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FIGURE 4-9:
RTCC, LEE COUNTY: 

POPULATION DENSITY BY BLOCK GROUP
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Data Source: Nielsen-Claritas, 2010 Selected Pop-Facts (proprietary; purchased 1/24/2011)
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FIGURE 4-10:
RTCC, LLANO COUNTY: 

POPULATION DENSITY BY BLOCK GROUP
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FIGURE 4-11:
RTCC, TRAVIS COUNTY: 

POPULATION DENSITY BY BLOCK GROUP
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Data Source: Nielsen-Claritas, 2010 Selected Pop-Facts (proprietary; purchased 1/24/2011)
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FIGURE 4-12:
RTCC, WILLIAMSON COUNTY: 

POPULATION DENSITY BY BLOCK GROUP
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Demographic Needs Analysis 
 

This analysis identifies where concentrations of people who are potentially 
dependent on public and specialized transportation services (henceforth referred to 
more briefly as “transit dependent”) to meet mobility needs (as an alternative to the 
private automobile).  People who are potentially transit dependent are those segments 
of the population that, because of demographic characteristics such as age, disability, 
income, or automobile availability, may be less able to drive than the general 
population.  These demographic groups are more likely to be users of public and 
specialized transportation services, and generally have greater need for such services to 
access basic life needs such as grocery shopping, medical services, and employment. 
 

 People Living Below the Poverty Level – People with limited economic 
means generally have the fewest transportation options (since while other 
groups may be unable to drive themselves, they may still be able to afford 
other options). 

 
 People with Disabilities – People with disabilities are more likely to need 

transportation services as many disabilities affect the ability to operate a 
vehicle, and may also limit such options as walking or bicycling.  This 
demographic group is more likely to need specialized transportation services 
than the general population.  

 
 Elderly People – Older people are more likely to need transportation services 

as the effects of aging can result in affect the ability to operate a vehicle, and 
may also limit such options as walking or bicycling.  Some segments of this 
demographic group are also more likely to need specialized transportation 
services. 

 
 Youth Population - Teenagers under the driving age often have limited 

transportation options, especially when a family member is not present.  
Experience indicates that teenagers are often in need of transportation for 
after school activities, employment, and recreational activities.  

 
 Autoless Households - Autoless households are a helpful indicator of areas 

that are more likely to need transportation options because residents do not 
have access to a personal vehicle or cannot drive for various reasons.   

 
It is important to note that, with the exception of youth and elderly populations, 

none of these groups are mutually exclusive.  The needs analysis described below takes 
into account each of the above five categories equally. 
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Methodology 
 

To evaluate transportation needs specific to each population group, population 
data for people living below the poverty level, people with disabilities, elderly persons, 
young persons, and autoless households were obtained, ranked, and mapped.   

 
The data were obtained at the Census Block Group level to allow for a fairly 

targeted analysis of where transit-dependent persons live, on a consistent level across 
the region.  Because the 2010 Census data were not yet available during the time frame 
effort, 2010 population estimates were purchased from Nielsen-Claritas for the purpose 
of updating the analysis of mobility needs.  The transit-dependent segments of the 
population available from the Nielsen-Claritas data were youth (persons ages 15-17), 
elderly (persons age 65 and above), families living below the poverty level (individual 
persons were not available from this data source), and autoless households (occupied 
housing units with zero cars).  Another important demographic group, persons with 
disabilities (age 5 and older), was not available from Nielsen-Claritas; for this group, 
2000 Census data (Summary File 3) were used and updated by a factor of the total 
population change for each Block Group, 2000 to 2010.    

 
The raw data for each of the five demographic groups of potentially transit 

dependent persons were analyzed and summarized for mapping using three different 
approaches: 

 
 By number - The total potentially transit dependent population (persons, 

families, or households in each Block Group for each category) approach 
identifies where the greatest numbers of potentially transit dependent people 
live. 

 
 By density - The number of persons (or families or households) per square 

mile in each Block Group for each category identifies where the potentially 
transit dependent people are concentrated.  This approach helps address the 
fact that there are wide variations in geographic size among Block Groups.  

 
 By percent – The percentage of the population with transportation needs 

characteristics identifies areas where a relatively large portion of the 
population is potentially transit dependent.  While there may be few people 
living in such areas, the needs may still be significant.  Areas with low 
numbers or densities but high percentages of transit dependent persons are 
typically more efficiently served with demand-response services. 
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The needs analysis was conducted in a two-step process.  First, under each of the 
three approaches for each of the five variables indicating potential transit dependency, 
each Block Group was ranked in relation to all other Block Groups in the study area to 
identify relative need among Block Groups.  For the purpose of mapping relative need, 
the top third of Block Groups in the rankings are grouped together as high need, the 
middle third are moderate need, and the bottom third are grouped together as low need 
areas.  The results of this analysis, discussed in the following section headed “Needs by 
Demographic Group,” provide a series of the needs by demographic group from a 
regional perspective. 

 
Next, to provide a cumulative picture summarizing the needs across 

demographic groups, the second step was to score each Block Group according to rank 
(with the top-ranked Block Group receiving the highest score among all Block Groups – 
in other words, an inverse of the ranking).  Then, for each of the three approaches (by 
number, density and percent), each Block Group’s scores in each of the five indicators 
were totaled to provide an overall score of potential transit need, thus summarizing the 
overall relative need for transportation services.  The maps for the summary analysis 
were developed at both the regional and county levels and are discussed in the section 
headed “Summary Findings on Transportation Needs.”  It is important to note that the 
overall scores reflect rankings of categories which are likely to have some overlap (for 
example, people with disabilities who are also elderly are essentially double-counted in 
the analysis, but by using the scoring and ranking method rather than simply adding 
up numbers of persons in the demographic categories somewhat moderates the 
potential duplication. 

 
The results of this two-step process, summarized in the next two sections, are 

intended to identify those geographic areas of the region with relatively high, medium, 
and low levels of transportation need.  The results were mapped to help visualize 
where transit dependent populations reside throughout the region.  These areas can 
then be compared to the coverage areas of existing transportation services (reviewed in 
Technical Memorandum 3 (TM3)).  When considered in combination with the general 
population density, the locations of potentially transit dependent persons provide 
insight to the type of transportation services that may be most suitable for different 
areas of the region. 

