL & 

CONFERENCE CENTER
Å FRIENDS OF CITY PARK 

Å MCKINLEY HIGH SCHOOL
Å PERKINS RD PRIVATE BUSINESSES
Å LDWF
Å LDEQ
Å OCD
Å USACE
Å USEPA
Å DOA 
Å DOTD



UL Governance & O+M Plan

EXISTING 
OWNERSHIP

30UL Governance & O+M Plan

Land Ownership

ZEE ZEE 
GARDENS

LSU



UL Governance & O+M Plan

EXISTING MAINTENANCE
RESPONSIBILITY

31UL Governance & O+M Plan

Land Maintenance 
Responsibility

ZEE ZEE 
GARDENS

LSU



The Players

BUILDING TOWARDS
A STEWARDSHIP

32UL Governance & O+M Plan

BRECLSU

CITY

Existing

Existing Gaps

Full Buildout Gaps

Full Buildout

Gaps filled via 
stewardship model

Stewardship

BRECLSU

CITY

BRECLSU

CITY



Trust for Public Land is a national 
nonprofit, working to create parks 
and protect land for people, 
ensuring healthy, livable 
communities for generations to 
come. 

We believe in OUTSIDE FOR 
ALL . 

Since 1972, TPL has protected 4 
million acres of public land; created 
5,364 parks, trails, schoolyards, and 
iconic outdoor places; raised $100 
billion in public funding for parks 
and public lands; and connected 
nearly 9.4 million people to the 
outdoors.

To learn more, visit tpl.org. 
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The Players

34UL Governance & O+M Plan

Introduction to Public-Private Partnerships 
What is a Public-Private Partnership?

ÅAnagreement between one or more government entities and nonprofits and/or private entities to advance a shared 
ŔŰŔƣŔċƣŔƻĲЮШ[ŸƖШƓċƖťƚЯШƣőŔƚШůŸƚƣШŸŉƣĲŰШũŸŸťƚШũŔťĲШċШљĦŸŰƚĲƖƻċŰĦǃњШŸƖШљċũũŔċŰĦĲЮњ

ÅTypically, the government entity retains final authority and ownership of land, while the nonprofit or private partner(s) 
providessupplemental resources or complementary services.

ÅCreation of a public-private partnership is often driven by a combination ofusers and nearby residents.

ÅThe exact structure of the organization depends on the local context, capacity, and needs.



The Players
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Spectrum of Park Stewardship Partners 

More Public Control Less Public Control*

Private 
Foundations

Public 
Agencies 

(ParksDept.)

Quasi-public 
Institutions 

(Public 
universities, 

cultural 
institutions)

Volunteer 
Groups

Friends-
of 

Groups

Citywide
Park 

Non-profit

Dedicated 
Park 

Non-profit

BIDs

For-profit 
Entities 

(Developers)

*If activities are taking place on publicly-owned land, the public entity determines how much control it cedes to partners through its 
partnership agreements. If the land is owned by a private entity, public control is determined primarily by existing land use policies.

Le
ss

 C
ap

ac
ity

M
or

e 
C

ap
ac
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The Players
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Park Stewardship Partnerships 

Cooperative 
Management Partnership

Full Management Partnership or 
Lease Agreement

Programming & Fundraising
Partnership

Multiple formal stakeholdersshare 
responsibilities for development, 
management, andactivation, 
and funding comesfrom multiple 
partners.

Owning entity grants a dedicated 
partner authority to manage, 
operate, and/or develop the park. 
Owningentity likely contributes 
dedicated funds.

Owning entity retains authorityand 
management responsibilitywhile 
allowing partners to activate 
and/or fundraise for the park.

New Orleans City Park
Audubon Nature Institute
Washington Park Arboretum
High Line Canal Conservancy

Buffalo Bayou Partnership
Moncus Park
Central Park Conservancy

Most municipal park systems in 
major cities have a version of this. 



