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COOKE COUNTY THOROUGHFARE

Executive Summary

Thoroughfare Plan P urpose

The Cooke County Thoroughfare Plan serves as a
policy guide for addressing lomgnge transportation
needs and investment strategies to promote and
accommodate continued countyide growth and
development. The ptawas coordinated with other
locally adopted planning documents within Cooke £
County as well as those from adjacent counties. This &=
Plan identifies current deficiencies in the existing
thoroughfare network and guides the development of
a comprehensive countyide thoroughfare system.
Because the thoroughfare plan guides the preservation of righisay needed for the
development of longange transportation improvements, it has fis@aching
implications on the growth and development of urban and rural areas.

Plan Input

The Cooke County Thoroughfare Plan was led and directed by stakeholders throughout
the county. Plan issues and recommended policies and amendments were vetted
through the County Judge, County Commissioners, and Plan Visioning Committee.

Visioning Committee

1 Greg Adcock, ay View Police 1 Barry Sullivan, City of Gainesville
Department 1 Dave Vinton, City dbainesville

1 Wally Cox, City of Gainesville 1 Lynette Pettigrew, Gainesville

1 Ray Fletcher, Cooke County Chamber

f Mike Hallum, Texas Department o ' Robbie Baugh, North Central Texa
Transportation College

f Brian Roland, Muenster Hospital I Jenny Vogel, Representative for

f Charlie Foster, Lake Kiowa Drew Springer (State

f Randy McBroon, Texoma Council Representative District 68)
Governments 1 Don Metzler, City of Lindsay

1 Stan Ender<City of Muenster 1 Arleen Loyd, City of Gainesville

In addition to the Plan Visioning Committee,
public town hall meeting walseld to gather
publicinput and support for the planPlan
input was also gathered fro@ookeCounty
Cities, school districts, and a number of cgun
stakeholder groups including, but not limited
to, the Gainesville Chamber of Commerce,
TxDOTTCOGand a number of local
stakeholders

Cooke Count)l
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Goals and Obijectives

Maintain and Preserve
Existing Infrastructure

The goals and objectives for the Cooke County
Thoroughfare Plan were developed in colladoon
with the County Commissioners afdan Visioning

Committee and presented to county skeholders at it ‘

the Plan town hall meetingCentered on mobility,  {economicvitality MOBILITY S
the primary objective of the phais creatinga

transportation system that will effectively and

ecoromically serve the existing and projected < Fiscal Stewardship >
transportation needs of the county in a safe and

efficient manner.

The goals of the plan include: Mobility, Enhance Economic Vitality, Maintain and
Preserve Existing Infrastructure, Fiscal Stewardship, and $pémia to Live.

Mobility is a primary tenet of the transportation system, with emphasis carge of
accessible and convenient, mattiodal transportation choicethat provide connections
between communities and population and employment centers.

Provideseamlessandefficient connectivityto Cammunity viability throughmaintaining streets,
support residential anthusiness development utilities, andother infrastructure facilities

Prioritizeinvestmentsthat maximize benefits across A network thatblendsseamlessly with theharacter
multiple user groups in a way thatfiscallyand of CookeCourty communities
environmentallyresponsible

| Cooke County
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Existing Conditions, Issues , and Needs

The following existing conditions, issues, and needs
NETtSOG GKS adlrasS 2% /22|
network in 2016. The elements identified in this sectio
of the plan set the foudation for the overall plan and
provides a basis from which the county must grow to
accommodate future roadway demands.

Existing Functional Classification =
The functional classification of streets is used to |dent|fy
the hierarchy, function, and dimensie of a roadway. Streets and highways are grouped

into classes based on facility characteristics, such as geometric design, speed, and traffic
capacity.The roadway functional class allows travelers ease of access to origins and

destinations through a comibation of streets. Functional class can be updated over

time if surrounding land uses change significanflypical functional classifications

include: freeway/ highways, principal arterials, minor arterials, and collectors. Local

roads are not typicajlincluded in thoroughfareplans 221 S / 2dzyiéQa SEAaGAY3
functional classifications includgterial, collector, and minor facilities.