 
Summary Findings on Transportation Needs  
 
Finally, maps were developed presenting the summarized results of the analyses 

by number, density, and percent – based on a sum of the rankings across all five 
demographic groups - are summarized for the entire region as well as for each county 
(in the separate attachment).   
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Overall Need by Numbers of Potentially Transit Dependent.  The first 
summary ranking was based on the total numbers of potentially transit dependent 
persons for each of the five variables.  As described earlier, each variable was ranked 
separately, and the five resulting rankings were summed.  This sum was used to 
provide an overall ranking of Block Groups based on their numbers of potentially 
transit dependent persons.  Figure 4-13 presents the graphic representation of that 
ranking for the entire region.  The results of this analysis reveal where the largest 
numbers of persons in the five needs groups reside, though these numbers do not take 
into account the geographic size of each Block Group (as the next analysis, by density, 
does).   
 
 Region-wide, the areas of highest need based on the total numbers of potentially 
transit dependent persons include: 

 
 Bastrop County: most of Bastrop County 
 Blanco County: southern Blanco County 
 Burnet County: the City of Burnet, northeastern and southern Burnet County 
 Caldwell County: northern Caldwell County including Lockhart, Luling, and 

Flatonia 
 Fayette County: Schulenburg and La Grange 
 Hays County: western, central, eastern, and southern Hays County 
 Lee County: central and eastern Lee County and Lexington 
 Llano County: Kingsland 
 Travis County: most of the county 
 Williamson County: southern and western Williamson County (excluding the 

area west of Georgetown), Taylor, Bartlett, and Jarrell 
 

Overall Need by Density of Potentially Transit Dependent Persons.  The 
second of the summary rankings involved examining the population density of each of 
the five variables.  Figure 4-14 presents the graphic representation of that ranking.  
Though the overall density of each Block Group heavily affects the density of 
potentially transit dependent persons in the study area, this measure helps determine 
areas of high concentrations of need, where service implementation could reach a 
greater number of potential customers.   

 
The areas of highest need based on the density of the potentially transit 

dependent population across all five groups includes (alphabetically):  
 
 Bastrop County: Smithville 
 Burnet County: Marble Falls 
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 Caldwell County: Lockhart 
 Fayette County: La Grange 
 Hays County: San Marcos and Kyle  
 Travis County: Austin 
 Williamson County: Georgetown, Taylor, and Round Rock 
 
 Overall Need by Percentage of Potentially Transit Dependent Persons.  The 

third summary ranking was based on the percentage of potentially transit dependent 
persons for each of the five variables.  The results of this ranking across the region are 
presented in Figure 4-15.  
 
 From a regional perspective, the Block Groups with the highest rankings of 
overall transit need based on percentage of the population include: 
 

 Bastrop County: Elgin, the area east of Elgin, the City of Bastrop and a large 
area south, and Smithville 

 Blanco County: City of Blanco 
 Burnet County: Marble Falls, City of Burnet, northeastern and north central 

parts of the county 
 Caldwell County: the northern part of the county, Luling, and Martindale 
 Fayette County: the southwestern corner, the southeastern corner including 

Schulenburg, the northeastern corner, and the northern area 
 Hays County: San Marcos, Kyle 
 Lee County: much of the county including the southern area and Giddings, 

the eastern area, the northern area, and the central western area 
 Llano County: City of Llano, Kingsland, the northeast corner of the county 
 Travis County: numerous areas spread in the southern and eastern parts of 

the county 
 Williamson County: Liberty Hill, Georgetown, the northern part of the 

county including Florence, Jarrell, Granger, and the area around Bartlett, and 
Taylor 

 
The percentage calculation is necessary to account for the affect on overall 

population density has on the ranking of density of potentially transit dependent 
persons.  The percentage ranking can help determine areas with high need despite rural 
characteristics.  It should also be noted that while the density ranking can neglect to 
identify needs in sparsely populated areas, the percentage ranking can make an area 
with relatively small population and just a few transit dependent persons appear to 
have a high need.   
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Demographic Characteristics Related to Language, Race, and Ethnicity 
 

Though not indicative of transportation need in and of themselves, language, 
racial, and ethnic characteristics in a community are important considerations in 
planning services that are distributed in an equitable manner, providing access to 
information about service availability, and providing opportunity to participate in the 
planning process. 

 
Limited English Speakers 

 
 The Capital Area is home to a significant number of people who have limited 
English proficiency.  Spanish is the primary language of most of these individuals, with 
other languages found in much small numbers. 
 
 Table 4-3 presents data on linguistically isolated households in the region 
available through the 2005-2009 American Community Survey.  As indicated in this 
table, nearly 6% of all households in the region are considered linguistically isolated; 5% 
of all households in the region are linguistically isolated and speak predominantly 
Spanish.  Travis County has both the highest percentage (6.29%) and highest number 
(23,913) of linguistically isolated, Spanish-speaking households in the region.   
 

County-level data were also available from the 2005-2009 American Community 
Survey on the primary languages spoken at home by those who speak English “less 
than ‘very well’” ages 5 and older.  After Spanish (142,220 individuals across the region, 
or 9% of the population), the next most commonly spoken languages are Vietnamese, 
Chinese, and Korean, although less than 1% of the population speaks any of these three 
languages.  Most of the individuals with limited English proficiency who speak these 
languages live in Travis County, with Williamson County having the second largest 
concentration of each. 
 
 While data on limited English proficiency and primary languages spoken at 
home are not indicative of transportation need, they should be taken into consideration 
with regards to public participation and availability of information to the public to 
ensure all segments of the population are able to access public and specialized 
transportation services.  They also reflect potential need for translation of print 
documents, website information, and in-person and telephone assistance in the 
appropriate languages.  Spanish translation is already commonly provided in the 
Capital Area; Vietnamese, Chinese, and Korean may be less well known as a translation 
need, although this need also affects a much smaller percentage of the population.  
 