The Players

Core Functions of a Public-Private Partnership 

37UL Governance & O+M Plan

COORDINATION & 
SHARED SERVICES

FUNDRAISING OPERATIONS &
MAINTENANCE

COMMUNITY
ENGAGEMENT

ADVOCACY CAPITAL
PROJECTS



The Players
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Benefits of Public-Private Partnerships 
What are the challenges this helps solve?

ÅResources: Public-private partnerships can bring supplemental private resources to local governments, who are 
often limited in funding and capacity.

ÅFlexibility : As private entities, public-private partnerships tend to be nimbler and have less bureaucracy or red tape 
to navigate than governments.

ÅCoordination : Public-private partnerships can provide a formalized structure for managing the many stakeholders 
involved in decision-making and management.

ÅCommunity Engagement : As community-driven entities, public-private partnerships often provide channels to 
deepen engagement and relationships with key stakeholders.

ÅAdvocacy: As non-governmental entities, public-private partnerships are often able to advocate more freely than 
government agencies.



The Players

39UL Governance & O+M Plan

Case Studies
To illustrate the variety, opportunities, and challenges of public-private partnerships, we developed five case studies. 
Each was selected based on its regional relevance , comparable scale , diversity of stakeholders , and landscape .   

Selected Case Studies

1. New Orleans City Park (New Orleans, LA)

2. Audubon Nature Institute (New Orleans, LA)
3. Moncus Park (Lafayette, LA)

4. Buffalo Bayou Partnership (Houston, TX)

5. Washington Park Arboretum (Seattle, WA)

Information Provided

Å History & Overview

Å Core Stakeholders
ÅGovernance Model

ÅOperating Budget

Å Funding Sources
Å Staff

ÅOpportunities & Challenges



The Players

New Orleans City Park (New Orleans, LA)
Effective September 1, 2022, CPIA entered into a 
15-year Cooperative Endeavor Agreement (CEA) 
with the Conservancy, a Louisiana 501c(3) non-
profit corporation, which authorizes the 
Conservancy to manage and operate all day-to-day 
operations of City Park. The Conservancy does not 
receive a management fee. The Conservancy 
directly derives revenue from its operation of City 
Park as well as philanthropic sponsorships, events, 
memberships, fundraising, and grants. CPIA also 
transfers tax revenue and existing lease revenue to 
the Conservancy for its use in operating CPIA.

Key Takeaways
Å Cooperative management between a non-

profit and state commission through a CEA.
Å Governance structure evolved over several 

decades as theConservancy grew its 
capacity.

Å Louisiana-based example offers legal 
precedent.

Å City Park's unique amenity mix and a 
dedicated millage provide more than 50% of 
the park's operating budget.

40UL Governance & O+M Plan

Photo courtesy of City Park Conservancy.



The Players

New Orleans City Park (New Orleans, LA)

41UL Governance & O+M Plan

Core Stakeholders Å New Orleans City Park Improvement Association (State 
Commission)

Å City Park Conservancy (501c3)

Governance Å Cooperative Endeavor Agreement : Provides oversight and 
management standards and outlines obligations of both 
parties

Å NOCPIA: Ensures performance management; retains title to 
all movable and immovable assets

Å CPC: Operates, programs, fundraises for, and provides day-
to-day management of the park

Budget $12.1 million (2023)

Funding Breakdown Å Earned Revenue: 30%
Å Membership: 0.9%
Å Philanthropy: 32%
Å Events: 10%
Å Investment & Other Income: 

2% 
Å Transfers from NOCPIA: 26%

Å Tax revenue, 
intergovernmental 
grants, and the 
Commission real estate 
lease revenue from 
NOCPIA

Staff Å CPC:40 staff; 27 Board 
Members 

Å NOCPIA: No staff; 26 
Board Members 
(Appointed)



The Players

Audubon Nature Institute (New Orleans, LA) 
Audubon Nature Institute (ANI) is a 501(c)3 not 
for profit that operates a family of ten museums 
and parks. The first legislative mention of 
Audubon Park appears in Act 130 of 1896, which 
places the management and control of Audubon 
Park with aseparate corporation, the Audubon 
Park Association. Act 191 of 1914 created an 
Audubon Park Commission and entrusted it with 
the management and control of Audubon Park. In 
1958, Act 492 authorized the Audubon Park 
Commission to control all activities in the parks 
under its management; to contract with private 
individuals; and to charge rental and/or activity 
fees for use of the park property.

