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This chapter of the Border Master Plan provides an overview of the current and
projected demographic and socio-economic information obtained for the Lower Rio
Grande Valleyt Tamaulipas Border Master Planz Uw Ul Ew O Thi¢ éhapet) i OE I
summarizes available population, employment, income, vehicle registration, and land
use data for this area. It also includes summary information for the major trade
corridors that traverse the Area of Influence.

3.1U.S. Demographic and Socio -economic Characteristics

As described in Chapter 1, the Area of Influence is made up of the border
EOUOUDPI Uwdi w3 R #. 3z UlndrderBMéxicarsrnicipali fids i the Sakewf0 1 1 w
Tamaulipas. The U.S. counties and Mexican municipalities that form the Area of
Influence cover an area 0f11,264.53 square miles (see Figure 3.1).
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Figure 3.1:Area of Influence

The U.S. counties included in the Area of Influence are Cameron, Hidalgo, Starr,
and Zapata. The U.S.Area of Influence is bordered by Webb County px EUU0 wOi w3 R # . 3
Laredo District) to the northw est and the counties of Jim Hogg, Brooks, Kenedy, and
Willacy (x EU U wO | urBdbristaer) thuhne north.
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The following demo graphic, socio-economic, vehicle registration, and land use
data were obtained from the Texas State Data Center and Office of the State
Demographer, the Texas Department of State Health Services, thel.S. Census Bureau,
the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, and the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. The
demographic and socio-economic data reflect the latest available data (e.g., 2010 Census
data).

3.1.1Population

Table 31 shows that the total population of the U.S. counties included in the
Area of Influence was 1,130,990n 2005. Between 2005 and 2010, population in the area
increased at an annual average rate of2.1 percent to a total of 1,255,975in 201Q or
approximately 5.0 percentO i w3 $tétaf podgulation in 2010.

It is expectedUT EQwUT 1T wUI T DilOcprtinuext® mdie@se @rbabddage
rate of 1.9 percent per year from 2010to 2030.Hidalgo County is expected to see the
highest population growth at 2.0 percent per year, while Cameron County is expected
to see a population growth rate of 1.6 percent per year between 2010 and 2030By 2030
the population in the U.S. Area of Influence is expected to reachl1,815,967 representing
an increaseof 559,992people between 2010 and 2030.

Table 3.1: Population (2 005 2030)

AAGR *
203G 20082010 201G 2030
Cameron 378,074 406,220 559,503 1.4% 1.6%
Hidalgo 677,902 774,769 | 1,156,580 2.7% 2.0%
Starr 61,193 60,968 80,085 ND.1% 1.4%
Zapata 13.821 14,018 19,709 0.3% 1.7%
el 1,130,990 1,255,975 | 1,815,967 21% 1.9%
Influence
Texas 228590068 | 25145561 | 37,285 486 1.9% 2.0%

Note: * Average annual growth rate (AAGR)!

Source: ** Texas Department of State Health Services
E Texas State Data Center 2012 population projectionsising 0.5 migration scenario3

3.1.2Employment

Table 3.2shows that 393,706people were employed in the U.S. counties in the
Area of Influence in 2005. Between 2005 and 201,employment increased at an average
annual rate of 2.3 percent to 440,957in 201( representing 3.9 percent of the total
employment in Texas. Starr County experienced the highest average annual
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employment growth rate of 2.7 percent in the U.S. Area of Influence, and Zapata
County experienced the lowest average annual employment growth rate of 1.5 percent.

Employment in 2030 was estimated by applying the AAGR for employment
between 2002 and 2012 to the 2010 employment numbersBetween 2010 and 2030,
employment in the U.S. Area of Influence is expected to increase at2.5 percent, using
the AAGR between 2002 and 2012 Employment in Hidalgo , Starr, and Zapata Counties
is projected to increase at a slightly higher rate (3.1 percent, 2.6 percent and 4.4 percent,
respectively), while the average annual employment growth rate in Cameron County is
expected to be slightly lower than the average at 1.4 percent (see Table 3.2).