 



Spanish Percent
Other Indo-

European 
Languages

Percent

Asian and 
Pacific 
Island 

Languages

Percent
Other 

Languages
Percent

Total, All 
Languages

Percent

Bastrop County 22,018 859 3.90% 15 0.07% 43 0.20% 0 0.00% 917 4.16%
Blanco County 3,459 184 5.32% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 184 5.32%
Burnet County 16,061 488 3.04% 0 0.00% 57 0.35% 0 0.00% 545 3.39%
Caldwell County 11,243 438 3.90% 15 0.13% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 453 4.03%
Fayette County 9,390 262 2.79% 79 0.84% 34 0.36% 0 0.00% 375 3.99%
Hays County 45,028 1,188 2.64% 46 0.10% 72 0.16% 15 0.03% 1,321 2.93%
Lee County 5,860 232 3.96% 26 0.44% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 258 4.40%
Llano County 8,629 42 0.49% 3 0.03% 18 0.21% 0 0.00% 63 0.73%
Travis County 380,211 23,913 6.29% 1,579 0.42% 3,371 0.89% 306 0.08% 29,169 7.67%
Williamson County 124,032 2,953 2.38% 364 0.29% 600 0.48% 14 0.01% 3,931 3.17%
Regional Total 625,931 30,559 4.88% 2,127 0.34% 4,195 0.67% 335 0.05% 37,216 5.95%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2009 American Community Survey.

4-32

County
Total 

Number of 
Households

Number of Linguistically Isolated Households by Language Spoken

Table 4-3: Linguistically Isolated Households in the Capital Area
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Persons of Minority Races 
 
 Equity in availability of transportation services should be considered when 
planning any service changes, including geographic reductions and expansions, as well 
as days and hours of service, fares, and service quality. 
 

Data were obtained on racial makeup of the population in each Block Group.  
Because the 2010 Census data were not yet available during the time frame effort, 2010 
population estimates purchased from Nielsen-Claritas were used.  For this analysis, the 
populations identified as any racial background other than only Caucasian (included 
individuals with multiple racial backgrounds) were aggregated. 
 

Figure 4-16 displays the minority population per Block Group in terms of actual 
numbers, while Figure 4-17 displays the minority percentage of the population. 

 
The highest numbers of persons of minority race are found in San Marcos, 

Martindale, and Austin, with concentrations also found in Lakeway, Cedar Park, 
Coupland, Lockhart, and Lee County west, north, and east of Giddings. 

 
Block Groups with the highest percentage of minority population (70-100%) are 

found in southern Llano County, the City of Burnet, Leander, Georgetown, Austin, 
Round Rock, Pflugerville, Taylor, Bartlett, central Lee County, La Grange, Bastrop, 
Smithville, Elgin, western Bastrop County, Lockhart, Dale, Martindale, San Marcos, 
Wimberley, western Hayes County, Buda, Bear Creek, and Mustang Ridge. 

 
Table 4-4 presents the minority population by county. 

 
Ethnicity 

 
Based on the 2005-2009 American Community Survey, 28.9% of the Capital 

region population is Hispanic or Latino, primarily of Mexican descent.  Table 4-5 
displays the Hispanic/Latino percentage of the population in each of the counties in the 
region.
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County
Total 

Population
White 
alone

Black or 
African 

American 
alone

American 
Indian and 

Alaska 
Native alone

Asian 
alone

Native 
Hawaiian 
and Other 

Pacific 
Islander 

alone

Some 
other 
race 

alone

Two or 
more 
races

Total 
Minority 

Population

Percent 
Minority 

Population

Bastrop County 71,928 57,725 6,129 448 532 11 5,813 1,270 14,203 19.75%
Blanco County 9,037 8,311 298 212 0 0 178 38 726 8.03%
Burnet County 43,402 40,612 818 264 254 47 1,074 333 2,790 6.43%
Caldwell County 36,895 23,942 2,789 510 129 0 8,984 541 12,953 35.11%
Fayette County 22,620 19,828 1,453 56 135 0 870 278 2,792 12.34%
Hays County 141,371 102,388 6,129 857 1,819 0 27,951 2,227 38,983 27.57%
Lee County 16,203 13,669 1,794 24 0 0 502 214 2,534 15.64%
Llano County 18,150 17,314 40 128 73 0 264 331 836 4.61%
Travis County 966,761 651,347 81,256 3,967 51,292 845 157,129 20,925 315,414 32.63%
Williamson County 372,438 298,890 22,651 1,819 15,138 225 24,473 9,242 73,548 19.75%
Region Total 1,698,805 1,234,026 123,357 8,285 69,372 1,128 227,238 35,399 464,779 27.36%

4-36

Table 4-4:  Minority Population by County



  Technical Memorandum #4:  Assessment of Transportation Needs 

 

 
Capital Area Coordinated Transit-Health and 
Human Services Transportation Plan Update 4-37 

 

 

County
Total 

Population 
Estimate

Hispanic or Latino 
Population Estimate

Percent Hispanic 
or Latino

Bastrop County 71,928 20,506 28.51%
Blanco County 9,037 1,727 19.11%
Burnet County 43,402 7,404 17.06%
Caldwell County 36,895 16,222 43.97%
Fayette County 22,620 3,717 16.43%
Hays County 141,371 45,781 32.38%
Lee County 16,203 3,464 21.38%
Llano County 18,150 1,418 7.81%
Travis County 966,761 313,678 32.45%
Williamson County 372,438 77,631 20.84%
Region Total 1,698,805 491,548 28.93%

Table 4-5:  Hispanic/Latino Population by County

 
 

 
MAJOR TRAVEL ORIGINS, DESTINATIONS, AND TRAVEL 
CORRIDORS 
 
Major Trip Generators 
 

An important part of the analysis of unmet needs is determining where people 
need to travel.  This includes major employment centers, medical centers, and 
educational facilities.   
 
 Major employers (with 1,000 or more employees at one site) were mapped in 
Figure 4-18.  As can be seen in this map, most of the major employers are located in 
Travis County.  Several are located along I-35 in Williamson County, including one in 
Georgetown, three in Round Rock, and two in between.  Round Rock in particular has a 
number of highly concentrated destinations: employment, medical, and shopping are 
very significant.  There are also two major employers in San Marcos. 

