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1.0   Overview 
Hays County’s transportation system includes roadways, railroads, bridges, bike lanes/ways, transit 
vehicles and airports (Figure 1). In order to develop a comprehensive long –range transportation plan for 
the County, a variety of transportation data were collected from numerous local, regional, state and 
federal sources, which include roadway characteristics, bridge inventory, existing traffic condition, crash 
data, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, public transportation facilities and services, railroads,  airports, 
existing land use, and natural environment. These data provided the framework for existing 
transportation system assessments, which establish a base to determine needs and discuss 
opportunities for transportation improvements in the County. Based on these data, the existing 
transportation system was summarized and assessed as follows below.   
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2.0   Existing Roadway Network 
Hays County is currently served by one Interstate Highway (IH), one US Highway (US), several State 
Highways (SH), and numerous Farm-to-Market (FM) roads and Ranch Market (RM) roads, which provide 
the basic framework of the County’s roadway network that moves people and goods through and within 
the area. The Texas Department of Transportation (TXDOT) maintains Interstate Highways and State 
Highways in the county, while Hays County and the cities maintain roadways that are not part of the 
state or federal system. The existing roadway network characteristics were summarized in terms of 
functional classification, capacities, number of travel lanes, existing traffic conditions and right-of-way 
widths.  

2.1  Major Roadway Description 
 
Interstate Highways  

Interstate 35 is the only interstate highway serving the county.  It is a controlled access highway that 
traverses the eastern portion of Hays County, crossing from southeast to northeast.   IH 35 connects San 
Marcos to the Austin urbanized area to the north, and to the New Braunfels and San Antonio areas to 
the south.  Access to and from IH 35 is provided by grade-separated interchanges and frontage roads on 
both east and west sides of the freeway.   IH 35 is a six-lane divided highway in the study area.  It  is  an  
asphalt  facility  with  shoulders  barrier  separated  by  a median.  The frontage roads throughout most 
of the county are one-way and 2-3 lanes in each direction; portions of the frontage roads remain two-
way, two-lane facilities, and these are being converted to one-way frontage roads. TxDOT is responsible 
for the operations and maintenance of this facility. 
 
US Highways 
 
US 290 is the only U.S. Highway that traverses through Hays County. It extends nearly 19 miles from 
west to east in the northern part of the County. It is a four-lane undivided highway from the Blanco 
County line to Dripping Springs, and a four-lane divided highway from Dripping Springs to the Travis 
County line. 
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Figure 1: Hays County Existing Transportation System
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State Highways  
 
There are three state highways that serve the County: SH 123, SH 21 and SH 80. TxDOT maintains these 
roadways.   SH 80 is a four-lane roadway that intersects IH 35 in the City of San Marcos. It is an    
important facility serving the east side of San Marcos,  and  connects  to  Ranch Market road (RM) 12 
and downtown  San  Marcos on the west side of IH 35. 
 
SH 123 connects to Guadalupe Street and downtown San Marcos on the north, and extends to the 
southern boundary of the County. It is a 4-lane roadway, and has a posted speed limit ranging from 30 
mph downtown to 65 mph at the Guadalupe County line on the south. 
 
SH 21 is a four-lane roadway that begins at SH 80 on the east side of San Marcos, and continues 
northeast toward Bastrop County.  It forms the boundary between Hays County and Caldwell County. 
The posted speed limit is 65 mph. 
 
Farm-to-Market and Ranch-to-Market roads 
 
There   are   numerous   farm-to-market   and   ranch-to-market roads serving Hays County, including FM 
110, FM 150, FM 165, FM 621, FM 967, FM 1626, FM 2001, FM 2325, FM 2439, FM 2770, FM 3237, FM 
3407, as well as RM 12, RM 1826 and RM 32. These FM and RM roadways are generally two-lane 
facilities that provide connections between major highway facilities, residential and commercial centers, 
and recreational areas.  TxDOT maintains these FM and RM roadways. 

