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BUDA COMMUNITY PROFILE

Historical Context
Buda was formally established on April 1, 1881, when Cornelia 
Trimble donated land for a town site at an International-Great 
Northern Railroad depot. Phillip J. Allen had settled the area, 
originally part of the Mexican land grant to Stephen B. von 
Eggleston, as early as 1846.

The fi rst community in this part of the county, Mountain City, 
developed before the Civil War, but was rapidly depopulated as 
its residents and businesses fl ocked to the new rail depot, which 
took the name of DuPre.  Folklore has it that this name originated 
in 1880, when, as the railroad pushed into Hays County, the 
postmaster at Mountain City approached a railroad offi cial and 
requested, “Do, pray, give us a depot.” In 1887, at the request 
of the post offi ce department, the name was changed to Buda. 
The common explanation for the new name is that it derives from 
Spanish viuda, or widow. The town had gained a reputation as a 
popular eating stop for rail travelers, and the name may refer to a 
pair of widows who cooked at the Carrington Hotel in the 1880s.

The provision of supplies and services to surrounding dairy farms 
and ranches was the basis of the local economy, and at different 
times the community supported mills, hotels, banks, a lumberyard, 
two newspapers, a cheese factory, a movie theater, and a skating 
rink. In 1928 local businesses organized a chamber of commerce. 
Buda remained an active commercial center and railroad depot 
until the Great Depression.  

In 1929 its population was estimated at 600, but by 1933 it fell to 
300. Only in the mid-1980s, as the growth of Austin began to be 
felt in Buda, did its population once again approach pre-depression 
levels. The town was incorporated in 1948, and in 1967 Buda, Kyle, 
and Wimberley formed the Hays Consolidated Independent School 
District (only Buda and Kyle remained in the district after 1986). By 
the mid-1980s Buda had attracted a cement plant and some craft 
industry, but the community was still primarily rural and residential. 
Its population in 1990 was 1,795 and 2,404 by 2000.

The Community Profi le of the Buda 2030 is intended to give an overview of the historical and geographical context of Buda, as well 
as evaluate the existing conditions, historical aspects, and projected trends for growth.  The purpose of this section is to document the 
current state of Buda, giving insight into the potential demand on city services and facilities and needs for the community.  It also helps to 
identify opportunities and challenges Buda must consider in shaping how it grows.
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Regional Context
Cities are infl uenced and shaped by regional physical, 
economic, and social forces.  By recognizing its position in 
the region, and acknowledging and overcoming challenges, 
the city can benefi t from regional opportunities.  

The City of Buda is located in the greater Central 
Texas region, and is a city within the Austin-Round Rock 
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA).  A MSA is formed 
around urbanized areas with a population of at least 
50,000.  It includes the central county containing the core, 
plus adjacent outlying counties that have a high degree of 
social and economic integration with the central county as 
measured through commuting.   The Austin-Round Rock MSA 
includes Travis, Hays, Williamson, Caldwell, and Bastrop 
counties.

Buda is located in northern Hays County on IH 35.  It is 
approximately 15 miles south of downtown Austin and 
15 miles north of San Marcos.  Recently, SH 45 opened, 
connecting Buda to SH 130, which runs east of Buda.  
Additionally, the Union Pacifi c railroad through downtown 
Buda is still active with freight rail carrying goods to the 
communities between Mexico and the Dallas/Fort Worth 
Metroplex and beyond.  This rail line is also actively being 
considered for use by Lonestar Rail, a new commuter rail 
service from San Antonio to Austin.  

With two major highways among other major arterials and 
a railroad, Buda has benefi tted from residential growth 
from commuters travelling to other nearby employment 
centers.  The proximity to both Austin and San Marcos gives 
residents of Buda easy access to large marketplace areas.  
It is also ideally located for economic development as the 
area continues to grow in population.  With the opening 
of SH 45 that connects to SH 130, there is an opportunity 
to capitalize on distribution and inter-port logistics 
opportunities.

BUDA IN THE CENTRAL TEXAS REGION
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EXISTING PLAN DOCUMENTS & STUDIES

Currently the City of Buda’s plan documents include the 2002-
2012 Comprehensive Plan, 2006 Master Transportation 
Plan, and Capital Improvements Program.  There have been 
various studies done for the city, Hays County, and Central 
Texas region that impact the challenges, opportunities, and 
recommendations of Buda 2030.  Below is a discussion of 
these planning documents and studies.

2002-2012 Buda Comprehensive Plan
Buda 2030 is intended to update and replace the 2002-
2012 Comprehensive Plan.  An evaluation of this document 
highlighted accomplishments in Buda since adoption of the 
plan.  For example, the City created many new zoning 
districts and created overlays over certain portions of the city 
as recommended by the 2002 plan.  In addition, economic 
development efforts have strengthened and many new 
services and jobs have been created in Buda since 2002, 
such as Cabela’s, three new hotels, and several retail and 
restaurant establishments along the IH 35 corridor, north of 
FM 2001.

The Comprehensive Plan was organized around six major 
themes: (1) maintaining and enhancing community character; 
(2) meeting residential and commercial needs; (3) expanding 
the economy; (4) improving the transportation system; (5) 
meeting housing supply challenges; and (6) protecting and 
repairing natural features. 

The 2002 Plan follows a similar framework to the way Buda 
2030 is structured.  It includes six plan elements, each with a 
broad goal statement, more specifi c policy statements, and 
even more specifi c program recommendations.  

As a part of the update of this comprehensive plan, the 
Planning Team evaluated the goal statements, policy 
statements, and recommended actions.  They then identifi ed 
what was accomplished since this plan’s adoption and what 
components are or are not still applicable today depending 
on existing conditions and public input.  Many of the goals, 
policies, and programs are still applicable and carry over 
into Buda 2030.  

The 2002 Future Land Use Plan took a very comprehensive 
approach that involved many more components than simply 
land use, incorporating urban design, compatibility standards, 
buffers, and connectivity.  There were four components to the 
future land use component: 
* General Land Use Policies – Generalized principles that 

applied to the Buda community at large; meant to guide 
decision-making as it related to future land development.

* Sectors and Corridors – Specifi c principles of urban 
design and planning for specifi c areas in the community. 

* Priority Growth Areas – Areas where infrastructure 
improvements would be aggressively constructed to serve 
those areas and prepare for future development.  

* Specifi c Land Use Classifi cations – This component 
identifi ed specifi c land use districts and desirable 
conditions of each district.  

2002 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FUTURE LAND USE MAP
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2006 Master Transportation Plan
In January 2006 the City of Buda adopted a Master 
Transportation Plan that identifi es immediate, short-term, 
and long-term needs for the roadway network.  It evaluated 
current and future population densities as well as current 
and future employment densities based on projections 
prepared by the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (CAMPO).  According to the projected growth 
of population and employment, employment density is 
expected to grow along the IH 35 corridor, as well as 
an area south of downtown and west of the interstate 
where the cement plant is located.  Residential growth, or 
population growth, is expected to grow outside of the IH 35 
corridor, primarily west of the interstate.  

Based on the population and employment growth 
projections, the immediate needs established in 2006 
were limited to areas west of the interstate.  Short-term 
recommendations begin to address the needs east of town, 
and long-term projects address those areas in the Buda ETJ 
and regional connections to the surrounding communities.  
The Master Transportation Plan also identifi es needs for 
intersection improvements such as new overpasses, new 
signals, or modifi cations to existing intersections.  

Since 2006, there have been signifi cant roadway 
improvements recommended in the Master Transportation 
Plan that have started construction, are nearing completion, 
or have been completed.  These include:

SIGNIFICANT ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS SINCE 2006

Project Name Description Location Timeframe

Main St, Cabela's Dr to IH 35  Widen from 2 lanes to 4-lane 
parkway

City of Buda Nearing completion; underpass at IH 
35 under construction

Truck Bypass, FM 2770 to IH 
35  

New 4-lane parkway for truck 
traffi c

Buda ETJ Complete from IH 35 to S Main St; 
bridge over IH 35 under construction

IH 35, SH 45 to Kyle Outer 
Loop

Convert service roads to one-way City, ETJ, and 
outside of Buda

Complete in Buda

SH 45, IH 35 to Turnersville Rd 
(connect to SH 130 Toll)

New 6-lane toll road Outside of Buda 
jurisdiction

Complete
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Capital Improvements Program
Capital improvements are major purchases or improvements 
that generally have a life span of 10 or more years, or 
are those not normally funded through the City’s operating 
budget.  A capital improvement program manages the 
scheduling, planning, and execution of capital improvements 
over a period of time.  Annually, the city identifi es  capital 
improvements that need to be funded, sets forth the estimated 
expenditures by year, and specifi es the resources estimated 
to be available to fi nance the project.1    

In the City of Buda’s Capital Improvements Program, the 
City has identifi ed capital improvements worth $107 million 
over the next fi ve years (FY 2010-2011 through FY 2015-
2016).    These include Wastewater Projects, Purple Pipe 
Projects, Beautifi cation Projects, Drainage Projects, Facility 
Projects, and Park Projects.2  Many recommendations made 
in Buda 2030 have already been identifi ed in the Capital 
Improvements Program, and the comprehensive plan is 
reinforcing their necessity.

Buda Downtown Charrette
In the summer of 2007, citizens, property and business 
owners, elected and appointed offi cials, and the City Staff of 
Buda gathered for a one day Charrette Planning Meeting to 
discuss the challenges facing the community in maintaining the 
historic charm and economic viability of downtown Buda.  The 
charrette, which was facilitated by the Capital Area Council 
of Government, gave participants an opportunity to discuss 
and identify the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and 
threats to the area, and to graphically envision the future of 
 downtown Buda.