 
As shown in Figure 4-19, major medical facilities (hospitals and medical centers) 

are found in each county of the region except for Lee County.  In Llano and Blanco 
Counties, hospitals are only found in the county seats. 

 
The locations of educational facilities are shown in Figure 4-20.  These include 

high schools (including K-12 private schools), colleges, and universities. 
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The preceding maps have displayed significant travel destinations.  Just as 
important to the needs assessment is determining where people live who need 
transportation services (trip origins). Travel origins were to some extent addressed 
through the demographic analysis at the Block Group Level.  Additionally, multi-family 
housing (apartment buildings) were located and mapped in Figure 4-21.  This map 
excludes apartment buildings within Austin due to the high numbers in the metro 
region, to more clearly present those located outside of Austin.  Further, Austin is well-
served by Capital Metro and therefore it is assumed that most multi-family housing 
within Austin is close to existing services.  However, affordable housing within the metro 
area was located in the next section. 
 
Identification of Affordable Housing Locations 
 
 Figure 4-22 displays the location of publicly subsidized housing (with 10 units or 
more) within the Austin urbanized area. 
 
Travel Corridors and Commuting Patterns 
 
 One indicator of travel patterns at the county level is the journey-to-work data 
available from the U.S. Census.   This analysis serves as a baseline for travel patterns, to 
be supplemented through the other approaches to needs assessment documented in this 
technical memorandum. 
 

Introduction and Methodology 
 

This section focuses on commuter patterns derived from journey-to-work data 
from the U.S. Census “LED OnTheMap”, 2009 Commute Shed (“Where Workers are 
Employed who Live in the Selection Area”) and Labor Shed (“Where Workers Live who 
are Employed in the Selection Area”) Area Reports.   From this dataset we extracted 
summaries for worker flows between home and work for the ten counties of the Capital 
Area, by place of residence and place of work.   

 
It should be noted that, although work trip patterns may not fully reflect travel 

for other trip purposes, they nevertheless provide a general indication of access and 
mobility needs.  Supplemented by insights gained through the community surveys, 
interviews with stakeholders, public meetings, and by field observation, the final plan 
will reflect a thorough understanding of the basic travel needs of the region. 

 
Findings 

 
The findings of this analysis are displayed in Figure 4-23. 
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The travel patterns within the ten-county region indicate that Travis County is by 
far the most popular work destination, with a destination of a total of 578,438 work 
trips.  About half of these trips (50.3%) originate in Travis County, with 13.6% 
originating from Williamson County.  Of working Travis County residents (421,676 
total), 69.1% work in their home county, while 6.0% work in Williamson County.    
 
 There are 102,001 work trips traveling to jobs in Williamson County.  44.7% of 
these trips originate in Williamson County, while 24.9% originate in Travis County.  A 
total of 168,797 work trips originate in Williamson County; 46.6% of these trips are to 
jobs in Travis County, while 27.0 of these trips are within Williamson County. 
 
 Hays County is the next most popular work destination, with 40,183 work trips 
to jobs there.  37.2% of these trips were made by Hays County residents, while 13.6% 
were made by Travis County residents.  Hays County residents made 56,711 work trips.  
41.3% of these trips are to jobs to Travis County, while 26.4% are to jobs within Hayes 
County. 
 

Bastrop County is the destination for 11,138 work trips.  53.4% of these trips 
originate in Bastrop County and 9.4% originate in Travis County.  Bastrop County 
residents make a total of 29,326 work trips, 39.8% of which are to jobs in Travis County 
and 20.3% are to jobs within Bastrop County. 
   
 There are only 2,497 work trips made to jobs in Blanco County.  44.9% of these 
trips are made by Blanco County residents.  Three thousand three hundred 32 Blanco 
County residents commute to work – 33.6% to jobs within the county and 17.9% to jobs 
in Travis County. 
 
 Burnet County attracts 15,690 work trips.  Of these, 40.1% originate within the 
county and 20% originate in Travis County.  Of the 12,222 Burnet County residents who 
work outside the home, 51.5% work within the county. 
 
 There are 4,963 work trips made to jobs in Caldwell County, 42.2% of which are 
made by Caldwell County residents.  Of the total 15,481 work trips originating in 
Caldwell County, 30.4% are to jobs in Travis County, 13.5% are to jobs in Caldwell 
County, and 12.1% are to Hays County. 
 
 Of the 7,060 work trips to jobs in Fayette County, 54.8% originate from within the 
county.  Of the 10,874 Fayette County residents, 36.5% work within the county and 9.5% 
work in Travis County. 
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 There are 4,972 work trips made to jobs in Lee County, 44.9% of which originate 
within the county.  Of the total 7,286 work trips originating in Lee County, 30.6% are to 
jobs in Lee County while 15.3% are to jobs in Travis County. 
 

Only 3,604 work trips are made to jobs in Llano County.  Intra-county trips make 
up the largest percentage (47.9%) of these, while 13.7% are from Burnet County.  Llano 
County residents make 5,912 work trips, with Llano County (29.2%), Burnet County 
(17.4%), and Travis County (12.7%) being the most common destinations. 
 
Travel Need Extending Out-of-Region 
  

The commute trip data reveal that Harris County, Dallas County, and Bexar 
County are significant out-of-region employment destinations. 
 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICE AND WORKFORCE AGENCY 
NEEDS 
 

In addition to the assessment of quantitative data, a critical component of the 
transportation needs assessment is to gain input from a variety of health and human 
service organizations and workforce development agencies, since the people these 
agencies serve typically encounter mobility challenges.   

 
A Large Community of Agencies 

 
In addition to the human service agencies that provide or purchase 

transportation services for their clients that were inventoried in TM3, there are 
numerous other human service programs in the Capital Area.   

 
Table 4-6 presents the Texas Health and Human Service Commission (HHS) 

departments and programs that fund many of the local human service agencies, and 
identifies the client groups they serve.  In June 2008, several of the Texas HHS programs 
participated in a Regional Transportation Coordination Forum in Belton, Texas.  Where 
their client transportation needs were identified in the report on this forum, they are 
indicated in the table. 