2.2 Roadway Functional Class 

Roadways can be described by the principal function that they serve: mobility for through movements 
or access to adjacent land. Functional classifications essentially describe roadways based upon the 
degree to which the roadway is expected to provide mobility and land access.  Figure 2 Relationship of 
Roadway Functional Class in Serving Traffic Mobility and Land Access illustrates the relationship of 
functionally classified systems in serving traffic mobility and land access.  As shown on the figure, 
arterials emphasize a high level of mobility for through movements, collectors offer approximately 
balanced service for both mobility and accessibility, and local roads provide direct access to 
neighborhoods with lower speeds.   
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The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) provides guidelines by which TxDOT works with local 
governments to establish or verify roadway functional classifications for all the public roadways. The 
guidelines include target values on the number of centerline miles for each functional classification that 
is based on the total number of publicly maintained roadways in each city and in each county.  This 
system also serves as a basis for establishing speed limits, parking restrictions, design standards, and 
access controls.  The descriptions of TxDOT roadway functional classification are listed as follows:  

 

Interstate Highways  
Interstate highways provide the greatest 
mobility because they permit high-speed 
movement  with  limited  access  at  ramps.   
Access to these facilities is generally limited 
to defined interchanges.    
 
Principal Arterial 
Principal arterials connect activity centers 
and carry large volumes of traffic at 
moderate to high speeds. They generally 
serve significant intra-area travel and longer 
trip  purpose.  US  290,  SH  21,  SH  123,  SH  80  
and RM 12 are classified as principal arterial 
in the study area. 
 

Minor Arterial 
Minor arterials provide a lower level of mobility and distribute traffic to smaller geographic areas than 
major arterials. They are continuous routes through urban and rural areas, forming   the backbone of 
the street network, which provide intra-community continuity without penetrating identifiable 
neighborhoods. Most of the Farm-to-Market roads in the study area serve as this function. 
 
Collector streets 
Collector streets collect traffic from local streets and channel it into the arterial system at low to 
moderate speeds.  They provide land access and traffic circulation within residential, commercial, and 
industrial areas.  Collectors also serve as freight access routes.   
 
  

Figure 2: Relationship of Roadway Functional Class in 
Serving Traffic Mobility and Land Access 
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Local Streets 
Local streets make up the majority of the roadway network and provide access to adjacent properties 
and neighborhoods.  Local streets generally carry relatively low traffic volumes at low speed and 
designed to discourage through traffic.  Local streets are often found in subdivisions and near non-
residential land uses that do not depend on a high volume of walk-in business. They often serve short 
distance travel as compared to collectors or other higher-order roadways. 

Based on the CAMPO 2010 roadway network, the functional classification for roadways within Hays 
County is shown in Figure 3. The existing roadway travel lanes for the roadway network are shown in 
Figure 4. 
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Figure 3: Hays County Existing Roadway Functional Classification 

 

Source: CAMPO 2010 Roadway Network 
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Figure 4: Hays County Existing Roadway Number of Through Lanes 

  

Source: CAMPO 2010 Roadway Network 
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The summary of centerline roadway miles and centerline lane miles of each functional classification for 
the Hays County existing roadway network is listed in Table 1: 

Table 1: Hays County Roadway Inventory Summary 

Functional Classification Centerline Roadway 
Miles 

Centerline Lane Miles 

Interstate Highways 25 149 

Principal Arterials 122 341 

Minor Arterials 257 526 

Collectors 145 296 

Total 576 1317 

                                                                             (Source: CAMPO 2010 Roadway Network) 

2.3 Existing Roadway Capacity 

The capacity of a roadway is defined as the maximum number of vehicles per hour that can pass a point 
on a roadway. Capacity is determined by the number of lanes, the functional classification of the 
roadway, the roadway geometrics, and the area type (urban versus rural).  The roadway capacity will be 
used to determine congestion levels by comparing the actually traffic volume and the capacity of the 
roadway. This ratio is used to measure Level of Service (LOS), which will be further discussed in the next 
section. Table 2 provides the matrix that CAMPO regional travel demand model has used to determine 
capacity of all the roadways, and assign level of service destinations to roadways in the model network. 
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Table 2: Roadway Capacity Table 

Roadway 
Functional Class 

Area Type 
Daily Capacity 

(Vehicles per Lane) 
Peak Hour Capacity 
(Vehicles per Lane) 

HWY_SPEED 
(Miles per 

Hour) 