The charrette was divided into three parts: (1) a presentation 
of other Texas downtowns, including Fredericksburg, Spring, 
and Bastrop to highlight what works and what doesn’t; (2) 
working groups that discussed issues and recommendations 

1 City of Buda, 2010, p. 94.
2 City of Buda, 2011.

related to land use and development, economic development, 
and sense of place; and (3) visioning exercise where groups 
graphically illustrated their vision for downtown by drawing in 
needed improvements or writing notations on the aerial.  

Some of the fi ndings of this charrette include:
* Determined that zoning of downtown discourages growth 

and redevelopment.  Evaluate downtown zoning to ensure 
consistency with growth objectives for downtown, identify 
boundaries and relationships between commercial and 
residential areas, and explore using form-based zoning 
for downtown Buda.

* Identifi ed the target economic market for downtown Buda 
as tourists and weekend shoppers or visitors.

* Suggested opportunities for connectivity and 
improvements to the sense of place such as sidewalks, 
trees, landscaping and streetscaping, outdoor eating 
areas, wayfi nding signage and other pedestrian friendly 
elements.

* Recommended increased connection with the city and 
residents to the events that occur downtown or near 
downtown.

* Explored developing a Public Improvement District to 
fund downtown improvements.

* Suggested improving architectural standards and 
guidelines for new developments and historic renovations.

Given the recentness of this planning exercise, this report 
provided guidance on developing recommendations for 
the downtown Buda component of Buda 2030. While some 
improvements to the downtown have been funded and 
completed since 2007, many of the fi ndings, issues, and 
recommendations are still valid.  For example, the City still 
has limited revenue, so other viable fi nancing mechanisms 
should be explored, such as tax increment fi nance districts 
or public improvement districts are viable.  Also, current 
guidelines for renovation of historic properties and new 
developments in the historic district are vague, and there is 
need for more prescriptive guidelines.  
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Regional Planning Efforts
There are a number of regional planning agencies of 
which Buda is a member.  The goal of these agencies is 
generally to provide regional planning resources to other 
local governments and entities to better plan for their 
own community in a regional context.  While there are 
innumerable agencies and entities engaged in regional 
planning, many of these are narrowly focused on a 
particular issue.  Below is a discussion on two agencies 
that address the broader issues of growth in their regional 
planning efforts: Capital Area Metropolitan Planning 
Organization and Capital Area Council of Governments. 

Capital Area Council of Governments (CAPCOG)
Councils of Governments are voluntary associations of 
counties, cities, and special districts formed under State 
law.  They deal primarily with regional issues, or those 
issues that cross political boundaries and require regional  
attention, with the goal of making advocacy, planning, and 
coordination of these initiatives more effective and effi cient.  
The CAPCOG region includes Bastrop, Blanco, Burnet, 
Caldwell, Fayette, Hays, Lee, Llano, Travis, and WIlliamson 
counties.  
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Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO) 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations are federally-
sanctioned regional planning agencies focused on planning 
for transportation needs.  CAMPO is made up of 5 counties, 
including Bastrop, Caldwell, Hays, Travis, and Williamson 
counties.1  They coordinate transportation planning efforts of 
local governments, TXDOT and other area transit agencies such 
as Capital Metro, CARTS, and other transportation providers in 
the area.  CAMPO helps coordinate and appropriate the use 
of federal transportation funds within the region.  

CAMPO 2035 Regional Transportation Plan - The CAMPO 
2035 Plan is a federally-mandated regional transportation 
plan.  The vision statement for CAMPO 2035 is “Develop a 
comprehensive multimodal regional transportation system that 
safely and effi ciently addresses mobility needs over time, is 
economically and environmentally sustainable, and supports 
regional quality of life.”

As described in the plan, it considers not only the movement 
of people and goods; it also coordinates with economic 
opportunities, environmental efforts, and improvements to 
quality of life.  It seeks to balance these elements in order to 
create an effi cient transportation system in Central Texas.

Development of CAMPO 2035 recognized transportation is 
often the determinant of the pattern of growth.  Based on 
this understanding, rather developing the plan based on past 
growth trends (as it has done historically), CAMPO 2035 
instead developed alternative growth patterns and examined 
them based on their impact on the regional transportation 
network.  According to the document, “this plan has been 
developed with the assumption that we may no longer be able 
to afford to invest in major regional infrastructure as we have 
in the past.”  

Three growth scenarios were developed, ranging from 
continuation of current trends to a “centers” scenario of 
increased density in activity nodes across the region.  This 
approach acknowledges that market conditions may result in 

1 Bastrop and Caldwell counties were included in the MPO area in 2010.

a continuation of past trends, but that other regional planning 
initiatives have encouraged the development of activity centers 
across the region.  Buda is identifi ed as a small center.

CAMPO 2035 not only identifi es the priorities for investments 
to the regional transportation system; it also provides 
local governments with a valuable toolbox of information 
and resources on different components of the regional 
transportation system.
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Central Texas Greenprint for Growth
In 2009, the Central Texas Greenprint for Growth was 
developed through a partnership among The Trust for 
Public Land, Capital Area Council of Governments, 
and Envision Central Texas.  The area includes Bastrop, 
Caldwell, and Hays Counties.  Travis County Greenprint 
for Growth was completed in 2006 and the Central Texas 
Greenprint report incorporates those results.  The process 
brought together communities of this area, including 
residents and property owners, business owners, local 
experts, city and county leaders, and other stakeholders 
that represented interests of the region.

The Central Texas Greenprint for Growth aims to 
accomplish the following key conservation goals: 
* Protect water quality and quantity
* Protect sensitive ecological areas
* Preserve farm and ranch lands
* Enhance recreational opportunities
* Protect cultural resources and historic sites
* Protect scenic corridors and viewsheds

Based on unique ranking systems for the conservation 
goals each county defi ned, opportunities for conservation 
were mapped and a regional composite map was 
created to highlight those lands that met overlapping 
conservation goals.  The model assigned “weights” based 
on the stakeholder groups to allow some goals to have 
more emphasis on the overall priorities than others.  In 
Hays County, the goal with the highest priority weight 
is protection of water quality and quantity, followed by 
protection of sensitive ecological areas.  Ultimately, the 
Greenprint for Growth composite map “identifi es the 
high priority areas for conservation that meet ecosystem 
protection goals, local open space and park needs, and 
help realize the over arching vision of sustainable growth 
in Central Texas.”   The map to the right illustrates the 
Overall Conservation Opportunities in Hays County.
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0 2.5 51.25 Miles

Hays County
This map shows the results from the Central Texas 

Greenprint for Growth Hays County Overall Conservation 
Opportunities model as weighted by the Hays County 

stakeholders. Areas in dark red have a high 
conservation prioritiy and areas in orange have a 

moderate conservation priority.

Overall Conservation Opportunities - Goal Weighting

Protect Water Quality and Quantity                   35%
Protect Sensitive Ecological Areas                    25%
Conserve Farm and Ranch Lands                    15%
Enhance Park and Recreation Opportunities    12%
Protect Scenic Corridors                                     9%
Protect Cultural/Historic Resources                    4%

Central Texas Greenprint for Growth, 
Conservation Opportunities for the Buda area.

Source: Trust for Public Land, Central Texas Greenprint for Growth
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Hays County Regional Habitat Conservation 
Plan
The Hays County Regional Habitat Conservation Plan (RHCP) is 
one of two regional documents that identify opportunities for 
land conservation and habitat protection of the region’s federally 
endangered birds: the golden-cheeked warbler and the black-
capped vireo.    The RHCP was developed in connection with Hays 
County’s application for an Endangered Species Act (ESA) incidental 
take permit, which authorizes the take of these species based on a 
conservation banking program of assembling between 10,000 and 
15,000 acres of preserved land  to mitigate and manage.  

The purpose of this plan is to coordinate the demands 
of both growth and land conservation in an effi cient and 
streamlined method.  The RHCP identifi es that the projected 
growth of the County over the next 30 years could result 
in the loss of approximately 25,000 acres of potential 
habitat for the two endangered birds.  The ESA allows 
for the “taking” of certain species and their habitats by 
creation of a conservation plan and obtaining an incidental 
take permit from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  This 
process is extremely timely and costly to a private property 
owner.  The RHCP will allow the County and other public and 
private entities to obtain an incidental take permit in a more 
effi cient, streamlined, and timely manner.

This habitat conservation plan is anticipated to have 
broader environmental and planning impacts that will 
benefi t the region and local governments.  It is compatible 
with other County initiatives to protect open spaces, and 
will create opportunities for nature-based recreational uses 
and contribute to water quality protection by permanently 
protecting large blocks of open space.  Moreover, by 
coordinating conservation planning with a long-term focus 
over a regional scale, there are better opportunities for 
conservation in a rapidly changing landscape such as long-
term protection and management of natural resources vital 
to the health of the Hill Country ecosystems such as wildlife, 
woodlands, and water.   
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Sensitive Natural Resources in Hays County, Texas
Combined resource map for golden-cheeked warblers,

black-capped vireos, karst features, and aquatic features.
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Caves - Rare Fauna Identified
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Potential High Quality GCW Habitat (average neighborhood canopy cover 70 - 100%)

LAI Proj. No. 051001; H:\Enviro_Projects\Hays_Co_HCP_(051001)\Maps\Resource_Display_Maps\HCHCP_Potential_GCW_Habitat2.mxd; A. Aurora

I
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IMPORTANT NOTE:
This map is not an authoritative determination
of the presence or absence of habitat for rare

or endangered resources in Hays County, but is
useful for regional planning purposes.