 
Table 4-7 presents a list of 175 local human service agencies in the region along 

with the client groups they serve.  Many of these agencies rely on funding from HHS 
programs.  While the scope and timeline of this project did not allow for a detailed 
needs assessment of all of these agencies, it is likely that many of their client 
transportation needs share common characteristics of some of the larger organizations 
which were interviewed.  The needs identified through the stakeholder interviews are 
discussed below. 



Department under the Texas 
Health and Human Services 

Commission
Programs within the Department Client Groups Served

Client Transportation Needs 
Identified in the June 2008 Regional 
Transportation Coordination Forum 

in Belton

Dept. of Aging and Disability 
Services

Mental Retardation Services
State Schools
Community Services
Community Care Services 
Nursing Home Services 
Aging Services 

-elderly people
-people with disabilities and elderly people

none identified for CAMPO area in 
this document

Dept. of State Health Services

Health Services 
Mental Health Services
State Hospitals
Community Services
Alcohol & Drug Abuse Services 

-children with hearing loss
-children with special health care needs
-adolescents needing health care
-people with specific health problems (cystic 
fibrosis, epilepsy, end-stage renal disease, 
hemophilia)
-people with low income
-people with mental illness
-people in need of substance abuse treatment

none identified for CAMPO area in 
this document

Dept. of Family & Protective 
Services

Child Protective Services 
Adult Protective Services 
Child Care Regulatory Services

children, elderly people, and people with 
disabilities that are vulnerable to abuse, 
neglect, or exploitation

none identified for CAMPO area in 
this document

Dept. of Assistive & 
Rehabilitative Services

Rehabilitation Services 
Blind & Visually Impaired Services 
Deaf & Hard of Hearing Services 
Early Childhood Intervention Services

-people with disabilities
-children who have developmental delays

Travel to/from work, service hours 
and bus stop locations, living on 
“fringe”, ex., ARCIL
employee

Health and Human Services 
Commission

Children's Health Insurance Program
Medicaid
Office of Acquired Brain Injury

-people with low income
-people with acquired brain injury

Specific to Office of Acquired Brain 
Injury:
-Policy grants? – Accessibility to 
transit
-Transportation needs undefined
-New program: understanding of 
requirements, coordination, resource 
availability
-Destination needs
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Organization Client Groups Served
4-H Capital Youth Development disadvantaged youth
A New Entry individuals leaving incarceration
Abrakadoodle children through age 12
Academic House men recovering from substance abuse addiction
Accountable Aging Care Management  elderly
Addiction Directions people recovering from addiction
AIDS Services of Austin  people living with AIDS
Alcoholics Anonymous /Narcotics Anonymous people recovering from drug or alcohol addiction
Alzheimer's Association, Capital of Texas Chapter people with Alzheimer's
American Cancer Society people living with cancer
Angel Health Care home-bound seniors and people with disabilities
Any Baby Can Child & Family Resource Center special needs or at-risk children and their families
Arc of the Capital Area people with intellectual and developmental disabilities
Area Agency on Aging of the Capital Area older adults
Assistance League of Austin children and adults in need
Austin Child Guidance Center children with mental illness
Austin Clubhouse people with mental illness

Austin Free-Net
nonprofit, small business and government staff, general 
public

Austin Groups for the Elderly elderly

Austin Love Ministries 
listed under Austin/Travis County Reentry Roundtable - 
Housing Resources

Austin Partners in Education AISD students needing classroom coaching

Austin Police Department Victim Services
crime victims, others in crisis (e.g., suicidal, families of 
victims)

Austin Project children, youth, and families needing education and support
Austin Recovery Center people recovering from drug and alcohol addiction
Austin Resource Center for Independent Living people with disabilities

Austin Restoration Ministries 
listed under Austin/Travis County Reentry Roundtable - 
Housing Resources

Austin Tenants' Council people who live in rental housing
Austin Turning Point men recovering from substance abuse addiction
Austin Voices for Education and Youth youth

Austin Academy
adults needing basic education, GED, and college or job 
readiness preparation

Austin Children's Shelter abandoned, abused, and neglected children
Austin Groups for the Elderly older adults

Austin Partners in Education
children needing education coaching and college 
preparation

Austin-Travis County Health & Human Services residents of Austin and Travis County
Austin-Travis County Integral Care people with mental illness and developmental disabilities
Austin-Travis County Mental Health Mental Retardation 
Center people with mental illness or mental disabilities
Austin-Travis County Reentry Roundtable  individuals leaving incarceration
AVANCE at-risk families
Bastrop County Emergency Food Pantry people in Bastrop County with hunger-related needs 
Bastrop County Indigent Health Care people living in poverty
Big Brothers Big Sisters of Central Texas  at-risk children age 6-16
Blackland Community Development Corporation people needing affordable and transitional housing
Bluebonnet Trails MHMR people with mental illness or developmental disability
Boys and Girls Club of the Austin Area at-risk youth

Breakthrough Austin
low-income students grades 6-12 who will be first-
generation college graduates

Table 4-7:  Other Human Service Agencies in Central Texas
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Breast Cancer Resource Center women with breast cancer

Breath of Life Maternity Ministries 
women with unplanned pregnancies; listed under 
Austin/Travis County Reentry Roundtable - Housing 
Resources

Brighten Home individuals leaving incarceration

Burkes Supervised Living 
listed under Austin/Travis County Reentry Roundtable - 
Housing Resources

Campfire USA children and youth age 3-18
Capital Area Food Bank hungry Central Texans

Capital IDEA
underemployer persons seeking education to achieve 
financial stability

Care Communities people living with serious illness such as AIDS or cancer
Caring Family Network abused and neglected children

Caritas of Austin
individuals and families in crisis needing housing, food, 
education, and employment

Casa Marianella  refugees and immigrants needing emergency shelter, 
services, and English instruction