Interstate 
Highway 

CBD 28200 2170 51 
Urban Intense Residential 25100 2170 57 

Urban Residential 22500 2160 63 
Suburban Residential 20200 2150 68 

Rural 16700 2130 74 

Principal Arterial 
Divided 

CBD 9400 900 30 
Urban Intense Residential 9000 890 35 

Urban Residential 8000 870 41 
Suburban Residential 7000 840 51 

Rural 5300 760 63 

Principal Arterial 
Undivided 

CBD 9100 770 28 
Urban Intense Residential 8200 760 34 

Urban Residential 7300 750 40 
Suburban Residential 6300 720 49 

Rural 4800 660 61 

Minor Arterial 
Divided 

CBD 8100 810 26 
Urban Intense Residential 7700 800 33 

Urban Residential 6900 780 39 
Suburban Residential 6000 760 46 

Rural 4600 690 59 

Minor Arterial 
Undivided 

CBD 7800 700 24 
Urban Intense Residential 7000 690 30 

Urban Residential 6200 670 38 
Suburban Residential 5500 660 44 

Rural 4200 610 55 

Collector 

CBD 6000 640 23 
Urban Intense Residential 5700 630 28 

Urban Residential 5200 620 33 
Suburban Residential 4500 600 40 

Rural 3500 540 50 

Local Street 

CBD 3800 410 20 
Urban Intense Residential 3500 400 25 

Urban Residential 3100 390 30 

Suburban Residential 2800 380 37 
Rural 2100 350 49 

(Source: CAMPO) 
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2.4 Existing Traffic Volumes 
 
Existing traffic volumes are used to evaluate congestion levels on existing roadways, identify capacity 
deficiencies on the existing roadway network, and serve as a base for comparison to future traffic 
forecasts. 

Hays County does not have a complete county-wide traffic count data system. For the purpose of this 
study,  the  existing  Average  Daily  Traffic  (ADT)  volumes  on  the  roadway  network  shown  in  Figure  5  
reflect volumes predicted by the CAMPO 2010 travel demand model, which will be discussed in 
Technical Memorandum 5. 
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Figure 5: Hays County Existing Roadway 2010 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 

 



 
 

Parsons Brinckerhoff P a g e  | 13 
 

2.5 Existing Traffic Conditions 

Transportation system performance is commonly measured using the LOS grading system which 
qualitatively characterizes traffic conditions associated with varying levels of traffic.  LOS ranges from 
LOS A, representing free-flow traffic conditions with little or no delay experienced by motorists, to LOS 
F, describing congested conditions where traffic flows exceed design capacity, resulting in long queues 
and delays.  LOS A, B, and C are generally considered to be satisfactory service levels, while the influence 
of congestion becomes more noticeable at LOS D. LOS E is undesirable and is considered by most 
agencies to be the limit of acceptable delay, and LOS F conditions are considered to be unacceptable to 
drivers.  The LOS methodology has been widely used and provides a consistent tool for evaluating 
roadway performance.  It is common for urban and rural communities to adopt LOS D as the minimum 
standard for acceptable roadway performance (FHWA Highway Capacity Manual 2000).  

The LOS for an individual roadway segment is measured by comparing the actual traffic volumes to the 
capacity of the roadway segment.  The Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) ratio thresholds and traffic flow 
characteristics for each LOS level are presented in Table 3. 

Table 3– Roadway Segment LOS and V/C Ratio 

Roadway LOS Description Max V/C Ratio 
LOS A (Under Capacity) Free-flow (FF) operation 0.35 

LOS B (Under Capacity) 
Reasonable free-flow; Ability to maneuver is 
only slightly restricted 

0.5 

LOS C (Under Capacity) 
Stable flow; At or near free-flow operations; 
Freedom to maneuver is noticeably restricted; 
Queues may form 

0.65 

LOS D (Near Capacity)  

Approaching unstable flow; Operation near or at 
capacity; Speeds decline slightly with increasing 
traffic volumes; Freedom to maneuver is much 
more limited; Longer delays and congestion 
noticeable. 

0.8 

LOS E (At Capacity)  
Unstable flow; Operation at capacity; No usable 
gap in the traffic stream to maneuver; 
Operations are extremely volatile. 

1 

LOS F (Over Capacity)  
Forced or breakdown flow; Demand is greater 
than capacity; unacceptable delay; Stop-and-go 
conditions. 

> 1.00 

Source: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual 2000 
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Based on the existing  traffic  volumes as  predicted by the CAMPO travel  demand model  and v/c  ratio  
thresholds as listed above, the existing roadway average daily LOS results were calculated and illustrated 
in Figure 6. 

As shown on the map, most roadways within the study area currently operate at acceptable LOS D or 
better. I-35, US 290 east of RM 12, and several of the state highways including RM 12, SH 21,FM 1626, 
FM 2325 within Wimberley, FM 2439 near downtown San Marcos show the most congestion (LOS E or 
F).  