Key Takeaways
Å Collaborative management of multiple park 

spaces, including a zoo, between a non-profit 
and state commission through a CEA.

Å Entities supported primarily through earned 
revenue, bya dedicated fundraising arm, and 
through state funds.

Å Louisiana-based example offers legal 
precedent.

42UL Governance & O+M Plan

Photo courtesy of Audubon Zoo.



The Players

Audubon Nature Institute (New Orleans, LA) 
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Core Stakeholders Å Audubon Commission
Å Audubon Nature Institute (501(c)3) Board of Directors
Å Audubon Nature Institute Foundation (501(c)3):Board 

consists of 8 members, of which one is the Chairman of the 
ANI Board. The other 7 members are elected by the Board 
Membership for3-year terms. 

Governance Å Commission : Retains all authority granted to it by 
Louisiana State Act No.191 of 1914, including title to all 
City-owned facilities and improvements, theauthority to 
control design and development of projects, and approval 
and administration of allbond or tax revenues.

Å Management Agreement : ANI manages day to day 
operations for all of ƣőĲШ9ŸůůŔƚƚŔŸŰќƚШŉċĦŔũŔƣŔĲƚШƣőƖŸƨŊőШċШ
Management and Cooperative Endeavor Agreement 
between the Board and the Audubon Commission. 

Å Foundation : Support organization whose mission is to 
manage and increase the ANI endowment while providing 
ċĬĬŔƣŔŸŰċũШŸƓĲƖċƣŔŰŊШƖĲƻĲŰƨĲƚШŉŸƖШ ƨĬƨĤŸŰќƚШŉċĦŔũŔƣŔĲƚЮШ

Budget $12.48M (Commission, 2024) $55M (ANI,2024)

Funding Breakdown Å Intergovernmental Grants
Å Tax Revenue
Å Lease Revenue

Å Earned Revenue (Rental 
& Activity Fees)

Å Commission Funding
Å Sponsorships
Å Foundation Funding
Å Private Fundraising
Å Grants

Staff Å 24 Commission Members 
appointed by Mayor, 
approved by Council for 6-
year terms

Å 250+ Staff (ANI)
Å 32 Board Members (ANI)
Å 11 Board Members 

(Foundation)
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Moncus Park (Lafayette, LA) 
In 2005, the University of Louisiana announced 
plans to allow for commercial development at a 
former agricultural research farm. In response, the 
community launched a campaign to save the 
property and turn it into a central city park. In 2012, 
UL sold the land to the City of Lafayette. In 2013, 
Lafayette Central Park, Inc., was formed as a non-
profit to build and operate the futurepark. A major 
community engagement effort funded by the 
Lafayette Public Trust Financing Authorityinformed 
the Master Plan, which, with City-Parish Council 
approval, allowed the non-profit to begin 
fundraising. After 4 years of fundraising and 
planning, the LCG issued a long-term lease to the 
non-profit for development and management of the 
land, which has since become Moncus Park. 

Key Takeaways
Å Non-profit entity has sole management 

responsibilityvia long-term lease with City.
Å Decades of community engagement and 

advocacy helped seed crucial funding and 
public support.

Å Louisiana-based example offers legal 
precedent.

44UL Governance & O+M Plan

Photo courtesy of Moncus Park.