CASA of Travis County abused and neglected children
Casey Family Programs foster families
Catholic Charities of Austin people living in poverty, elderly
Catholic Charities of Central Texas people living in poverty, elderly
Center for Child Protection abused and neglected children
Central Texas Afterschool Network school-age children and families
Child Inc. preschool at-risk children and their parents
Children's Partnership children with mental illness

City of Austin Health & Human Services
people with characteristics such as low income, 
homelessness, mental illness, substance abuse problems, 
seeking employment, and at-risk children and youth

City of Austin Housing Authority people needing affordable housing

College Forward
motivated economically-disadvantaged Central Texas 
students

Communities in Schools of Central Texas schoolchildren at risk of dropping out
Community Action Network (CAN) people living in poverty
Community Action, Inc. of Hays, Caldwell and Blanco 
Counties

people with low income

CommUnityCare  medically underserved
Council on At Risk Youth at-risk youth
County of Hays Veterans Administration veterans
Creek Bend Sober House men recovering from substance abuse addiction
Crime Prevention Institute individuals leaving incarceration and their families
Dell Children's Medical Center children needing medical care

Down Syndrome Association of Central Texas children and adults with Down Syndrome and their families

Eanes ISD Easy Care children grades K-5th
Easter Seals Central Texas people with disabilities
El Buen Samaritano Epsicopal Mission Latino families in need
Extend-A-Care for Kids children with working parents
Faith in Action Caregivers--Elgin older adults
Faith in Action Caregivers--Georgetown older adults
Faith in Action Caregivers--North Central Austin older adults
Faith in Action Caregivers--Northeast Austin older adults
Faith in Action Caregivers--Northwest older adults
Faith in Action Caregivers--Pflugerville older adults
Faith in Action Caregivers--Round Rock older adults
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Faith in Action Caregivers--South Austin older adults
Faith in Action Caregivers--Southwest older adults
Faith in Action Caregivers--West Austin older adults
Family Eldercare older adults and people with disabilities 
Foundation Communities low-income families and individuals 
Foundation for the Homeless homeless people
Front Steps homeless people
Full Circle Services people recovering from substance addiction
Gateway Church member of Basic Needs Coalition
GENAustin adolescent girls
Goodwill Industries of Central Texas people with barriers to employment

Gray Panthers 
persons of all ages and ethnic, racial, and economic 
backgrounds

Greater Austin Collaboration for Alzheimer’s Respite and 
Enrichment Services (CARES)  

people with Alzheimer's

Green Doors  homeless people and families
Heart House low-income children

Helping the Aging, Needy and Disabled, Inc.
older adults, people with disabilities in need of in-home 
attendant services

Hill Country MHMR Center people with mental illness or developmental disability
Homeless Coach  homeless people
Hope Grows Recovery women with eating disorders
House the Homeless  homeless people
Hungry for God – Home for Young Men fatherless young men
Insure A Kid children in low-income families

Interfaith Action of Central Texas (iACT)
refugees, senior citizens and disabled homeowners who are 
living in deep poverty

Jewish Family Services older adults

K'STAR INC.
children in protective custody; runaway, truant, abused and 
neglected children through age 17

Leap of Joy elementary age school girls with obesity
LifeWorks homeless youth and families
Lighthouse Hospice people with terminal illnesses and their families
Literacy Coalition of Central Texas people with limited literacy
LIVESTRONG people living with cancer
Lone Star Association of Charitable Clinics people with low income who are uninsured
Lone Star Circle Of Care medically underserved adults and children 
Marbridge adults with cognitive disabilities
Mary Lee Foundation people with disabilities
Meals on Wheels and More homebound people in need of nutritious meals

Micah 6 homeless and impoverished people in the UT campus area

Mind the Gap 4 Kids abused and neglected children

Network for Life 
individuals leaving incarceration or with substance abuse 
problems

Open Door Preschools
young children of diverse needs, economic levels, and 
family backgrounds

Out Youth GLBT youth
Overton Group children needing language education
Oxford Houses of Texas individuals recovering from substance addiction
People's Community Clinic people with low income who are uninsured
Phoenix House individuals recovering from substance addiction
Planned Parenthood women
Psychiatric Emergency Services people in psychiatric distress
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Push-Up Foundation individuals recovering from substance addiction
River City Youth Foundation at risk children and youth and their families
RSVP older adults

Rural Opportunities Providing Encouragement (ROPE) vulnerable population of Burnet and Llano Counties

SafePlace victims of sexual abuse or domestic violence

Saheli for Asian Families 
Asian women who are victims of domestic violence or 
sexual abuse

Saint Louise House  homeless women and children
Salvation Army homeless, near homeless, and low-income people
Samaritan Counseling Center families experiencing problems
Seton Family of Hospitals people needing medical care
Settlement Home for Children abused and neglected children

Skillpoint Alliance students preparing for postsecondary education, and careers

Southwest Key Programs, Inc.
youth needing intervention in the criminal justice system 
and immigrant youth

St. David's Community Health Foundation
Central Texans, including elders, schoolchildren, people 
with low income

St. Louis Catholic Church member of Basic Needs Coalition
St. Maureen’s Recovery men recovering from substance abuse addiction
Starlite Recovery Center people recovering from substance abuse addiction

Sustainable Food Center 
individuals in need of education to grow and prepare 
healthy food

Texas Baptist Children's Home Family Care Program children and families in crisis
Texas Interagency Interfaith Disaster Response disaster victims

Texas Reach Out Ministries
listed under Austin/Travis County Reentry Roundtable - 
Housing Resources

Texas Rio Grande Legal Aid 
individuals meeting income, asset, and immigration 
requirements

Texas Youth Commission youth in juvenile corrections system
Theatre Action Project schoolchildren and communities
Travis County Adult Probation  people convicted of crimes
Travis County Health & Human Services & Veterans 
Services  Travis County residents

Travis County Juvenile Probation juveniles convicted of crimes
Travis County Re-Entry Roundtable individuals leaving incarceration

Travis County Underage Drinking Prevention Program youth and families

Trinity Center homeless people
United Way Capital Area youth, elders, others in need
Vaughn House, Inc. deaf adults with mulitple disabilities
Volunteer Healthcare Clinic people with low income who are uninsured

Waterloo Counseling Center
people with mental illness (particularly people who are 
LGBT)

Williamson County and Cities Health District residents of Williamson County
Wonders & Worries children with a parent with a serious illness
Workers Assistance Program employees and employers
Workforce Solutions people seeking employment and training
Wright House Wellness Center people living with AIDS
YouthLaunch at-risk youth
YWCA Greater Austin at-risk female youth
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Needs Identified through Stakeholder Interviews 
 
Interviews were conducted with stakeholders from several key agencies to gain 

their input and to obtain appropriate reports or studies completed by their agencies.  
The needs identified through these interviews are summarized below:    

 
 There are major transportation needs in areas outside the Capital Metro and 

CARTS service areas surrounding Austin, including Rollingwood, 
Pflugerville, Round Rock, Georgetown, Buda, Del Valle, and Cedar Park.  