Please note that this methodology provide a macro-level assessment of the entire roadway network 
within Hays County. It doesn’t assess the peak hour congestion and the impact of traffic control devices 
at intersections during peak-hour operations.  More detailed analysis using peak hour volume and 
intersection data is recommended for the next level study to further identify and investigate the 
bottleneck locations and congested corridors.  
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Figure 6: Hays County Existing Roadway Level of Service (LOS) 
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2.6 Bridge Inventory 
 
Bridges are another important element in the transportation system. Maintaining the bridge network is 
important for safety enhancement and traffic congestion relief.  Bridges are also important to enhance 
the connectivity of the roadway network, and facilitate the development of a multimodal transportation 
system. 
  
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) established the National Bridge Inventory (NBI) to monitor 
the condition of bridges on public roads.  The NBI identifies bridge characteristics including age, 
sufficiency and composition.  TxDOT uses this federal definition to classify the condition of bridges into 
the following categories: 
 
Sufficient structure (good or better): A sufficient structure meets current federal and Texas 
requirements.  It is structurally sound, functionally adequate, and suitable for appropriate weight 
vehicles. 
 
Non-sufficient structure:  A non-sufficient structure is structurally deficient, functionally obsolete, or 
sub-standard for load only. 
 
Structurally   deficient   structure:   A   bridge   is   classified   by   the   Federal   Highway Administration 
(FHWA) as structurally deficient if it meets any of the following criteria:  

  It has an extreme restriction on its load-carrying capacity.  

  It has deterioration severe enough to reduce its load-carrying capacity below its original as-built 
capacity. 

 It is closed.  

  It is frequently over-topped during flooding, creating severe traffic delays. 
 
Functionally obsolete structure:  A bridge is classified by the FHWA as functionally obsolete if  it  fails to 
meet its design criteria in any one of the following areas:  

 Deck geometry  

 Load-carrying capacity  

 Vertical or horizontal clearances  

 Approach roadway alignment 
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Sub-standard for load only structure: A bridge is considered sub-standard for load only if it is not 
classified as structurally deficient or functionally obsolete, but has a load capacity less than the 
maximum load permitted by state law. It has not deteriorated or has not deteriorated severely  enough  
to  reduce  its  load  capacity  beneath  its  original  as-built  capacity,  but  its original as-built capacity 
was not designed to carry current legal loads. A sub-standard for load only structure is load-posted or 
recommended for load posting.  
 
Load-posted bridge: A bridge that is load-posted has a safe load capacity less than the state legal load, 
and its load capacity is communicated by signs at the bridge site. 
 
Land-locking bridges: This report classifies a bridge as land-locking if it restricts traffic into an area 
because of load limitations or closures. These bridges are load-posted or closed. 
 
In addition, the NBI also uses a rating system ranging from 0 to 100 to evaluate the sufficiency level of 
bridges.   A  rating  of  50  or  less  signifies  that  a  bridge  structure  is  eligible  to  receive  funding  for  
replacement.  A rating between 51 and 80 signifies a bridge is eligible for rehabilitation funding.  
 
Based on the TxDOT Bridge Inventory reports, Hays County has a total of 160 bridges, including 44 off-
system bridges and 116 on-system bridges. On-system bridges are on the designated state highway 
system, are maintained by TxDOT, and are typically funded with a combination of federal and state or 
state-only funds. Off-system bridges are not part of the designated state highway system and are under 
the direct jurisdiction of a local government such as a county, city, other political subdivision of the 
state,  or  special  district  with  authority  to  finance  a  highway  improvement  project.    Figure  7  below  
illustrates  all  the bridges  within  Hays  County.  Table  4  shows the condition of  these bridges  as  of  Year  
2010. 82 percent of total bridges are in good condition. Only one off-system bridge on Cape Road has 
been identified as structurally deficient. 
 

Table 4: Condition of Hays County Bridges by Count in 2010 

  On-System Off-System All bridges 

Condition 
Number of 

Bridges 
Percent 

Number of 
Bridges 

Percent 
Number of 

Bridges 
Percent 

Sufficient Bridges 
(Good or better) 

93 80% 38 86% 131 82% 

Structurally Deficient 0 0% 1 2% 1 1% 

Functionally Obsolete 23 20% 5 11% 28 18% 

Total 116 100% 44 100% 160 100% 

(Source: Texas Department of Transportation) 
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Figure 7: Hays County Bridge Inventory (2010) 
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3.0   Other Modes of Transportation 
 

The Hays County transportation network also includes infrastructure that provides opportunities for other 
modes of travel, including bicycle/pedestrian facilities, transit facilities and services, railroads, truck routes 
and airports. 