DRAFT
December 4, 2007

Sensitive Natural Resources in the Buda area.
Source: Loomis Austin, Hays County Habitat Conservation Plan
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Establishing a base population for today is probably the most 
critical yet challenging tasks of developing a comprehensive 
plan.  It is the foundation from which the projection of 
population growth extends and infl uences the demand and 
needs for future services.  

This chapter examines historical growth in Buda, reviews 
recent growth trends since 2000, and establishes a potential 
population projection range for this Comprehensive Plan 
Update.  The U.S. Census Bureau is the primary source for 
population estimates used by government entities across the 
nation.  Not only does the U.S. Census Bureau estimate the 
population, but they also collect detailed characteristics of 
population that often have planning implications affecting 
comprehensive plans.  

However, the U.S. Census does not provide future population 
projections.  There are several sources that project population 
for Central Texas, which were 
used to evaluate the projected 
population growth of Buda.  
Overall, resources for this 
evaluation include the U.S. Census 
Bureau, Texas State Data Center 
(TXSDC), Capital Area Council 
of Governments (CAPCOG), 
Texas Water Development Board 
(TWDB), and ESRI Demographics 
(ESRI).

Historical Growth
Buda’s growth has in large part occurred in the past three 
decades.  In 1970, Buda still had a population of 498, which 
grew to 597 in 1980.  During the 1980s Buda experienced 
immense growth in population, and in 1990 population was 
estimated at 1,795 persons and 2,404 in 2000, as shown in 
the chart below.  Over time, Buda’s share of the population in 
Hays County has grown as both the county and city experience 
an increase in population.  

Part of this population growth is explained by the expansion 
of the city limits.  Between 1980 and 2010 the city has grown 
from 420 acres in 1980 to 3,308 in 2010.  Even in just this 
past decade, the city doubled in size (land area).  However, 
abundant undeveloped land and proximity to Austin was a 
signifi cant infl uence on population growth, which continues 
today.

498 597

1,795

2,404

7,295

0

2,000

4,000

6,000

8,000

HISTORICAL POPULATION GROWTH IN THE CITY OF BUDA, TX
DECENNIAL ESTIMATES, 1970-2010
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Current Growth Trends
Growth has continued in Buda through the fi rst 
decade of the millennium.  As housing costs 
increase in Austin, more and more people are 
moving southward into Buda and Kyle.  Buda has 
an abundant amount of undeveloped land, and its 
proximity to Austin makes it an ideal location to live 
in Buda and still work in Austin.  

Since 2000, Buda has grown 203.5% and in 2010 
had a population of approximately 7,295.  During 
this period, Buda’s average annual compound 
growth rate was 13.1%, ranging from a low 
of 1.8% in 2003 to a high of 18.8% in 2007.  
Comparatively, Hays County grew 61.0% over the 
10-year period, averaging 5% each year.  

Because Buda’s growth outpaced the growth of the 
entire county, Buda’s share of the total population 
of Hays County also increased, from 2.5% in 2000 
to 4.6% in 2010.  Moreover, between 2000 and 
2010, Buda has captured an average of 8.3% of 
the growth in Hays County.  This capture rate has 
increased in recent years, and since 2004 Buda has 
captured 10.1% of the growth.  This evaluation of 
growth in Buda as compared to Hays County and 
other cities across central Texas reinforces the real 
growth pressures Buda faces today and over the 
next decade.   
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HISTORICAL POPULATION GROWTH, CITY OF BUDA AND HAYS COUNTY, 1970-2010

Source: 1970-2010 decennial estimates from U.S. Census Bureau; 2001-2009 annual estimates from Texas State Data Center, 
Population Estimates

 Buda  Hays Co  Buda Share 
of Total 

Population 

Buda’s 
Capture of 

Growth
Total 

Population
Annual 

Growth Rate
Total 

Population
Annual 

Growth Rate

2000 2,404 3.4% 97,589 4.9% 2.46% 1.90%

2001 2,621 9.0% 104,856 7.4% 2.50% 2.99%

2002 3,080 17.5% 110,938 5.8% 2.78% 7.55%

2003 3,136 1.8% 115,967 4.5% 2.70% 1.11%

2004 3,622 15.5% 120,586 4.0% 3.00% 10.52%

2005 4,142 14.4% 126,206 4.7% 3.28% 9.25%

2006 4,904 18.4% 133,913 6.1% 3.66% 9.89%

2007 5,827 18.8% 139,699 4.3% 4.17% 15.95%

2008 6,527 12.0% 147,555 5.6% 4.42% 8.91%

2009 6,909 5.9% 151,664 2.8% 4.56% 9.30%

2010 7,295 5.6% 157,107 3.6% 4.64% 7.09%

2000-2010 Total Growth: 203.5% 61.0% Average Annual 
Capture Rate:

8.26%
Average Annual Growth Rate: 11.7% 5.4%
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An evaluation of building activity provides evidence of 
continued growth in Buda.  Buda began tracking its building 
permit activity in 2004.  Between 2004 and 2006, building 
permit activity grew quickly, from 97 new residential 
building permits in 2004 to 363 in 2006.  Since 2006 the 
market has generally slowed building activity regionally; 
however, it has remained stable in Buda.  The chart below 
illustrates building permit activity for single-family homes 
in Buda and its ETJ compared to building permit activity 

in Hays County as a whole.  While generally building 
permitting in Hays County has declined over the past fi ve 
years, it has remained steady in Buda, and the City’s share 
of building activity in the county has increased to nearly 
40% in 2009.  In 2010, Buda’s share of building permits 
in Hays County declined as building activity increased 
throughout the rest of the county.  Still, building in Buda 
accounts for over 25% of that occurring in the county.
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* Building permits issued by the City of Buda declined in 2010 to 296, nearly 100 less than the previous year.

DRAFT



21BUDA 2030 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
preserving our heritage | sustaining our future 

BU
DA

 TO
DAY: C

O
M

M
U

N
ITY PRO

FILE | population trends &
 projections

Much of the recent growth in the area has occurred in 
Buda’s ETJ, which is typically not represented in U.S. Census 
estimates.  However, it is important to know the current and 
future population of the ETJ in order to understand future 
demand for infrastructure and municipal services in these 
areas.  As indicated by the growth of residential subdivisions, 
there are a signifi cant number of people living in Buda’s ETJ 
that are not included in the U.S. Census estimates for the City 
of Buda.    

ESRI Business Analyst Online prepares population and 
demographic estimates for user-defi ned geographic areas.  
For the area that includes both the city and ETJ, ESRI 

estimates the population in 2010 is 12,579.  This represents 
an additional 5,000 people that Buda must take into account 
in its plan for the future.

The table below lists the subdivisions platted in Buda and 
its ETJ.  Excluding Sunfi eld MUD, nearly half of the platted 
residential lots are located in Buda’s extraterritorial 
jurisdiction.  Sunfi eld MUD is expected to add nearly 7,000 
new homes in Buda’s ETJ.  Many of these areas are already 
included in the city’s annexation plan, and some areas, like 
Sunfi eld MUD have annexation agreements to incorporate as 
they are built out.

MAJOR RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISIONS IN THE 
CITY OF BUDA AND BUDA ETJ

Subdivision Name Location
Total Lots 
Platted

Subdivision Name Location
Total Lots 
Platted

Ashford Park City 115 Cimmaron Acres ETJ 27

Bonita Vista City 146 Cimmaron Park ETJ 328

Bradfi eld Village City 214 Coves of Cimmaron ETJ 314

Creekside Park City 261 Hillside Terrace ETJ 300

Cullen Country City 210 Leisurewoods ETJ 300

Double R Ranch City 46 Marlboro Country ETJ 73

Elm Grove City 105 Meadows at Buda ETJ 507

Garlic Creek West City 385 Old West Trail ETJ 58

Green Meadows City 279 Pinafore ETJ 38

Lifschutz City/ETJ 78 Shady Grove ETJ 24

Meadow Park City 100 Southern Woods ETJ 41

Old Town City ~223 Stonefi eld ETJ 708

Oxbow Trails City 78 Sunfi eld MUD ETJ 6,971

Sequoyah City 123

Stoneridge City 293

Village at Buda City 24

Whispering Hollow City 578

Total Platted Lots in Buda City Limits 3,256 Total Platted Lots in Buda’s ETJ
(Total excluding Sunfi eld MUD)

9,689
2,718
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Future Growth Potential
Growth is expected to continue in Buda, and already the 
signs exist of near-term growth.  Larger developments are 
planned, platted, and under construction in and around 
Buda, indicating further demand for growth.  

The forecasts developed here are based on a population 
projection developed for Hays County by the Texas State 
Data Center and extrapolated from the 2010 population 
estimate for the City of Buda of 7,295.  Three approaches 
to project the population in Buda were conducted.  

Scenario 1 is based on the assumption that Buda will grow 
at the same rate as Hays County, based on projections 
prepared by the Texas State Data Center.  Based on this 
scenario, Hays County will grow at an annual rate of 4.2% 

or lower over the next 30 years.  Scenario 1 only takes 
into consideration the growth of Hays County as applied 
to Buda, and does not account for the aggressive growth 
experienced specifi cally in Buda.