  
 There are major employers and other destinations, specifically in the Round 

Rock area, that are not currently served by public transportation.  This gap in 
services makes it difficult for many low income job seekers to access 
employment opportunities at these locations.  The new medical facilities and 
universities on the north side of Round Rock, coupled with the shopping mall 
make a very strong case for public transportation. 

 
 For people who live in the Capital Metro service area, riding the bus often 

involves long trips that include multiple transfers to access their destinations. 
 

 Locations of some major destinations have negative impact on population 
groups with limited access to a car.  One example noted was that various 
locations that low-income individuals need to access to obtain paperwork and 
apply for driver’s license, are scattered throughout area.  

 
 In addition to customers, there is a need for a centralized source to provide 

information on transportation options for caseworkers to use in work with 
the people they serve.   

  
 Stakeholders expressed support for a mobility management effort that 

include:  
o One stop center where people could get information on various services  
o Provide centralized leadership and assist  RTCC with partnerships  
o Assist non-profit agencies with New Freedom and Job Access and Reverse 

Commute (JARC) Program applications.     
o Coordinate land use issues and efforts.  

 
 Fare increases implemented in November, 2010 may adversely impact some 

customers, particularly people with disabilities.      
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 Many families in the region are burdened by combined housing and 
transportation costs.   In their search for lower cost housing, working families 
often live far from their place of work, dramatically increasing their 
transportation costs and travel times.   

 
 Some customers have difficulty reading transit schedules or understanding 

their travel options.   This may be particularly true for people with 
developmental disabilities.    

 
 Older adults need a variety of transportation modes to access key locations 

and stay connected to the community.   While fixed-route and scheduled bus 
services, paratransit and human service programs, and volunteer driver 
programs are available, some older adults still report they lack transportation.    

 
 

ASSESSMENT OF NEEDS, INEFFICIENCIES, AND SERVICE GAPS 
 

Critical to understanding the issues related to mobility is a detailed listing of 
unmet needs within the region.  The identification of needs is both a qualitative and 
quantitative process, approached from multiple directions.  Further, there are both 
operational and coordination needs.  That is, needs related directly to the provision of 
service and those needs directly related to a coordination activity that may be able to 
improve access or mobility.    

 
 As need is a qualitative and quantitative set of measures we use a variety of 
approaches to determine this unmet need.  In this mobility planning document the 
needs are determined by using the following data sets: 
 

1. Demographics, destinations and service coverage – The demographics and 
destinations are compared with the existing service coverage area to 
determine gaps in available service.   

 
2. Consumer and agency survey results – Consumers, human service agencies 

and advocates were surveyed to determine needs.  The results of this survey 
were tabulated and included in this review. 

 
3. Provider survey results – Public transit systems, universities and human 

service agencies that provide transportation were surveyed for a variety of  
purposes including the identification of need. 
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4. Input from interviews with each transit provider and other human service 
and advocacy stakeholders (all stakeholders were given an opportunity to 
participate).  Below is a list of individuals and organizations that the 
consultant team interviewed. 

 
 Capital Metro 
 CARTS 
 City of Round Rock 
 TxDOT District  
 TxDOT PTN 
 HHSC 
 Faith in Action – West Austin 
 Community Action Network 
 San Marcos Transportation Coordination Committee 
 CARTS Medicaid Meeting 
 Hill Country Transit 
 Community Transport Service 
 Texas Workforce Board 
 Medicaid 
 Texas State University 
 Housing Works 
 ARCIL 

 
5. Needs identified through existing planning efforts – This included a review of 

previous coordinated plans, as well as local plans as appropriate. 
 

Categorizing Needs 
 
The operational needs are typically identified by:  
  
 Geographic area – This is an especially acute need in areas outside of Capital 

Metro’s service area and at the same time, outside of CARTS service area. 
 
 Type of consumer – some user groups have different needs that are met in 

different ways.  For example, elderly persons have different needs from non-
elderly user groups.    

 
 Trip purpose – Some trip purposes are met more readily than others.  For 

example Medicaid funding ensures persons that are on Medicaid can get to 
the doctor, where others may not have that service available. 
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 Coordination needs - will identify areas of duplication in operations, 
administration.  

 
 Management, customer service, and other needs.   
 

Operational Unmet Needs 
 
 These are unmet needs that are identified as operational related.  These needs 
were identified by stakeholders, consumers, other agencies, through the review of 
existing plans and through the demographic review.   They are as follows: 
 

1. Geographic Area   
a. The consensus among the stakeholders is that the urbanized areas outside 

of Capital Metro’s service area (in the Round Rock, Hutto, and 
Pflugerville areas in particular) are the geographic areas with the greatest 
unmet needs.   This is an acute need for transit dependent populations: 
elderly, persons with disabilities.  

b. Persistent need exists within the Capital Metro service area for additional 
or specialized service.  Most of this comes from elderly individuals who 
cannot navigate the fixed-route system and either do not qualify for Metro 
Access or will not ride it (attitudinal).  In many cases people are also 
looking to go to destinations not served by Capital Metro. 

c. Potential duplication of effort in the Kingsland area of Llano and Burnet 
Counties. 

d. Coordination of San Marcos services between the City and the University, 
recognizing that San Marcos in the very near future will be designated a 
small urban transit system and CARTS will not be able to provide the 
service, unless under contract.   There is no need for two separate systems 
in San Marcos. 

e. Some concern that the rural services are not practical due to long 
headways.    Higher service levels are needed. 

f. Additional service from Elgin into Austin. 
 