3.1 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 
 

Most of the pedestrian system is provided by locally developed sidewalks along arterials. Bicycle access is 
primarily provided by interconnected, low-volume streets, and shoulders or bicycle lanes on higher volume 
streets1. Due to the rural nature of most parts of Hays County, most roads are shared roadways for 
bicyclists and pedestrians.  

Figure 8 shows the existing inventory of facilities within Hays County designated for bicycle use. The map 
shows most of the bicyclists share roadways with motorists in the County. Other than the shared roadway, 
there are shoulders provided on 44-miles both on-system and off-system streets, which constitute 7% of the 
entire roadway network. However, the shoulders along RM 12 between FM 150 and FM 3237 are 
considered to be inadequate for bicyclists. There are also a few bike lanes and bikeways in the City of 
San Marcos, including segments on River Road, Old Post Road, Holland St, Loop 82, and Comanche N.  

Most state highways and county roadways in Hays County don’t have sidewalks given the rural nature of 
the land use along the roadway.  Sidewalks are primarily located in the incorporated cities. In the City of 
San Marcos, sidewalks are well provided around the downtown area, while most of the older parts of the 
City have scattered or no sidewalks.  

As bicycling and walking have been recognized as active transportation choices that will bring benefits for 
mobility, air quality, health, and quality of life, providing a balanced and well-connected transportation 
network for bicyclists and pedestrians has been increasingly important for the County. The City of San 
Marcos Master Transportation Plan has identified more corridors to improve the bicycle and pedestrian 
mobility and safety by providing designated bike routes and sidewalks. Countywide, more bike lanes and 
sidewalks for arterials and collectors, or in lieu of a bike lane, a multi-use path or shared use travel lane 
need to be planned to fill the gaps for bicyclist and pedestrian access. 

 

 

 

 

1. CAMPO 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan 
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Figure 8: Hays County Existing Bicycle Facilities 
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3.2 Transit Facilities and Services                                  

                                                                         Figure 9: All CARTS Routes in San Marcos 

Capital Area Rural Transportation 
System (CARTS)  

Public transit service is operated by 
the Capital Area Rural 
Transportation System (CARTS) in 
Hays County. CARTS is a rural transit 
district formed through inter-local 
agreement by nine county 
governments in the 7,200-square-
mile region surrounding Austin.  It is 
a mixture of a rapidly growing 
metropolitan center surrounded by 
rural, suburban, exurban and rapidly 
urbanizing rural to metropolitan 
transition  areas.     Within  Hays  
County, CARTS provides both fixed-
route bus services in the City of San 
Marcos and demand response 
Community Transit services that 
provide curb-to curb public 
transportation to citizens in the 
service communities. 

Fixed-route City Bus – San Marcos 

CARTS Around Town (CAT) in the 
City of San Marcos is a municipal 
fixed route bus service offering 
regular route service connecting 
neighborhoods and downtown 
businesses for citizens and visitors. 
All fixed route services offer 
wheelchair accessible vehicles. A 
total of 10 routes operate 
throughout the City, as shown in 
Figure 9. Major destinations include 
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the Factory Outlet Malls, H.E.B., Wal-Mart, Springtown Mall, the Playscape Park and many school 
campuses in the area. Hours of operation are Monday through Friday from 7 a.m. to 6 p.m., except for 
major holidays. All routes arrive in and depart from the San Marcos Station, which is a multi-modal 
transportation center developed and serves as the hub for CAT local transit service. 

Community Transit Services 

CARTS also offers demand-responsive curb-to-curb transportation services throughout Hays County, 
which is especially ideal for disabled individuals or others requiring special assistance. Rides are 
scheduled by phone Monday through Friday, from 8:00 am to 4:00 pm. 24-hours advance notice is 
required.  

Commuter Rail Service 

National Connection 

Amtrak is a national passenger rail provider operating Texas Eagle route traveling daily between Chicago 
and San Antonio. The route serves San Marcos Intermodal station, where Amtrak passengers can also 
transfer to buses and make connections to cities not served by rail on Amtrak thruway service. 