Table 3.2: Employment (20054 2030)

AAGR
2030+ 20082010 201G 2030

Cameron 129,893 142,049 | 188,857 1.8% 1.4%
Hidalgo 240,611 272,730 | 499,164 25% 3.1%
Starr 18,465 21,084 34,980 2.7% 2.6%
Zapata 4,737 5,004 12,019 1.5% 4.4%
U.S. Area of 393,706 440,957 | 735,020 2.3% 2 6%
Influence

Texas 10,551,547 | 11,273,239 | 15,192,170 1.3% 1.5%

Note: * Employment projections for 2030 were determined using the AAGR between 2002 and 2012.

Source: Texas Workforce Commission#

3.1.3Income

Table 3.3shows that the average per-capita income in the U.S. Area of Influence
of $16,402was well below the statewide per-capita income of $33,220in 2005. However,
between 2005 and201Q the average annual per-capita income increased by 5.2 percent
in the U.S. Area of Influence relative to a statewide average annual increase of
2.8 percent. Although t his increase narrow ed the gap between the statewide per-capita
income and the U.S. Area of Influence per-capita income, the gap remains wide.
Between 2005 and 2010Starr and Zapata Counties experienced, on average,an annual
per-capita income growth rate higher than the annual per-capita income growth rate in
Cameron and Hidalgo C ounties.

Per-capita income estimates for the U.S. Area of Influence for 2030 were
calculated using the 2001 to 2011lcompound annual growth rate ( CAGR) for the
counties and were an average of 4.9 percent annually.
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Table 3.3: Per-Capita Income (2005 2030)

Year CAGR*
20032010 2013 2030*
Cameron $18,403 | $22,557 | $48,143 4.2% 3.9%
Hidalgo $17,286 | $21,167 | $45,060 4.1% 3.9%
Starr $13,184 | $18,457 | $61,775 7.0% 6.2%
Zapata $16,735 | $22,181 | $72,299 5.8% 6.1%
U.S. Area of Influencde $16,402 | $21,091 | $56,819 5.2% 5.1%
Texas $33,220 | $38,222 | $71,764 2.8% 3.2%

Note: * Compound annual growth rate !
** Projections are based on 2001 to 2011 CAGR and are not adjusted for inflation.

E U.S. Area of Influence per-capita income is an average of percapital incomes of all counties in
the area of influence.

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau of Economic Analysis®

3.1.4Vehicle Registration s

The number of registered vehicles and the daily vehicle miles travel ed in each
U.S. Area of Influence county in 2006 and 2011are shown in Table 3.4. Hidalgo County
accounted for the largest number of registered vehicles and daily vehicle miles travel ed,
followed by Cameron, Starr, and Zapata Counties.

Between 2006 and 2011Hidalgo County registered an additional 85,689vehicles,
Cameron County registered an additional 33,494 vehicles, Starr Countyregistered an
additional 11,188 additional vehicles, and Zapata County registered an additional 2,987
vehicles. These four counties made up 7.2 percent of the total increase in registered
vehicles® in Texas. Daily vehicle miles traveled decreased by 1.4percent in Texas, but
increased by 4.8percent, 5.3 percent, 1.5percent, and 9.1 percent in Cameron, Hidalgo,
Starr, and Zapata Counties, respectively.
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Table 3.4: Registered V ehicles and Daily Vehicle Miles

Registered Vehicles \ Percent Daily Vehicle Miles Percent
2006 2011  Change 2006 2011  Change
Cameron 238,765 272,259 14.0 5597,186 5,868,084 4.8
Hidalgo 415,187 500,876| 20.6 9,616,246 10,127,589 5.3
Starr 37,413  48,601] 29.9 1,078,313 1,094.258 1.5
Zapata 9861 12,848] 303 300,486 426,120, 9.1
US.Areaol| g 506 834584 190 | 16,682,231 17516051 5.0
Influence
Texas 20,084,036 21,926,314 9.2 | 477,769,968 470,844,530 N hud

Source: TXDOT7 and Texas State Comptroller

3.1.5Land Use

Table 3.5 provides an overview of the farmland, total area, and population
density in the counties in the U.S. Area of Influence and Texas as a whole. The table
indicates that most of the area in Texas (approximately 780 percent) and in the U.S.
Area of Influence (approximately 72.9percent) is designated as farmland. The highest
population densities (persons per square miles) are in Cameron and Hidalgo Counties,
which are home to the Brownsville -Harlingen and McAllen -Edinburg -Mission
metropolita n statistical areas. On the other hand, the population density in Starr and
Zapata Counties is well below the Texas average of 96 persons per square mile (see
Table 3.5).