2. Consumer Groups   
a. Elderly persons in the Austin and Round Rock areas (non-Medicaid). 
b. Persons with disabilities beyond the Americans with Disabilities Act 

(ADA) ¾ mile zone of Capital Metro ADA Paratransit Services. 
c. Elderly and persons with disabilities in the zone with no public transit 

service. 
  
 For all seniors in central Texas, there is additional need for transportation 
assistance to and from medical appointments, for transportation services that extend 
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outside city limits and offer increased flexibility in scheduling.  Additionally, there is 
need for transportation assistance for people who are unable to drive because of a 
diagnosis of dementia, but are not old enough to qualify for “senior” assistance 
programs. 
 

3. Trip Purpose   
a. Commuters in rural areas have limited options especially if not going to 

Austin. 
b. Medical needs for low income, non Medicaid persons. 

 
4. Coordination 

a. Coordination Leadership – Currently the region has no coordination 
champion.  This leadership is essential to successful coordination. 

b. Medicaid Coordination – Current policy at the state is not conducive to 
coordination raising the cost of Medicaid Transportation Program service 
due to inability to group trips.  Valuable resources are often used for one 
on one trips (very expensive). 

c. Focus on seamless service between CARTS and Capital Metro – transfer 
locations, fare compatibility, timed bus meets, and other activities to 
improve the connection between urban and rural areas. 

d. Coordinate volunteer networks – There are ten Faith in Action Networks 
in the regions, and the American Cancer Society all depend on volunteers 
for transportation.  ARCIL will also use volunteers for limited 
transportation related to their programs.  There is currently some 
coordination between Faith in Action management, this should continue 
and be strengthened to ensure that there is no competition for volunteers 
and/or duplication among networks. 

e. Location of facilities - Set guidelines for apartment developers, human 
service agencies and other significant major origins and destinations for 
working with transit to locate near a bus route.  Brochures were a 
suggested mechanism for disseminating this information. 

f. One stop website and information center – There were a number of 
suggestions to implement a one stop shop for information.  This could 
include a website and telephone support. 

g. Coordination/Mentoring of small operators – The larger transit systems 
can provide a variety of support to the small human service agencies that 
feel they must continue to operate separately.  This can include: training 
of vehicle operators, maintaining vehicles, vehicle procurement issues, 
and other related activities.  It should be noted that some of this is 
occurring at the present time.  This can be on a formal or informal basis. 
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h. Expand Travel Training – Some stated that seniors would ride fixed-route 
if they knew how.  Travel training should be expanded for this user 
group. 

i. Coordinate technology efforts (to the greatest extent possible) between 
Capital Metro and CARTS. 

  
 Summary of RTCC Survey Results 
  
A total of 494 surveys were completed for the RTCC survey of needs.  The 

surveys were administered by RTCC members on buses, at transit stations, and on-line, 
distributed to clients through HHS agencies, and distributed to rural areas through 
elected officials during the month of February, 2011.  Four hundred eighty-two surveys 
were completed in English and 12 surveys were completed in Spanish.  Of the 494 
surveys completed, 271 respondents stated that there is a location in the Capital Area 
that they cannot get to without driving.  The locations are depicted in Figure 4-24.  
Additional key findings include: 

 
 Many of the destinations cited are in areas of the region that are not covered 

by either Capital Metro or CARTS service due to issues related to funding 
boundaries.  Most notably:  Round Rock, Cedar Park, and Pflugerville, but 
also including the FM 620 Corridor from Cedar Park to SH 71, Bee Cave, and 
Westlake.  There were many comments expressing difficulty getting to 
doctors appointments in Round Rock and Westlake. 

 Eighty-six respondents cannot reach a specific location due to lack of 
weekend and evening service. 

 Eighty-nine respondents indicated that available service takes too long/too 
many transfers to reach on public transportation. 

 Eighty-two respondents cited accessibility issues with accessing transit 
including no sidewalks and unsafe crossings. 

 Fifty-nine respondents indicated that concerns about personal safety made it 
difficult to get to/from the nearest bus stop or train station. 

 
Barriers to Improved Service and Coordination 
 
 The key requirements for coordination revolve around three critical components: 
leadership, trust, and a good business deal.  The barriers associated with this 
transportation revolve around: 
 

1. Attitudinal/Institutional Barriers – These barriers revolve around “turf 
protection” and institutional issues. 



  Technical Memorandum #4:  Assessment of Transportation Needs 

 

 
Capital Area Coordinated Transit-Health and 
Human Services Transportation Plan Update 4-59 

 

2. Leadership – Currently there is no entity leading the coordination of services 
effort that represents the entire region. 

 
3. Perceptional barriers – In some cases there is a perception of an “official” rule 

where none exists. 
 

4. Funding – Funding appears to be a barrier in some of the unserved areas. 
 
 
SUMMARY – UNMET NEEDS 
 
 There were a number of needs that stood out as unserved.  These include: 
 

1. Without question the greatest unmet needs are in the Round 
Rock/Pflugerville/Southern Williamson County area, West Lake Hills, and 
other communities that are outside of both Capital Metro and CARTS service 
areas.  This is due to a combination of very high population and no public 
transit service.   

 
2. There were many concerns about unserved destinations in the Capital Metro 

service area, the inappropriateness for some seniors and the reduction of the 
ADA service area. 

 
3. Higher service levels in rural areas were seen as a great need.  Commuter 

service was also cited as a need. 
 

4. A wide variety of coordination activities are being called for, including 
mentoring, education, one stop information center, consolidation of 
transportation resources, and other types of activities that can reduce costs 
and improve service. 

 
 

NEXT STEPS 
 
 The Public is being invited to review the memo on needs and provide input.  
Comments will help shape the Coordinated Plan and the strategies implemented in the 
region to improve the delivery of coordinated public transportation services. 
   