Intercity Passenger Rail 

Intercity passenger rail service between Georgetown and San Antonio areas is being developed by Lone 

Star Rail District  which is a key initiative to in Central and South Texas to help improve the mobility 

and safety on the I-35 Corridor due to the extraordinary population growth and increase NAFTA trade 
flow. The adopted locally preferred alternative is a 112-mile regional passenger rail system located in 
the existing Union Pacific rail corridor for most of its length. 16 stations have been proposed along the 
rail  line  to  connect  the  cities  of  Georgetown,  Round  Rock,  Austin,  Kyle/Buda,  San  Marcos,  New  
Braunfels, Schertz, and San Antonio. Figure 10 shows the proposed LSTAR stations; two of them are 
which are located in Hays County. According to the Lone Star Regional Passenger Rail Project Status 
Report in 2011, significant technical work has been completed for the project, which include conceptual 
engineering, alternative analysis, station location studies, station economic impact studies, ridership 
studies, operating plans, capital and operating cost estimate, and financial and economic benefits 
studies. The environmental clearance process is under way since January 2010, and will take 2-3 years to 
complete. Completion and federal approval of engineering and environmental studies and receipt of a 
notice-to-proceed is anticipated for the Year 2013 and will allow LSTAR rail to begin final design and 
construction. 
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Figure 10: Proposed LSTAR Austin-San Antonio Passenger Rail Stations 
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3.3 Freight Rail Facilities and Services 
 
Union Pacific (UP) Railroad is the largest rail network in the Unites States. It operates over 32,000 miles 
of track, covering 23 states in the western two-thirds of the United States. The railroads links every 
major West Coast and Gulf Coast port and provides service to the east through its four major gateways 
in Chicago, St Louis, Memphis and New Orleans. The railroads form an important network to deliver the 
energy, food, raw materials and consumer goods in the United States and across the world.  Major 
commodities hauled by UP in Texas include chemicals, export grain, gravel and aggregates, automobiles 
and automobile parts, paper, glass, coal and general merchandise.    
  
UP operates and maintains two rail tracks within Hays County, which bisects at the center of City of San 
Marcos. Figure 11 shows the layout of the Hays County rail network.  
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Figure 11: Hays County Railroad Map 
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The traffic delay and public safety issues at railroad crossing locations are a major concern of the local 
governments. Grade separations consist of roadway overpasses and underpasses that separate 
vehicular traffic from rail traffic, minimizing the safety exposure and noise associated with the 
roadway/rail interface. The San Antonio Region Freight Study conducted by TxDOT in 2008 identified 
eight potential future grade separation locations with associated average annual daily traffic volumes 
(AADT), estimated costs, and estimated public benefits over a 20-year period. The potential grade 
separation locations identified for Hays County are listed in Table 5. 
 

Table 5: Potential Future Grade Separation in Hays County 

Street Name City Name AADT Estimated Cost 20-year Benefits 
(2007 Dollar) 

Benefit/Cost 
ratio 

Aquarena 
Springs/Loop 82 
and Post Road 

San Marcos 20,400 $14,800,000 $14,180,000 0.96 

Bugg Lane San Marcos 8,400 $6,100,000 $8,800,000 1.44 

Center Street/FM 
150 

Kyle 5,000 $5,200,000 $3,370,000 0.65 

CM Allen Pkwy/RM 
12 

San Marcos 37,900 $22,200,000 $41,620,000 1.87 

Guadalupe 
Street/Loop 82 

San Marcos 17,900 $6,500,000 $25,220,000 3.88 

Kohlers Xing/CR 
171 

Kyle 7,200 $5,000,000 $5,160,000 1.03 

LBJ Drive San Marcos 16,500 $7,000,000 $22,080,000 3.15 

Total $66,800,000 $120,430,000 1.80 

(Source: TxDOT San Antonio Region Freight Study 2008) 
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3.4 Airports 
 
San Marcos Municipal Airport is centrally located on SH 21 in northeast San Marcos, just three miles 
from downtown San Marcos, 25 miles from the State Capitol of Austin and 45 miles from San Antonio. 
With this strategic location, it attracts pilots from all over Central Texas. The airport is classified by the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) as a reliever airport, which provides users an alternate to the 
congestion at Robert Mueller Airport in Austin and at San Antonio International Airport.  The airport has 
four runways that range between 5,500 to 6,300 feet in length, and contains five corporate aircraft and 
maintenance hangars, T-hangar spaces for 28 airplanes, a carport-style shelter with a 14-plane capacity, 
a large aircraft parking apron, and a terminal building. 
 