Scenarios 2 and 3 take into account the historical growth 
experienced by Buda, which was higher than the county as 
a whole.  Scenario 2 and 3 are based on Buda’s historical 
“capture” of the growth in Hays County.  A capture rate 
was calculated based on historical growth of both Buda and 
Hays County, and then applied to the population projection 
for Hays County to calculate Buda’s projected population.  
Scenario 2 uses a capture rate of 8.3%, the average 
capture rate between 2001 and 2010, and Scenario 3 uses 
an average capture rate of 10.1%, the rate between 2004 
and 2010 when growth in Buda was more aggressive.  
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

The demographic information illustrated below represents the 
characteristics of the population, households, and workforce 
for the entire study area, which includes both the city of Buda 
and its surrounding ETJ.  Because the U.S. Census Bureau does 
not have this detailed information for the entire study area, this 
data was obtained from ESRI Demographics, which prepares 
population and demographic estimates for user-defi ned 
geographic areas.  At the time of this study, this information was 
only available through 2009.  

On the following pages, a variety of more specifi c demographic 
characteristics are evaluated.  Each section of demographic 
information includes an evaluation of the trends of that 
characteristic over time within Buda as well as a comparison 
of Buda with other cities in Central Texas.  Demographic 
characteristics examined include:
* Age and gender of the population
* Racial and ethnic characteristics of the population
* Household characteristics, including household size, vacancy 

rate, own vs. rent, and income

Tapestry Segments
One way of evaluating demographics of a city is to study the 
demographic profi le of Buda, or tapestries, which take into 
account not only age, but education level attainment, race, 
occupation type, income level, and retail expenditure habits.  
There are 65 tapestry segments, as well as 12 LifeMode groups 
and 11 Urbanization groups into which the tapestry segments 
can be summarized.  LifeMode summary groups are based on 
lifestyle or lifestage composition, and Urbanization summary 
groups are based on geographic and physical features such 
as density, size of city, etc.  Analyzing the tapestry segments 
of Buda and classifying the population of Buda in this way can 
give insight into the characteristics and potentially the needs 
and demands of the residents of Buda.  The top four tapestry 
segments in Buda are:

Sophisticated Squires.  Approximately 49.7% of Buda’s 
population falls into this tapestry segment.  Sophisticated 
Squires are typically middle-aged married-couple families that 
live in less densely populated areas.  More than 40% of the 

households are married couples with children.  Nearly 1/3 of 
the population aged 25 years or older in this segment have a 
bachelor’s or graduate degree, and most of the people in this 
segment work in white-collar jobs.  This segment has a high rate 
of homeownership, with most residents living in newer single-
family homes. 

Up and Coming Families.  Approximately 27.0% of Buda’s 
population falls into this tapestry segment.  Up and Coming 
Families represents the second highest household growth market, 
and the youngest within affl uent family markets. The profi le 
for these neighborhoods is young, affl uent families with young 
children.  Residents of Up and Coming Families make above-
average incomes, and while half of these households have 
children, both parents work.  This segment has a high rate of 
homeownership, with most residents living in new single-family 
homes located in suburban outskirts of mid-sized metropolitan 
areas.  The homes are newer, with more than half of the housing 
units being built within the last 10 years.

Milk and Cookies.  Approximately 12.9% of Buda’s population 
falls into this tapestry segment.  Milk and Cookies households 
are composed mainly of young, affl uent married-couples who 
are starting their families or have young children. Approximately 
half of the households include children. The median age for this 
market is 34 years.  Residents prefer single-family homes in 
suburban areas, and housing units are generally 20-30 years 
old. Families with two or more workers, more than one child, and 
two or more vehicles is the norm for this market.

Crossroads.  Approximately 10.3% of Buda’s population falls 
into this tapestry segment.  The Crossroads segment includes a 
mix of young married couples with and without children.  The 
median household income is slightly below the U.S. median and 
educational attainment is lower than the U.S. average.  Most 
are employed in manufacturing, retail, construction, and service 
industries.  Affordable housing provides opportunities for young 
families in this segment to own their own home.  Homeownership 
is 74% and the median home value is much lower than the U.S. 
median.  More than half of the housing is mobile homes while 
36% are single-family dwellings.
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Age and Gender Characteristics
Evaluating the population by age helps the city understand 
what the needs and lifestyles are of the residents of the city.  
Generally, the Buda population is dominated by Generation X 
and younger Baby Boomer generations.  This population, which 
is roughly between the ages of 25 and 59, accounts for over 
half of the population in Buda.  The largest population segment 
is between the ages of 45 and 54, accounting for 17.4% of 
the population. 

BUDA POPULATION BY AGE DISTRIBUTION TREND: 
CITY OF BUDA & ETJ, 1990-2009

1990 2000 2009

Total Population 5,041 7,342 10,665

Distribution by Age Group

Age 0-19 37.1% 34.3% 30.1%
Age 20-39 34.5% 27.4% 26.2%
Age 40-64 23.5% 33.0% 36.7%
Age 65+ 5.0% 5.3% 7.0%
Note: Data for incorporated area as well as extraterritorial 
jurisdiction

Source: ESRI Demographics, Age by Sex Profi le, Buda City & ETJ, 2009

BUDA POPULATION BY GENDER AND AGE, 2009
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In 2010, the median age for persons living in the City of 
Buda was 33.1.  It is higher than the average for Hays County 
(31) and lower than the State of Texas (33.6).  Buda has an 
somewhat older population than many other 
nearby cities - Kyle’s median age in 2010 was 
28.9 and San Marcos had a median age of 
23.1.   The table to the right is a comparison of 
Buda’s age distribution with other jurisdictions 
in the Central Texas region, the United States, 
State of Texas, and Hays County.

POPULATION BY AGE COMPARISON, 2010

 
Total 

Population
Age 0 - 19 Age 20-39 Age 40-64 Age 65+

Median 
Age

United States 308,745,538 27.0% 26.8% 33.2% 13.0% 37.2
State of Texas 25,145,561 30.3% 28.6% 30.7% 10.3% 33.6
Hays County 157,107 29.6% 32.9% 29.0% 8.5% 31
Austin 790,390 25.6% 39.9% 27.5% 7.0% 29.6
Buda 7,295 32.2% 30.9% 30.1% 6.8% 33.1
Cedar Park 48,937 32.8% 29.8% 30.7% 6.7% 33.4
Creedmoor 202 26.2% 18.8% 43.6% 11.4% 42.8
Dripping Springs 1,788 30.3% 22.1% 35.0% 12.6% 37.8
Georgetown 47,400 23.8% 21.7% 28.7% 25.7% 44
Hays (city) 217 19.8% 17.5% 43.8% 18.9% 48.1
Hutto 14,698 38.7% 36.6% 21.5% 3.2% 28.9
Kyle 28,016 35.9% 34.6% 25.3% 4.2% 30.2
Leander 26,521 36.6% 30.4% 28.1% 4.9% 31.4
Lockhart 12,698 27.8% 28.6% 31.2% 12.4% 35.7
Manor 5,037 38.0% 32.5% 24.3% 5.2% 29.5
Mountain City 648 27.0% 15.6% 47.8% 9.6% 45.3
Mustang Ridge 861 33.1% 22.3% 35.0% 9.6% 35.6
Niederwald 565 28.3% 25.1% 35.9% 10.6% 38
Pfl ugerville 46,936 33.0% 28.0% 33.0% 6.0% 33.8
Round Rock 99,887 33.5% 31.2% 30.0% 5.4% 32
San Marcos 44,894 25.8% 52.4% 15.2% 6.7% 23.1
Uhland 1,014 37.8% 28.5% 28.2% 5.5% 28.7
Note: Data for incorporated areas only.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Profi le of General Population and Housing Characteristics: 2010, 2010 Demographic Profi le Data.

DRAFT



26 BUDA 2030 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
preserving our heritage | sustaining our future 

BU
DA

 T
O

DA
Y:

 C
O

M
M

U
N

IT
Y 

PR
O

FI
LE

 |
 d

em
og

ra
ph

ic 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n
Racial and Ethnic Characteristics
The 1990 and 2000 Census and more recent population 
estimates illustrate that Buda is primarily white; however, 
Buda also has a growing Hispanic population, with the 
Hispanic population growing from 18.7% in 1990 to 33.4% 
in 2009.  The U.S. Census considers Hispanic or Latino an 
ethnicity and not a race.  

The table below portrays racial and ethnic distribution for 
the State of Texas, Hays County, and other municipalities 
in Central Texas.  While Buda is slightly less diverse in 
both race and ethnicity than the rest of the State of Texas 
and Hays County, it is more diverse than some of the other 
communities in Central Texas.  The non-white population 
(race) ranges from 6.7% in Mountain City to 46.8% in 
Manor.  The Hispanic and Latino population of nearby 
communities ranges from 8.2% in the City of Hays to 52.3% 
in Kyle.