Table 3.5: Land Use Data

Population

Farmland Land Area Density **

(Square Miles)* | (Square Miles) (Persons/

Square Miles)

Cameron 546.0 891 456
Hidalgo 1,129.0 1,571 493
Starr 1,020 1,223 50
Zapata 718 998 14
U.S. Area of Influence 3,413 4,683 268
Texas 203,748 261,232 96

Note: * Based on 2007 Census of Agriculture statistics
** Basedon 2010 population statistics
Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture ¢ and U.S. Census Buread®
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In addition, more detailed land use information was also obtained from BMPO,
HSBMPO, and HCMPO.

BMPO encompasses the cities of Bayview, Brownsville, Indian Lake, Los Fresnos,
and Rancho Viejo. The planning area covers approximately 280 square miles, extends
across Cameron County, and borders with Matamoros, Mexico, and the HSBMPO
area* Figure 3.2 illustrates that most of the land use in the BMPO areawas rural, w ith a
large percentage of the land use classified as farm, ranch, or acreagan 2009

Figure 3.2 alsoshows that a large percentage of the land is classified as single
family residential lots. Commercial land uses are clustered in downtown Los Fresnos
and along major corridors, such as US 77US 83/IH 69E and Padre Island Highway.
Tourist attractions include beaches, the Gladys Porter Zoo, museums, and the Palo Alto
Battlefield National Historic Site *2

Existing Land Use

Legend
U.S. Highway Farm, Ranch, Acreage \
= State Highway Single-Family Residential
——— Major Roads Multi-Family Residential
Hydrology [l Commercial
[ industrial

- Total Exempt Property

1] 1 2 Miles
Vacant

Source: BMPO2
Figure 3.2.BMPO Land Use Profil¢2009)
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The 2000land use map® for Harlingen is shown in Figure 3.3. The estimated total
area is 24,957 acres. According to the Cityof Harlingen, 12.3percent of the 2000land
use was low-density residential, 1.9 percent was medium-density residential,
2.8 percent was high-density residential, 6 percent was retail, 1.7 percent was industrial,
2.3percent was recreation/public facilities, 8.9 percent was institu tional, 39.2 percent
was vacant land, and 24.9percent was other uses(streets and water).*
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Figure 3.3:City of Harlingen Land Use Ma000)
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agricultural or vacant land, commercial/basic/retail developments, developed

residential areas, undeveloped residential land, schools, reserved land, and airports. As
Figure 3.4 llustrates, developed residential areas and commercial/basic/retail
developments were found near the major roadway corridors such as US 83/BU 83, and
US 281 Based on the input at public meetings, consultant analysis, and local expertise,
Hidalgo County reached consensus on a transportation and land use vision in 2010
called the Vision Hidalgo County Scenario Planning Study, which focuses on livability

and greater access to jobs and entrepreneurial opportunities. The county seeks to limit
sprawl, increase urban density, conserve farm and natural areas, and diversify its

housing and employment opportunities. > This document is available on the HCMPO
website.

Land Use
- Undeveloped Land (Ag, Vacant)

Commercial, Basic, Retail
Il Developed Residential o 2 s :
Undeveloped Residential

B school Hidalgo County Land Use Map

Hidalgo County
Reserved Metropolitan Planning Organization
- Airport Source: Hidalgo County Appraisal District Parcel Data

Land Use Based on 2004 Aerials

Source:HCMPO1s

Figure 3.4:Hidalgo County Land Use Maf2004)
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3.2 U.S. Trade Corridors

The trade corridors (current and potential) traversing the study area are the
IH 69 corridor, US 281, and US 77. This section of the report summarizes salient
information about these trade corridors.