The airport Master Plan completed in 1992 forecasted growth in airport activity and identified the needs 
for future facility and services. 
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4.0   Natural Environment 
 
Hays County is one of the fastest growing counties in Texas. Founded in 1948, Hays County has grown 
from less than 500 residents to 157,107 in 2010. One of the most important factors to attract new 
residents and business owners is the unique location and natural environment that contributes to the 
high quality of life in the community.  For those driving south from Austin or north from San Antonio, 
the rural roads of Hays County serve as the entry into the venerable landscape of the Texas Hill County. 
Ancient springs, abundant creeks and rivers, historic charm and natural beauty make Hays County an 
ideal place to live and work. However, the tremendous growth has increasingly impacted the limited 
natural resources and environment in the County.  Hays County, like much of the Central Texas Region, 
is facing the challenge of growing in population and employment while preserving the natural 
environment and unique characters.  

4.1 Water resources/drainage/Floodplains 
 
Water is an important natural resource for Hays County. The primary source of water in the county is 
groundwater. Groundwater resources in the County lie in three major aquifer systems, the Edwards 
Aquifer (San Antonio Region), the Barton Springs Edwards Aquifer, and the Trinity Group Aquifer, as 
shown in Figure 12. The Edwards Aquifer extends across approximately 4,350 square miles over portions 
of eleven Texas Counties from Bell County to Kinney County. It provides water for over 1.5 million 
people, and irrigation for thousands of acres of cropland. 
 
Several rivers and major creeks cross portions of Hays County, including the Blanco River, San Marcos 
River, Pedernales River, Cypress Creek, Onion Creek, Bear Creek, Plum Creek and Barton Creek.  These 
major waterways, and the numerous minor streams and creeks that feed them, are important water 
resources that support wildlife, riparian habitat, recreational uses, and aesthetics. Several significant 
springs occur in Hays County, including San Marcos Springs and Fern Bank Springs (which have been 
designated as critical habitat for several federally listed species) and Jacob’s Well.  There are also many 
other minor springs located across the County that discharge water from the Edwards Aquifer, Trinity 
Aquifer, and local groundwater sources. The protection of drinking water and surface water features is a 
compelling issue in the region. The location of the rivers, creeks, springs are shown in Figure 13. The 
flood plain map produced by Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is shown in Figure 14, in 
which the 100 Year Flood Plan is defined as an area with 1% or greater chance of being flooded within 
the given year, while the 500 Year Flood Plain is an area with a 0.2 % or greater chance of being flooded 
within a given year. The map is used to evaluate the flood risk in the area. 
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Figure 12: Hays County Aquifer System
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Figure 13: Major Streams in Hays County
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Figure 14: Hays County FEMA Floodplain Map 
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4.2 Environmental Sensitivity Analysis 
 
An Environmental Sensitivity Analysis map was created by the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (CAMPO) as part of the statewide TxDOT Baseline Analysis project. On the map, the state is 
divided into one kilometer square grid cells. 16 factors were calculated for each cell: stream density, 
impaired waters, flood plain, ozone nonattainment, hazardous waste facilities, managed lands, agricultural 
lands, wetlands, wildlife habitat, federal and state threatened and endangered species, population 
density, minority and low income population and ecologically significant stream segments. The map 
represents the total sum of those evaluation factors for each cell, ranked by sensitivity, plus vacant and 
developed land areas2. The maps were developed to aid in regional transportation planning decisions. 
The Environmental Sensitivity Analysis for Hays County is shown in Figure 15. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
2. CAMPO 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan 
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Figure 15: Environmental Sensitivity Analysis Map
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5.0   Safety and Crash Analysis 
 
Public safety is a high priority for agencies responsible for the planning, design, construction, operation, 
and maintenance of public transportation facilities. To identify potential safety deficiencies on the 
County’ roadway system, a crash analysis was performed using 2008-2010 crash data obtained from 
Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT). A summary of the total reported crashes occurring on all 
public roads in the County was created to compare to state-wide averages and identify the trends of 
crash history in Hays County. 
 