POPULATION BY RACE AND ETHNICITY TRENDS: 
CITY OF BUDA & ETJ, 1990-2009

  1990 2000 2009

 Total Population 5,037 7,342 10,661

Ra
ci

al
 D

ist
rib

ut
io

n

% White 88.8% 82.4% 79.3%
% Black 1.8% 1.5% 1.8%
% American Indian 0.5% 0.6% 0.7%
% Asian 0.7% 0.8% 1.0%
% Pacifi c Islander 0.0% 0.1% 0.1%
% Other 6.9% 12.4% 14.6%
% Multiple Races 1.3% 2.2% 2.6%

% Hispanic or Latino 
Ethnicity

18.7% 28.6% 33.4%

Note: Data for incorporated area as well as extraterritorial jurisdiction

Source: ESRI Demographics, 1990-2000 Comparison Profi le, Buda City & ETJ
ESRI Demographics, Age by Sex by Race Profi le, Buda City & ETJ, 2009

DRAFT



27BUDA 2030 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
preserving our heritage | sustaining our future 

BU
DA

 TO
DAY: C

O
M

M
U

N
ITY PRO

FILE | dem
ographic inform

ation
POPULATION BY RACE AND ETHNICITY COMPARISON, 2010

Total 
Population

Racial Distribution % Hispanic 
or Latino 
Ethnicity% White % Black % Asian

% Other 
Race1

United States 308,745,538 72.4% 12.6% 4.8% 10.2% 16.3%
State of Texas 25,145,561 70.4% 11.8% 3.8% 13.9% 37.6%
Hays County 157,107 80.7% 3.5% 1.2% 14.7% 35.3%
Austin 790,390 68.3% 8.1% 6.3% 17.3% 35.1%
Buda 7,295 84.5% 2.9% 1.2% 11.4% 35.4%
Cedar Park 48,937 81.4% 4.3% 5.1% 9.3% 19.0%
Creedmoor 202 69.3% 0.0% 0.0% 30.7% 56.4%
Dripping Springs 1,788 81.5% 0.9% 0.1% 17.5% 29.1%
Georgetown 47,400 86.2% 3.7% 1.0% 9.1% 21.8%
Hays (city) 217 94.5% 1.4% 0.5% 3.7% 14.7%
Hutto 14,698 71.9% 14.3% 1.4% 12.4% 30.8%
Kyle 28,016 74.5% 5.6% 1.1% 18.8% 46.3%
Leander 26,521 80.2% 4.8% 2.4% 12.6% 24.5%
Lockhart 12,698 73.0% 9.4% 0.4% 17.2% 51.1%
Manor 5,037 45.6% 27.6% 1.5% 25.3% 47.5%
Mountain City 648 90.9% 0.3% 0.8% 8.0% 22.4%
Mustang Ridge 861 73.5% 1.4% 0.6% 24.5% 63.9%
Niederwald 565 78.2% 2.1% 0.4% 19.3% 45.1%
Pfl ugerville 46,936 64.1% 15.5% 7.4% 13.0% 27.7%
Round Rock 99,887 70.8% 9.8% 5.2% 14.3% 29.0%
San Marcos 44,894 78.5% 5.5% 1.6% 14.5% 37.8%
Uhland 1,014 68.1% 2.5% 0.8% 28.6% 61.2%
Notes: 1Other Race includes American Native or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian and other Pacifi c Islander, other races, 
and people of two or more races. 
Data for incorporated areas only.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Profi le of General Population and Housing Characteristics: 2010, 2010 Demographic Profi le Data.
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Household Characteristics 
Since 1990, the average household size in Buda has declined 
from 3.16 persons per household to 2.89 persons.  Likewise, 
between 1990 and 2000, the share of households that were 
occupied by people living alone increased to 12.9% in 2000.  
Moreover, renter occupied housing increased signifi cantly in 
the most recent decade, from 10.9% to 17.5%, likely due 
to the construction of two new large apartment communities 
in Buda.  Finally, the median home value of owner-occupied 
homes in Buda has risen by 120% since 1990.  This is most 
likely because of the rise in new housing starts and that a 
signifi cant amount of the housing stock in Buda is new.

The tables below presents housing characteristic trends for 
the Buda study area as well as how Buda compares to other 
communities in Central Texas, Hays County, the State of Texas, 
and the United States.  Compared to neighboring communities: 
* Buda has a higher than average median home value 

over neighboring communities.  This is most likely because 
of the increase in new home starts and that a signifi cant 
amount of the housing stock is new.  

* Buda has a lower than average median rent than 
neighboring communities.  

* Buda has a lower vacancy rate than neighboring 
communities, indicating strong absorption of housing units.

* Buda has a higher than average median household 
size and lower than average single-person households, 
indicating that the community has a large number of 
families.

* Buda has a higher than average owner-occupied housing 
rate over neighboring communities, suggesting strong 
economic conditions of households in Buda or a low 
transient population (who primarily rent) in Buda.BUDA HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS TRENDS:

CITY OF BUDA & ETJ, 1990-2009

 1990 2000 2009

Total Housing Units 1,744 2,539 3,930
Median Household Size 3.16 3.01 2.89
Single-Person Home 10.6% 12.9% -
Occupied 1,595 2,437 3,692
% Vacant 8.5% 4.0% 6.1%
% Owner Occupied 82.8% 89.1% 82.5%
Median Home Value $89,833 $136,344 $198,277
% Renter Occupied 17.2% 10.9% 17.5%
Median Rent $338 $475 -
Median Household Income $44,875 $61,643 $77,597
Note: Data not available in 2009 for Single-Person Home and Median Contract 
Rent; Data for incorporated area as well as extraterritorial jurisdiction

Source: ESRI Demographics, 1990-2000 Comparison Profi le, Buda City & ETJ
ESRI Demographics, Housing Profi le, Buda City & ETJ, 2009

TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS BY HOUSEHOLD INCOME: 
CITY OF BUDA

 2010
<$15,000 3.9%
$15,000 - $24,999 2.8%
$25,000 - $34,999 6.5%
$35,000 - $49,999 14.3%
$50,000 - $74,999 17.5%
$75,000 - $99,999 18.6%
$100,000 - $149,999 30.5%
$150,000 - $199,999 4.9%
$200,000+ 1.0%
Note: Data for incorporated areas only.

Source: US Census Bureau, 2005-2009 American 
Community Survey
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HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS COMPARISON, 2010

 
Household 
Population

Total 
Housing 

Units

Median 
Household 

Size

% 1-Person 
Households

% 
Vacant

% Owner 
Occupied

% Renter 
Occupied

Median 
Home 
Value1

Median 
Rent1

United States 300,758,215 131,704,730 2.58 26.7% 11.4% 65.1% 34.9% $119,600 $519
State of Texas 24,564,422 9,977,436 2.75 24.2% 10.6% 63.7% 36.3% $82,500 $490
Hays County 150,090 59,417 2.72 21.7% 7.0% 65.5% 34.5% $129,400 $546
Austin 770,129 354,241 2.37 34.0% 8.3% 45.1% 54.9% $124,700 $633
Buda 7,295 2,630 2.92 14.4% 4.9% 88.4% 11.6% $136,344 $475
Cedar Park 48,800 18,726 2.74 21.4% 4.9% 67.0% 33.0% $128,100 $749
Creedmoor 202 86 2.69 24.0% 12.8% 65.3% 34.7% $92,200 $433
Dripping Springs 1,782 723 2.69 26.0% 8.4% 64.2% 35.8% $145,600 $643
Georgetown 44,901 20,037 2.38 25.0% 6.0% 72.8% 27.2% $140,600 $572
Hays (city) 217 92 2.38 20.9% 1.1% 90.1% 9.9% $90,000 $525
Hutto 14,698 4,917 3.22 13.5% 7.3% 81.0% 19.0% $92,700 $603

Kyle 27,625 9,226 3.15 14.5% 5.1% 80.6% 19.4% $96,300 $463
Leander 26,521 8,949 3.10 14.0% 4.4% 80.3% 19.7% $99,800 $650
Lockhart 11,376 4,527 2.78 24.9% 9.5% 60.2% 39.8% $70,000 $432
Manor 5,037 1,645 3.32 15.8% 7.7% 81.4% 18.6% $58,000 $441
Mountain City 648 229 2.88 8.4% 1.7% 98.2% 1.8% $155,500 $1,050
Mustang Ridge 861 292 3.21 17.2% 8.2% 84.3% 15.7% $83,600 $550
Niederwald 565 216 2.93 19.2% 10.6% 85.0% 15.0% $80,000 $583
Pfl ugerville 46,753 16,418 2.96 17.0% 3.8% 77.4% 22.6% $134,900 $732
Round Rock 99,433 37,223 2.84 20.8% 5.8% 62.1% 37.9% $119,600 $696
San Marcos 38,692 18,179 2.27 33.1% 6.3% 26.3% 73.7% $83,400 $548
Uhland 1,014 332 3.35 18.5% 8.7% 77.2% 22.8% $72,100 $330
Note: Data for incorporated areas only.
1Data was not available for 2010 at time of this report.  

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Profi le of General Population and Housing Characteristics: 2010, 2010 Demographic Profi le Data; U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2009 American 
Community

DRAFT



30 BUDA 2030 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
preserving our heritage | sustaining our future 

BU
DA

 T
O

DA
Y:

 C
O

M
M

U
N

IT
Y 

PR
O

FI
LE

 |
 e

xi
st

in
g 

re
gu

lat
or

y 
fr

am
ew

or
k EXISTING REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

Development in the City of Buda is regulated by a Unifi ed 
Development Code (UDC), a document that was recently 
completed that combines the zoning and subdivision 
regulations of the city.  The UDC regulates several 
components of land development, including land use, 
site development, design standards, signs, landscaping 
requirements, parking requirements, environmental 
protection, and standards for public infrastructure such as 
streets and drainage.  Traditional zoning such as the one 
Buda uses typically falls short when addressing issues of 
design and character, such as building materials, because 
it falls outside the normal land use concerns of density, 
height, parking, etc.  In this report, we discuss three of the 
main components of the UDC: zoning, subdivision, and street 
design standards.  There are other components such as signs, 
landscaping, parking, and other design standards; however, 
those elements are typically sub-elements to these broader 
categories.  

The City utilizes a Euclidian form of zoning, a format that 
regulates land uses and building standards based on 
geographical areas.  This style of zoning deals primarily 
with regulating the nuisances between non-compatible uses.  
This is done, fi rst, by identifying zoning districts based on 
use, as well as establishing lot standards, such as front, side, 
and rear yard setbacks, that create a “buffer” between 
uses.  