3.2.11H 69 Corridor

The proposed 1,600mile IH 69 corridor will connect Michigan, Indiana,
Kentucky, Tennessee, Mississippi, Arkansas, Louisiana, and Texas. In Texas, the
corridor starts at US 84 (in Joaquin) and US 59 (in Texarkana) and extends to Laredo
and the Rio Grande Valley (see Figure 35). Congress has designated the highway as a
High Priority Corridor and a Future Interstate Highway. IH 69 is complete through
Michigan. Mississippi and Indiana have completed certain segments of IH 69, and
Kentucky and Tennessee have designated portionsof existing highways as IH 69. The
first segment of IH 69 in Texas was on the existing US 77 from IH 37 in Corpus Christi
to SH 44 in Robstown (subsequently designated H 69E)2¢

As of May 24, 2013, the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials and the FHWA administrator approved, and TTC ordered,
that:

1 A 3.5-mile segment of US 59, from IH 30 to SL 151 in Texarkana, be designated as
IH 369.

1 A 53.3mile segment of US 77, from the junction of BU 77 north of Raymondville
to just north of the U.S-Mexico International Border Crossing Complex, be
designated as IH 69 East (IH69E).

1 A 46.8mile segment of US 83, from the junction of Shower Road in Palmview to
US 77 in Harlingen, be designated as IH2.

1 A 13.5mile segment of US 281, from the junction of FM 2812 in Edinburg to
US 83 in Pharr, be designated as IH69 Central (IH 69C) (see Figure 3.6}’

The IH 69 alignment in Texas includes multiple highway sections, but over
200miles are built to or close to interstate highway standards. All States along the
corridor are continuing to plan and develop projects along the IH 69 corridor. 16
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Source: Alliance for 1-69 Texag?

Figure 3.5:Proposed IH 6€orridor in Texas
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Pharr District Exhibit

Hidalgo and Cameron Counties

| 3 Raymondville @

Willacy,

Cameron

e |H 2 Designation

e |H 69 C and IH 69 E San

Texas Department of Transportation
Transportation Planning and Programming Division
Data Analysis, Mapping and Reporting Branch
May 20,2013

Source: TxDOT (2013

Figure 3.6:1H Designations inLowerRio Grande Valley

3.2.2US 281

US 281 is another borderto-border route in Texas, linking the Texas-Mexico
border with the North Dakota -Canada border. US 281 begins near tkb TexasMexico
border in Brownsville near the intersection of US 77 and SH 48. From this point, the
route proceeds north and then west along the Rio Grande, turning north near the Pharr -
Reynosa International Bridge in McAllen (see Figure 3.7).
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Figure 3.7:US 281 n Lower Rio Grande Valley

US 281 continues north, connecting Edinburg, Alice, San Antonio, and Blanco. It
bypasses Austin and the Dallas/Fort Worth area, connecting Johnson City, Marble Falls,
Lampasas, Stephenville, Mineral Wells, Jacksboro, and Wichita Falls before continuing

north to Oklahoma. 1°

Although some existing sections are built to freeway standards,

most of the existing US 281 sections are rural two- and four -lane expressways.

TxDOT is planning to expand 48 miles of US 281 in Hidalgo and Cameron
counties from Spur 600 at the Phar-Reynosa International Bridge to SH 100 near Los
Fresnos. This section of US 281 will be a fouflane divided highway just north of and
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parallel to the existing US 281 route. However, the planned project requires cooperation
from the affected communities to secure the right of way. The planned project will
alleviate traffic in the area and provide an alternative east-west route to US 83, but
concerns have been expressed about potential negative impacts on businesses and
landowners in the region.

3.2.3US 77

The southern terminus of US 77 is the junction with MEX2 180E U w U1 T w51 Ul UE
International Bridge in Brownsville, as Figure 3.8 indicates. From there, the route
merges almost immediately with US 83 and proceeds northwest to San Benito and
Harlingen, where it deviates from US 83 and splits into US 77 and US 77 Business. It
then proceeds north to connect to Raymonadville, Kingsville, and Corpus Christi, where
it briefly coincides with IH 69 and IH 37 .21 US 77 then continues northeast to Refugio,
where the highway divides into US 77 (serving Victoria) and US 77 Alternate (serving
Cuero and Yoakum). The highway connects again in Hallettsville and crosses IH 10 in
Schulenberg, before continuing north, passing between Austin and College Station. US
77 connects with IH 35 in Waco and continues along IH 35E through Waxahachie and
Dallas. In Denton, IH 35E and IH 35W reconnect. US 77 coincides with IH 35 from
Denton north to Oklahoma. Some US 77 sections are constructed to InterstateHighway
standards| primarily where the route follows other interstates or highways | but most
of US 77 through Texasis rural two - and four -lane expressways?