Table 6 shows the vehicle crashes by severity in Hays County between Year 2008 and Year 2010. A 
corresponding bar chart is presented in Figure 16. The data indicated that the crash severity in Hays 
County is stable even though the injury rate has gone slightly up in the past three years. An approximate 
800 crashes (35% of the total crashes) every year involve injuries and fatalities.  
 
Table 6: Vehicle Crashes by Severity in Hays County (2008-2010) 

Year 
Fatal 

Crashes 
Serious Injury 

Crashes 
Other Injury 

Crashes 
Non-injury 

Crashes 

Unknown 
Severity 
Crashes 

Total 

2008 26 406 395 1483 86 2396 
2009 14 392 396 1427 66 2295 
2010 10 404 433 1402 57 2306 

(Source: Texas Department of Transportation) 
 
Figure 16: Vehicle Crashes by Severity in Hays County (2008-2010) 

 
(Source: Texas Department of Transportation) 
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The fatal crashes by roadway type are listed in Table 7. The percentage of fatal crashes by roadway type 
is shown in Figure 17. 
 
Table 7: Hays County Fatal Crashes by Roadway Type (2008-2010 crash data) 

Roadway Type Rural Urban Total 
Interstate 5 10 15 
US & State Highways 5 1 6 
Farm-to Market Roads 17 2 19 
County Road 8 0 8 
City Street 0 2 2 
Toll way 0 0 0 
Other Roads 0 0 0 
Toll Bridges 0 0 0 
No data 0 0 0 
Total 35 15 50 

 (Source: Texas Department of Transportation) 
 
Figure 17: Hays County and Statewide Fatal Crashes by Roadway Type (2008-2010 crash data) 

  
(Source: Texas Department of Transportation) 
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As the data indicates, the ratio of fatal crashes occurring on the Interstate Highway (I-35) in Hays County 
– 30 percent – was substantially higher than the statewide average of 14 percent of the total fatal 
crashes occurring on Interstate facilities in the same reporting period (2008-2010). The ratio of fatal 
crashes on Farm-to-Market roads in Hays County – 38 percent, was twice as much as the statewide 
average rate of 19 percent. The ratio of fatal crashes on County and City roads – 20 percent, was lower 
than the statewide average ratio of 29%. The difference between Hays County and State figures is that 
68%3 of all VMT in Hays County is on the state system, compared with 74%4 statewide. 

Two major factors that contributed to the crashes are alcohol and speeding. Based on the 2010 crash 
data, the percentage of speed involved crashes and alcohol involved crashes for each crash severity 
category were calculated and compared to state average rates. Table 8 and Table 9 show the speed and 
alcohol involved crashes in Hays County and Texas statewide respectively. 

 Table 8: Alcohol Involved Crashes (2010) 

  Hays County Texas Statewide 

Crash Types by 
Severity 

Alcohol 
Involved 
Crashes 

Total 
Crashes 

Alcohol 
Involved 
Percent 

Alcohol 
Involved 
Crashes 

Total 
Crashes 

Alcohol 
Involved 
Percent 

Fatal Crashes 5 10 50% 964 2746 35% 
Serious Injury 
Crashes 67 404 17% 6713 59660 11% 
Other Injury 
Crashes 44 433 10% 4075 80766 5% 
Non-injury 
Crashes 91 1402 6% 12116 232073 5% 
Unknown Severity 
Crashes 5 57 9% 1177 12932 9% 
Total 212 2306 9% 25045 388177 6% 

(Source: Texas Department of Transportation) 

  



 
 

Parsons Brinckerhoff P a g e  | 38 
 

Table 9: Speed Involved Crashes (2010) 

  Hays County Texas Statewide 

Crash Types by 
Severity 

Speed 
Involved 
Crashes 

Total 
Crashes 

Speed 
Involved 
Percent 

Speed 
Involved 
Crashes 

Total 
Crashes 

Speed 
Involved 
Percent 

Fatal Crashes 3 10 30% 678 2746 25% 
Serious Injury 
Crashes 54 404 13% 6168 59660 10% 
Other Injury 
Crashes 36 433 8% 4123 80766 5% 
Non-injury 
Crashes 102 1402 7% 13602 232073 6% 
Unknown Severity 
Crashes 17 57 30% 1500 12932 12% 
Total 212 2306 9% 26071 388177 7% 

(Source: Texas Department of Transportation) 

3. Source:  CAMPO Travel Demand Model 
4. Source: TxDOT Statewide Long-Range Transportation Plan 2035 
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