Subdivision, or platting, refers to the division of land into 
smaller legal lots that will either transfer ownership or be 
developed.  There are three categories of platting: minor 
plats, general development plans, and preliminary plans; 
under these fall other plans for subdivision and plats.  A 
minor plat refers to any plat involving four or fewer lots that 
front on an existing street and do not require the creation of 
any new streets or extension of municipal facilities.  General 
development plans and preliminary plans are required of 
subdivision of larger tracts of land.  Differences between 
these two plans are described later.  Other subdivision 
plans and plats required by the City, such as fi nal plats or 
construction plans, are more detailed versions of previously 
approved minor plat, GDP, or preliminary plan.  

The UDC also utilizes design standards for the street 
network.  While streets are a public infrastructure, and are 
typically maintained by the city or other public entity, many 
of them are built as part of developments.  This is especially 
true of the local street network and collectors.  Arterials 
are typically built by the city or other entity such as Hays 
County or TXDOT.  The City of Buda has adopted the Austin 
Transportation Criteria Manual (TCM) to guide its standards 
for street design; although, the City has made adjustments to 
refl ect the needs of the local community.
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Zoning
Many of the zoning districts established by the UDC are 
typical of traditional zoning, including the various levels of 
residential, commercial, and industrial zones that refl ect the 
intensity of the use.  The 2002 Comprehensive Plan helped 
the City establish zoning districts to promote alternative forms 
of development, such as cluster development and mixed use 
development.  However, these types of developments have 
not occurred, and these zones are still fl oating zones.  See 
Buda Zoning Districts table on the following page.

As mentioned earlier, traditional zoning tends to fall short 
when addressing design issues such as building materials and 
how buildings relate to one another.  Traditional zoning can 
also be a barrier to more sustainable types of smart growth 
development, such as mixed use and cluster developments.  
This was recognized in the last comprehensive plan, and 
subsequently these zoning districts were added to allow for 
these types of developments.

Applicability of Zoning Authority
Zoning is only applicable within the city limits, which means 
areas within Buda’s ETJ are not regulated by zoning 
requirements.  This limitation of authority is established by the 
Texas Local Government Code, Chapters 211 and 212, which 
outlines general police powers of municipalities.  Certain 
property development regulations that pertain to protecting 
the public health, safety, and welfare may also be extended 
to the ETJ, such as the building code.  However, the City may 
not regulate use; bulk, height, or number of buildings on a 
site; the size of buildings; or the density of development (e.g., 
the number of residential units per acre of land).  

 Zoning Districts
As described earlier, the City has established a variety of 
zoning districts that vary depending on the type of use and 
the intensity of that use.  The following section is a general 
discussion of these zoning districts and regulations.

Residential Districts
There are seven residential districts, ranging from 
residential on agriculture land, to multiple single-
family residential districts at various levels of density, 
to multifamily residential.  Additionally, there is a 
Manufactured Housing District (MH) that sets standards 
for manufactured housing in Buda.  

Generally, standards in the residential districts refer to 
the size of the lot, the type of housing unit (single-family, 
attached housing, multi-family, etc), as well as setbacks 
for front, side, and rear yards.  Standards among the 
residential districts differ primarily on the size of the 
lot.  Each district is unique in its intended character; 
the standards refl ect that intent.  For example, the Low 
Density Residential District is intended to retain a rural 
character; therefore, the lots are large and they are 
not served by urban infrastructure.  On the other hand, 
the Medium and High Density Residential Districts are 
intended to accommodate housing needs by allowing 
for more diverse housing options.  The Agriculture 
District includes properties that have an agricultural 
use, and is also used for newly annexed lands that are 
not subdivided and relatively undeveloped.  The UDC 
states that the AG district is proposed as a reserve area 
where future growth is anticipated.  While this district is 
intended to retain a rural character, it is also intended 
to provide a place for potential urban growth and 
increased density where future growth is anticipated.  
Tracts newly annexed by the city are initially given this 
designation.  
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Non-Residential Districts
Non-residential districts are established in 
the same way, distinguished by use and by 
intensity of that use.  For example, there 
are six types of commercial (including retail 
and offi ce) districts, which vary based on the 
intensity (neighborhood retail vs. Interstate 
35 commercial/offi ce).  Standards of these 
districts differ based on the required setback 
(or separation) from adjacent uses (especially 
those that are considered non-compatible), the 
types of businesses that are permitted in the 
districts, and where they may be located.  

Commercial districts range from Neighborhood 
Retail and Commercial, which would be 
designed to be compatible with and located 
within a residential neighborhood, to Arterial 
and Interstate Retail and Commercial, which 
are intended to serve larger areas, but may 
not be compatible with residential areas.

There are two Industrial districts: Light 
Industrial/Warehousing and Manufacturing/
Industrial.  Again, the distinguishing factor 
includes intensity of the use, and differences 
in regulations pertaining primarily to location 
and buffering standards from non-compatible 
uses.  Light industrial includes activities that do 
not generate a lot of nuisance, such as noise, 
smoke, or signifi cantly heavy traffi c volumes.  
On the other hand, the Manufacturing/
Industrial district is intended to provide a 
place for more intense industrial uses that 
may generate some nuisances.  Neither district 
is permitted adjacent to residential uses or 
districts, but the Manufacturing/Industrial 
district allows a special use permit for certain 
uses adjacent to the Agriculture District.  

Public and Semi-Public Districts
Other nonresidential districts include zones for public 
facilities – parks, community facilities, and public 
infrastructure.  The Community Facilities District is for 
government, religious, educational, health care, social 
services, and other special facilities that are considered 
civic or community oriented in nature.  Like other 
districts, the UDC regulates uses and lot development 
for the Community Facilities District.

The Public Infrastructure District indicates areas owned 
by the city, county, school district, state, or other entity 
owning and/or operating utility infrastructure such as 
water plants, treatment facilities, lift stations, and other 
such public facilities.  The UDC regulates use in this 
district, but does not have regulations regarding lot 
development.  

Among park districts, there are no regulations for 
building placement or lot standards.  Rather, the park 
districts are differentiated based on the type of park.  
There are four types of parks identifi ed in the UDC 
code: Neighborhood Park, City Park, Regional Park, 
and Private Park.  Below are the defi nitions for each of 
the park districts according to the UDC:
* Neighborhood Park – located within a residential 

subdivision to serve the immediate area.  It is 
owned and operated by a government entity such 
as the City of Buda, county, or state.  

* City Park – serves several neighborhoods and is 
owned and operated by a government entity such 
as the City of Buda, county, or state.  

* Regional Park – serves the entire community and is 
owned and operated by a government entity such 
as the City of Buda, county, or state.

* Private Park – may be variable in dimension 
(neighborhood, city, or regional), but is owned and 
operated by a private individual or entity.  

BUDA ZONING DISTRICTS

RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS

Agricultural AG

Low Density Residential LR

Medium Density Residential MR

High Density Residential HR

Duplex Residential DR

Multi-family Residential MFR

Manufactured Housing MHR

NON-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS

Neighborhood Retail R1

Arterial Retail R2

Interstate Retail R3

Neighborhood Commercial/Offi ce C1

Arterial Commercial/Offi ce C2

Interstate-35 Commercial/Offi ce C3

Light Industrial/Warehousing I1

Manufacturing I2

Community Facility P1

Public Infrastructure Facility P2

Neighborhood Park PR1

City Park PR2

Regional Park PR3

Private Park PR4

Floating Zone – Cluster Development FZ1

Floating Zone –  Mixed Use FZ2

Floating Zone – School Site FZ3

SPECIAL DISTRICTS

Planned Unit Development PUD

Central Business District CBD

Gateway Overlay O-G

Historic Overlay O-H

Interstate Overlay O-I35

Source: City of Buda Unifi ed Development Code
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The UDC does contain regulations for parkland 
dedication in developments in Buda.  This is explained 
in more detail under Existing Conditions for the Built 
Environment, Parks and Open Space.

Finally, the School Site Floating Zone is a district to 
designate future school sites.  The location of these 
districts should be based on the Future Land Use Map.  
As property owners or developers plan for development 
of their land, identifi cation of these areas, and discussions 
of Hays Consolidated Independent School District should 
specify plans for school siting.

Floating Zones
Current research argues that traditional Euclidian zoning 
has resulted in unsustainable suburban “sprawl” that 
actually degrades the quality of life in a community 
rather than improves it.  The UDC utilizes a variety of 
tools to provide fl exibility in its zoning code in order to 
permit “smart” developments that are more sustainable.  
These tools include zoning modifi cations and fl oating 
zones that permit cluster development and mixed use 
development.  

Typically, fl oating zones refer to districts that technically 
do not “exist” on any property.  In other words, no 
property is zoned for these districts.  The three fl oating 
zones are Cluster Development,  Mixed Use, and School 
Siting (discussed under Public and Semi-Public Districts).  
These three zones were created as a result of the 2002 
Comprehensive Plan.  

Cluster Development indicates areas where the City 
would encourage cluster developments that preserve 
open space for passive recreation, water quality 
protection, and visual aesthetics.  In order to both 
preserve the natural amenities and sensitive areas 
while also allowing the same amount of development, 
development is “clustered” on non-sensitive areas.  These 
developments are denser areas, but they promote 
preservation of natural areas.  

 Mixed Use district is a district that encourages a mixture 
of uses that should be compatible with and proportionate 
to each other.  This district is intended to combat the 
separation of compatible uses that occurs with traditional 
zoning.  While still labeled as a fl oating zone, many 
properties have in fact been rezoned for this district.  