TxDOT has held public hearings and completed environmental assessments
regarding upgrading US 77 between Harlingen and Corpus Christi to meet Interstate
Highway standards and to improve safety and mobility. The proposed improvements
include expansion to a four-lane divided highway and construction of new overpasses,
interchanges, and frontage roads. These improvements will require approximately 689
acres of additional right of way (249 acres in Kleberg County and 440 acres in Nueces
County). %

The addition of tolled truck lanes to the existing US 77 corridor in southern Texas
was also analyzed in the Lower Rio Grande Valley and Laredo Region Freight Sttidglled
truck lanes were considered in addition to other proposed improvements for a majority
of the corridor length. The report identifies alternative alignments for tolled truck lanes
east of Harlingen toward the Free Trade Bridge at Los Indios, the Port of Brownsville,
and from the proposed Port of Brownsville Bridge to Mexico. Traffic projecti ons
reported in the study showed a projected increase in the percentage of truck traffic on
the corridor for both the tolled and non -toll truck lanes scenarios.?
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The Mexican municipalities included in the Mexican Area of Influence are
Camargo, Guerrero, Gustavo Diaz Ordaz, Matamoros, Mier, Miguel Aleman, Reynosa,
Rio Bravo, and Valle Hermoso in the State of Tamaulipas. The following demographic,
socio-economic, and land use data were obtained from Consejo Nacional de Poblacién

(CONAPOQO), Instituto Nacional de Estadistica y Geografia (INEGI), Comision Nacional
de los Salarios Minimos (CONASAMI), and other municipal plans and documents.
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3.3.1Population

Table 3.6shows that the total population of the Mexican municipalities included
in the Mexican Area of Influence was 1,223,504 in 2005 (or about 40 percentf the total
population in Tamaulipas in 2005). Between 2005 and 2010, the population of these
municipalities increased at an average annud rate of 2.0 percentto a total of 1,349,496 in
2010 (or about 41.8ercent of the total population in Tamaulipas in 2010). However, the
population increase was concentrated in the largest municipalities in the Mexican Area
of Influence: Matamoros and Reynosa. With the exception of these two municipalities
and the Municipalities of Camargo and Valle Hermoso, the total population in the
remaining five municipalities decreased between 2005 and 2010. In theMunicipalities of
Guerrero, Gustavo Diaz Ordaz, and Miguel Alemén, the total municipal population has
decreased byan average of approximately 2.0 percent or more per year between 2005
and 2010.

Table 3.6: Population (2003 2030)

Year AAGR
State/Municipali
pallty 2005 2010 2030 iggﬁ; %;g;;
Camargo 17,761 18,168 18,079 0.5% 0.0%
Guerrero 3,982 3,566 2,404 N2.2% N2.0%
Gustavo Diaz Ordaz 15,387 14,020 9,364 NL.8% N2.0%
Matamoros 463,955 499,767| 607,544 1.5% 1.0%
Mier 6,672 6,365 4,984 ND.9% NL.2%
Miguel Aleman 24,520 22,316 14,940, NL.9% N2.0%
Reynosa 520,358 612,711 938,639 3.3% 2.2%
Rio Bravo 108,100, 107,414 97,407 ND.1% ND.5%
Valle Hermoso 62,769 65,169 70,387| 0.8% 0.4%
m;ﬁff::rea of 1,223,504 1,349,496 1,763,748  2.0% 1.3%
Tamaulipas 3,035,926 3,230,307| 3,824,091 1.2% 0.8%

Source: CONAPO 24and INEGI 25
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increase, but at a lower rate of 1.3 percent per year to reach 1,763,748 by 2030yielding
an increase of 414,252 people between 2010 and 2030. This is partly explained by lower
anticipated population growth rates in the Municipalities of Camargo, Matamoros,

3-15