The Players

Moncus Park (Lafayette, LA) 
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Core Stakeholders Å Moncus Park Board of Directors
Å Community

Governance Å Conservancy established when parkland was purchased by 
Lafayette Consolidated Government  with sole purpose of 
designing, developing, activating, andmaintaining the park.

Å Guided by a Master Plan, developed byConservancy and 
approved by the City-Parish Council.

Å Following approval,LCG granted a long-term lease to non-
profit to build, activate, and maintain the park.

Budget $2.33M (2024)

Funding Breakdown Å Private Donations: 54%
Å Special Events: 20%
Å Parking: 14%
Å Membership: 5%
Å Programming & Permits: 4%
Å Rentals: 3%
Å Grants: <2%

Staff Å 17 FT Staff, 21 PT/Seasonal Staff, 17 Board Members



The Players

Buffalo Bayou Partnership (Houston, TX) 
Buffalo Bayou Partnership (BBP) was established 
in 1986 to serve as an advisory resource and 
liaison among the groups pursuing development of 
Buffalo Bayou amenities and the many private and 
public sector entities with interest in or jurisdiction 
over various Bayou functions. The Partnership is to 
be administered to benefit the City of Houston and 
Harris County, specifically the Harris County Flood 
Control District (HCFCD). The Partnership 
manages and maintains Buffalo Bayou Park, 
coordinates integration of major amenities into the 
Bayou Greenbelt, and seeks ways to increase 
community development through programming 
and stewardship. 

Key Takeaways
Å Non-profit entity has primary management 

responsibility via operating agreement with 
City and County. 

Å Created to serve as dedicated coordinator 
between public and private interests.

Å Waterway and flood management are primary 
principlesand responsibilities.

46UL Governance & O+M Plan

Photo courtesy of Buffalo Bayou Partnership.



Core Stakeholders Å Buffalo Bayou Partnership Board
Å City of Houston, Parks & Recreation Department
Å Harris County Flood Control District

Governance Å City Ownership : City of Houston owns the parkland, 
operated in partnership with BBP and the HCFCD.

Å Management Agreement : In 2012, the Partnership entered 
into an operating agreement with the City, Reinvestment 
Zone, Downtown Redevelopment Authority (the Authority), 
and Harris County Flood Control District (the District) to 
provide maintenance of the Park.

Å Master Plan Implementation : In 2022, theCity, Harris 
County, and BBP, in coordination with the Kinder Foundation, 
developed a 30-year overall term Agreement to accelerate 
Master Plan implementation. 

Budget $12.1 million (2023)

Funding Breakdown Å 50% Private Philanthropy, Earned Revenue, etc. by BBP
Å 25% County (including HCFCD funding)
Å 25% City (including Downtown Tax Increment Reinvestment 

Zone)

Staff Å 38 Staff, 32 Board Members

The Players

Buffalo Bayou Partnership (Houston, TX) 

47UL Governance & O+M Plan



The Players

Washington Park Arboretum (Seattle, WA) 

Key Takeaways
Å Joint-management between a municipal park 

agency, university, and non-profit entity 
through a mix of formal and informal 
agreements. 

Å Management responsibilities are 
dividedbased on each entity'sstrengths, 
supported by a dedicated fundraising arm.
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Photo courtesy of the Arboretum Foundation.

The Washington Park Arboretum was established 
by a cooperative agreement in 1934 between the 
University of Washington and the City of Seattle. 
Today, the Arboretum is cooperatively managed by 
Seattle Parks and Recreation and the UW Botanic 
Gardens, with major support from the Arboretum 
Foundation. The Arboretum and Botanical Garden 
Committee (ABGC) is the legally mandated 
advisory committee established by 1934 enabling 
legislationmade up of nine representatives of UW, 
the City, and the Foundation, as well as state and 
mayoral appointees. In 2001, City Council and UW 
Board of Regents adopted a Master Plan for the 
Arboretum, largely funded by the Foundation. 