Buda’s UDC also includes a section on Flexible Zoning, 
which provides incentives to developers for incorporating 
specifi c features that benefi t the community.  Flexible 
zoning can be achieved through density bonuses and 
lot standard modifi cations.  In order to take advantage 
of the fl exible zoning, there are numerous provisions for 
a community benefi t, such as the protection of natural 
resources, additional parks and open space, or provision 
of affordable housing or other amenities provided by the 
owner or developer.  In addition to Flexible Zoning, the 
UDC also allows for cluster development and “zero lot 
line” developments such as townhomes or garden homes.  

Overlay Districts
Finally, the UDC contains fi ve overlay districts that 
combine the regulations of the overlay district with 
those of the underlying (base) zoning.  Overlay districts 
recognize that there are areas that have special 
circumstances and adjustments need to be made for 
certain areas, but not necessarily to the entire zoning 
code.  The purpose of an overlay district is to prohibit 
uses in a certain area that would otherwise be allowed 
in the base district, establish additional or different 
conditions for such uses, or to authorize special uses not 
otherwise allowed in the base district.  

The Planned Unit Development (PUD) district provides 
land uses and developments that promote master 
planned developments that are more sensitive to the 
environment or sense of place, provides a higher level 
of amenities to the users or residents, and generally 
promotes an enhanced standard of development.  A 
PUD is like a fl oating zone in that it doesn’t pertain 
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to a specifi c geographic area (like most overlay 
districts), but similar to an overlay zone in that there 
are underlying “use districts” that are established 
in the planning process of a PUD.  Rezoning to the 
PUD district requires a specifi c PUD ordinance and a 
General Development Plan (GDP) from the property 
owner or developer.  A GDP is like a business plan for 
a development.  It identifi es every component of the 
development concept, including uses, density, lot area, 
lot width, lot depth, yard depths and widths, setback 
requirements, building height, building elevations, 
parking, access, streets and circulation, screening, 
landscaping, accessory buildings, signs, lighting, project 
phasing or scheduling, management associations, 
restrictive covenants and other restrictions, fi scal surety 
for completion of construction of improvements, cost 
participation agreements, and other requirements the 
City Council may deem appropriate.  Essentially, a 
PUD combines the subdivision and rezoning processes 
into one process.  PUDs must be approved before the 
rezoning is adopted.  While a timely and involved 
process, a PUD can be a valuable tool to promote new 
or innovative concepts in land use not permitted by 
other zoning districts in the UDC.  

The Gateway Corridor Overlay District provides 
standards for land development along certain major 
arterials.  The purpose is to enhance the visual integrity 
of these corridors to make the community attractive.  
The arterials in this overlay district include Loop 4, FM 
967, FM 2770, FM 2001, and FM 1626.  Development 
standards along these roadways apply to those parcels 
abutting the road right-of-way, or to those parcels 
abutting a shallow parcel (within 200’ in depth) that 
does abut the right-of-way.  

The Historic Overlay is established to preserve areas 
of historical or cultural signifi cance, including sites, 
structures, and landmarks.  Development in the Historic 
Overlay requires a certifi cate of design compliance 

from the City Manager and the review of the Historic 
Preservation Commission.  Areas in this overlay include 
Old Town Buda, Old Black Colony Road, and other 
individual properties that have been designated as 
historic by the City.

The Central Business Districts applies to properties 
adjacent to Main Street between the railroad crossings 
on the north and south sides of town, as well as those 
properties adjacent to Rail Road Street between Loop 
4 and its terminus on the southern end.  The purpose 
of this overlay district is to protect the aesthetic 
quality and visual character of Main Street and 
downtown Buda while promoting economic activity.  
All developments in this overlay are reviewed by the 
Historic Preservation Commission and must obtain a 
certifi cate of design compliance.  

The Interstate Overlay District is an overlay over the 
IH 35 corridor, including properties that are adjacent 
to 1,250 feet from the outer boundary of the right-of-
way on the frontage road of IH 35.  The purpose of this 
overlay is to provide a commercial district along IH 35.
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Subdivision Regulations
Subdivision regulations are included in the UDC.  This 
helps coordinate the subdivision and zoning process since 
many times the subdivision process may result in rezoning.  
Subdivision refers to subdividing a larger parcel of land into 
smaller “legal lots” on which development may occur.  

Applicability of Subdivision Authority
The City of Buda has the authority to enforce subdivision 
regulations within the city limits, as well as the ETJ.  

Subdivision Approval Process
Requirements for subdivision of land vary depending on the 
size and extent of the subdivision.  Typically, minor plats that 
involve the subdivision of land into four or fewer parcels and 
do not require extension of streets or municipal facilities are 
reviewed and approved administratively.  This discussion 
pertains to larger subdivisions, known as either general 
development plans (GDP) or preliminary plans.  

The difference between a GDP and a preliminary plan is 
that a GDP is a detailed concept plan for development that 
reviews for compliance with the comprehensive plan and 
other adopted plans, the UDC, compatibility of land uses, 
and coordination of improvements or development phasing.  
A preliminary plan is always required, even if a GDP is 
submitted and approved; however, a GDP is not always 
required.  A GDP is a map or plat that illustrates general 
design features and street layout of a proposed subdivision 
that is proposed to be developed and platted in sections.  A 
GDP can also be called a Concept Plan or Bubble Plan.  A 
preliminary plan is a plan that, upon approval, establishes 
agreement to the layout.  It includes the location and width 
of proposed streets, lots, blocks, fl oodplains, and easements.

A general development plan is required for any 
development that is undeveloped, under one ownership, 
and greater than 50 acres; is to be platted and developed 
into phases; will require off-site road, drainage, or utility 
connections; or is proposed for approval as a Planned Unit 

Development.  Preliminary Plans are always required before 
any land is subdivided (excluding minor plats).  They are 
required for land being divided into six or more lots, or any 
plats that require a dedication of land to the City.  

As plans are fi nalized before construction, more detailed 
plans and plats are required, such as a fi nal plat.  
Subdivisions and plats are reviewed using the criteria of 
the UDC.  Subdivision of land must follow the requirements 
established for lots, including lot sizes, impervious cover, 
open space preservation requirements, street and sidewalk 
standards, storm water drainage.  

DRAFT



37BUDA 2030 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
preserving our heritage | sustaining our future 

BU
DA

 TO
DAY: C

O
M

M
U

N
ITY PRO

FILE | existing regulatory fram
ework

Street Design Standards
According to the UDC, the City of Buda has adopted the 
Austin Transportation Criteria Manual (TCM) to establish rules 
and regulations for its roadway system.  The TCM identifi es 
three general street classifi cations: local streets, collector 
streets, and arterial streets.  The TCM also has functional 
characteristics for each street classifi cation.  Based on these 
functional characteristics, the Buda UDC has defi ned its own 
street classifi cation, which is outlined below:

Local Streets
* Alley – A public or private vehicular roadway, designed 

for the special accommodation of the property it serves 
and not intended to be used for general public use. In no 
case shall dead-end alleys be permitted.

* Local Side Street – A street that is a secondary access 
from residential streets to collector streets or a secondary 
access from residential street to residential street. 

* Local Street – A street whose primary function is to serve 
abutting land use and traffi c within a neighborhood or 
limited residential district. A local street is generally not 
continuous through several districts. (Approximately two 
hundred (200) to one thousand (1,000) trips per day, 
maximum).

* Cul-de-Sac – A street which terminates in a vehicular 
turnaround.

* Access Road – A street which is parallel and adjacent 
to an arterial street. It is designed to provide access to 
abutting properties so that the properties are sheltered 
from the effects of the through traffi c on the arterial 
street or so that the fl ow of traffi c on the arterial street 
is not impeded by direct driveway access from abutting 
properties. When used as a private drive, it shall be 
referred to as a “private parallel driveway.”

Collector Streets – A street whose main purpose is to collect 
and direct traffi c from local streets to arterial streets, to 
carry traffi c between arterial streets or to provide access to 
abutting commercial or industrial properties or higher intensity 
residential land uses. (Approximately one thousand (1,000) to 
fi ve thousand (5,000) trips per day).

Arterial Streets – The primary function of an arterial street 
is to carry high volumes of through traffi c. Access is usually 
limited to intersections and major driveways. Arterial streets 
serve as a link between major activity centers within and 
between urban areas. (Minimum fi ve thousand (5,000) trips 
per day).

* Parkway – A parkway is an arterial street with a 
landscaped median or with supplemental width in the 
landscaped right-of-way which does not have continuous 
frontage roads. Parkways have a green space buffer 
between the roadway and adjacent development and 
preserves and enhances the natural landscape as much 
as possible.
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Physical Growth Trends
A comparison of the boundaries of the city 
limits between 2001 and 2010 identifi es 
how the city has grown physically since the 
last comprehensive plan update in 2002.  A 
majority of the growth has occurred in the 
western portion of the Buda area, where 
Elm Grove, Whispering Hollow, and Garlic 
Creek West subdivisions are developing.  
There has also been a signifi cant amount of 
growth to the southeast of the original city 
limits, prompting annexation of these areas.  
Overall, annexation has resulted in an 
increase of 1,883 acres in the incorporated 
city limits, a 132% increase in area since 
2001.

Two primary physical patterns of 
development can be found in Buda: rural 
and suburban.  The rural pattern can be 
seen in downtown and older neighborhoods.  
This pattern is typically characterized by 
a gridded street system of rural roads 
with ribbon curbs and surface drainage.  
A winding network of rural farm roads 
extends out and connects many agricultural 
uses, small farms and ranches, and large-lot 

residential subdivisions have been formed.  
These rural roads have limited capacity and 
do not provide effi cient access or mobility 
into downtown or throughout the city.

More recently developed portions of 
the city have a suburban development 
pattern.  These developments have 
occurred sporadically throughout the 
rural community as large agricultural 
tracts were transformed into suburban 
developments.  The street system is much 
more extensive than those of the older, 
rural neighborhoods, and is characterized 
by cul-de-sacs and curvilinear street 
patterns.  Access to these neighborhoods is 
through a limited number of neighborhood 
collectors that connect to the system of 
rural farm roads.  As growth continues in 
these neighborhoods, the need to expand 
the rural farm roads into arterials is 
heightened.  Overall, the suburban pattern 
has resulted in an unconnected system of 
roadways that will result in congestion at 
access points and along the small rural 
roads.

PHYSICAL GROWTH OF BUDA CITY LIMITS

Many of  Buda’s subdivisions 
are developed in a suburban 
pattern, characterized by cul-
de-sacs and curvilinear street 
patterns.
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Existing Land Use Distribution
While Buda was established as a railroad town and distribution hub, over the 
recent years Buda has grown as a bedroom community, with an abundance 
of housing being developed both east and west of IH 35 and commercial 
development occurring along the IH 35 corridor.  As areas of the city are 
developed, the City of Buda annexes them into the city limits.  When the City 
of Buda became a home rule city in 2007, they received power to control an 
extra territorial jurisdiction (ETJ) around its city limits.  When analyzing land 
use trends, there is a signifi cant difference when looking just within the city 
limits compared to looking at the entire area.  The analysis of land use trends 
is described below, and illustrated in the Existing Land Use Distribution table 
and graph on the following page.

Much of the area surrounding Buda (in the ETJ) is undeveloped.  When 
considering land in both the city limits and ETJ, nearly half of the land in 
Buda is either vacant or used for agricultural purposes, indicating that Buda 
has a signifi cant amount of land that could potentially be developed in the 
future.  

On the other hand, within the city limits only, nearly 70% of land has been 
developed for commercial, industrial, residential, or civic uses, or is set aside 
for park or open space preservation purposes.   While only 1.7% of the 
land within the Buda city limits is used for agriculture, 733 acres (or 28.4% of 
the area of the incorporated city) is still vacant, suggesting opportunities for 
development within the city limits.   

Another interesting trend is how much of each land use is located within 
the city as a share of the entire area.  For example, it has already been 

established that there is a signifi cant amount of agricultural land in the Buda 
area; however, only 1% of it falls within the city limits.  This is due to the fact 
that the city does not annex it until the land becomes developed.  On the 
other hand, 65% of the commercial uses in the entire area is within the city 
limits.  This trend is most noticeable with residential land uses.  Very little of 
the low density residential such as the large lot (>5 acres) and agricultural 
residential properties have been absorbed into the city limits.  On the other 
hand, a signifi cant share of medium and high density single-family and multi-
unit residential is within the city limits.

Commercial development has concentrated primarily along the IH 35 
corridor, with residential developments beyond the interstate corridor 
that have formed and continue to form as agricultural land transitions to 
neighborhoods.  Commercial activity also exists along Main Street in historic 
downtown Buda, and at other nodes along the roadway.  

Industrial uses are concentrated in the southwest quadrant of the area.  The 
industries located in Buda are primarily cement companies operating quarries 
in this area, or related companies.  These companies require large tracts of 
land to operate their quarries.  As the quarries are retired, they will become 
potential sites for redevelopment.  

Residential developments exist just beyond the IH 35 corridor, which 
historically have developed and continue to develop as agricultural land 
transitions into neighborhoods.  A signifi cant amount of agricultural uses 
still exist throughout the ETJ, and many of them are slated to transition to 
neighborhoods, such as Sunfi eld and Garlic Creek West.  

Agriculture MultifamilySingle-Family Commercial Industrial
EXAMPLES OF LAND USES & DEVELOPMENT IN BUDA
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EXISTING LAND USE DISTRIBUTION, CITY OF BUDA AND SURROUNDING AREA

General Land Use 
Category*

Within City Only City & ETJ Area
% of Land Use 

within City LimitsAcres
Share of 
land area

Acres
Share of 
land area

Agriculture & Ag 
with Residential

74 2.6% 3,653 29.9% 2.0%

Civic 111 3.9% 274 2.2% 40.4%

Commercial 484 16.9% 685 5.6% 70.6%

Industrial 105 3.7% 1,352 11.0% 7.8%

Open Space 181 6.3% 247 2.0% 73.5%

Park and Recreation 188 6.5% 202 1.7% 93.1%

Single-Family, 
Duplex & Fourplex

858 29.9% 2,871 23.5% 29.9%

Multi-Family 5 0.2% 18 0.1% 27.0%

Manufactured/
Mobile Home

11 0.4% 107 0.9% 10.5%

Utility & 
Transportation

88 3.0% 140 1.1% 62.6%

Vacant or 
Unclassifi able Use

767 26.7% 2,687 22.0% 28.6%

The table above illustrates the distribution of land in the City of Buda compared to the entire 
Study Area.  The dominant land uses within the City of Buda include single-family and duplex/
fourplex residential, and vacant land.  Commercial (offi ce and retail) also accounts for nearly 
17% of the land use in the City.  In evaluating the entire study area, single-family residential use 
and vacant lots are also dominant uses of the land, but agriculture and industrial uses become 
more prevalent in areas outside of the city limits.  

This comparison of land distribution in the city compared to the ETJ indicates what types of 
developed land exist in the ETJ and have yet to be annexed.  This is particularly important in 
considering how much acreage of developed properties aren’t incorporated.  For example, 
29.5% of the commercial developments in Buda are not annexed, as well as 73% of the land for 
multifamily properties (3 of the 5 complexes).
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Physical characteristics will signifi cantly infl uence how 
Buda grows and develops.  Environmental attributes can 
hinder development, making it either costly or impossible.  
Additionally, environmental features can also serve as assets 
to the community.  By studying the natural features of the 
Buda area, we can understand the relationship between 
development and the natural environment.  

Like many communities along the IH 35 corridor, Buda is 
located along the line where the Blackland Prairies meet 
the Edwards Plateau.  This change is not only evident on the 
surface with signifi cant changes in vegetation, but under the 
surface, where nutrient-rich clay and soils of the Blackland 
Prairie become rocky and erodible limestone.  

Floodplain, Creeks, and Riparian Corridors
Onion Creek and Garlic Creek are two major bodies of water 
that run through Buda.  The fl oodplain along these creeks 
limits development along its banks; however, these creeks 
and the greenways along them present an opportunity for 
preservation and possibly recreation.  

In areas where there are creeks or riparian zones, but 
no fl oodplain, there is little regulation over development 
regardless of the proximity to water.  While not a danger 
to the health and safety of the occupant of these properties, 
developments adjacent to water can still impact the storm 
water fl ow and erosion, as well as cause water pollution.  

Evaluation of the creeks and fl oodplain is not limited to how it 
exists today.  As development occurs, there is potential for the 
fl ow of storm water to be altered.  In order to prevent this, it 
is important to manage storm water detention and retention 
that preserve the fl ow rates and comprehensively consider a 
storm water management system that accounts for the whole 
Buda area, rather than on a project-by-project basis. 

Topography and Slope
A topographic map shows that there are areas with signifi cant 
slopes in the Buda area, particularly to the west over the 
Edwards Plateau.  Topographic conditions will signifi cantly 
impact development.  Not only are areas with steep slopes 
more diffi cult to develop, but they can also impact the 

FLOOD PLAINS WATERSHED BASINS
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provision of water and sewer infrastructure and utilities.  
Development of areas with steep slopes can also disrupt 
erosion and fl ood control.  The area to the east, known as the 
Blackland Prairie, is fl atter and is likely to experience more 
development than areas to the west. 

Edwards Aquifer
Much of Buda west of IH 35 lies within the Edwards Aquifer, 
which limits development.  The subregion Buda is located 
over is the Barton Springs Segment.  This segment extends 
from Kyle to the Colorado River, with the major outfl ow of 
this segment being Barton Springs.  This segment includes 
90 square miles of recharge zone and 264 square miles 
of contributing zone.  Rain fall in this area drains from the 
contributing zone into the recharge zone where it infi ltrates the 
limestone and travels underground to Barton Springs.  Water 
drains into Town Lake from Barton Creek and eventually 
to the Colorado River, which of course is a major source of 
drinking water for several communities in the central Texas 
area.  Additionally, many people tap directly into the aquifer 
for their drinking water, so for many residents in the Central 

Texas region, Barton Springs and the Edwards Aquifer are 
the only available drinking sources.  The State of Texas has 
ranked the aquifer as one of the most vulnerable underground 
water sources in the state, being susceptible to the effects of 
urbanization and development. 

Based on an assessment of the natural resources, the 
greatest development potential exists in the eastern areas 
of Buda where land is relatively fl at and there are fewer 
environmental constraints.  Still, the City of Buda must take 
care to ensure development does not signifi cantly alter the 
landscape that characterizes Buda and the Central Texas 
region.  Preservation of natural resources is important 
in helping to preserve the character of the community.  
Additionally, signifi cantly altering the landscapes can result 
in problems with other systems such as fl ood control, erosion, 
and the general ecosystem as habitats are disturbed and 
removed.  

TOPOGRAPHY EDWARDS AQUIFER & RECHARGE AREAS

GIS Source for fl ood plains: 
Halff Associates, Inc

GIS Source for Watershed 
Basins: Capital Area Council of 
Governments

GIS Source for contour lines 
(topography): Capital Area 
Council of Governments

GIS Source for Edwards Aquifer 
areas: Capital Area Council of 
Governments
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