Figurel. Functional Class and Land Use

Local Streets Collector Roaclways Arterial Roactways Highways

Mobility &
Movement

Property Access
Function

Function

Hlustration 3-4

Fumctional Classification System

Tablel. Existing Cooke County ThoroughgaBtandards

Arterial 80 24
Collector 60 24
Minor 50 24

Cooke Count)l
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COOKE COUNTY THOROUGHFARE

Issues and Needs

County stakeholders identified a
number of transportation issues and
needs through the publimput process
that should be addressed to meet
future transportation demandg-igure

2 graphically illustrates a summary of
Cooke County a@nsportation issues and
needs.The more prevalent issues and
needs reportel by county stakeholders
included the following:

Primary Issues and Needs
1 Safety

1 Network Connectivity
9 Congestion

Safety

Safety was identified as a primary network concern.
This is characterized by a number of safety issues
such asigh traffic hcident corridors andritical
intersectiors, poor road conditions and hazards, and
truck traffic. High traffic incident corridors and

critical intersections includébut are not limited to,
US82, which had 35 traffic crashes at its intersection
with IH35alone between 201and 2015, FM51,

which was the site of 74 traffic crashes, and FM678, |
which had 38 traffic accidents during this time.
Overall, the number of annual traffic crashes
increased by nearly 15 percent from 2011 to 2015.

HighCrashCorridors
1 IH35
1 US82
1 FM678
1 FM51
1 FM922

Network Connectivity

Connectivity is an essential component of a thoroughfare network because it represents
the number of route options a commuter has to reach his or her destination and any
barriers or gaps in the networkat impede or lengthen the amount of time it takes to
travel from origin to destination. There are currently a number of incomplete or
disrupted routes in the county that limiommuterstability to travel from origin to
destination.

| Cooke County
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COOKE COUNTY THOROUGHFARE

North to South Conrectivity

Another connectivity issue identified by county
stakeholders is limited north to south connectivity.
There are currently only a few continuous north to
south routes that allow commuters direct passage
between the southern and northern Cooke County
Commuters typically havie utilize a number of
discontinuous corridors to travel from the southern to M
northern section of the county. FM1198 and FM373, fo
instance, are currently the only continuous north to
south routes in the western sector of thewaty. FM373
provides a connection from FM922 to northern Montague County, which provides an
alternate connection into Oklahoma, per stakeholders.

Barriers to Connectivity
IH35 was listed as one of theitical barriers to network =3
connectivity. Therer currently only seven bridges and|
eight underpasses that allv commuters to access both
sides of the highway. Other connectivity impediments

noted by stakeholders include discontinuous roadways !
substandard bridges, and flooded roadways. o Frank Buck o

Xt 497%"&

Congestion

Stakeholders identified a number of
congested corridors throughout the
thoroughfare planning proces$hecauses
of the congestion ranged from access
management issues such as too many traffic
signals and curb cuts along commercial
corridors to limited radway capacity in
downtown aeas. ldentified high congestion
corridors include US82, FM922, aAili51,
and CR219.

Cooke Count)l
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Figure2. Cooke County Identified Issues and Needs
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COOKE COUNTY THOROUGHFARE

Thoroughfare Planning

Network Analysis

I 2215 [ 2dzy (i éefaéwork s Bidlgzedkuirg
TxOh ¢ 2044 Roadway Inventory Shapefiwhich includes
2014 and forecasted 203dansportation andravel data for

all state county, federg toll, and TROT functionally classified
city roads within the state of TexaBhe analysis fahe Cooke
CountyThoroughfarePlan included an overweof existing
and projected volumes and levef-service. The network and
associated data was adjusted, using a screenttirmnalysis g
to include existing and recommended roadways not includecl
in the current TXDOT network.

2014 Traffic Volumes

Overd|, traffic volumes irCooke County were relatively low in 2014, ranging from fewer
than 10 vehicles per day to over 42,000 vehicles per day. The highest AADT in the
county was along IH35 between FM922 in Valley View and the Denton County line
which accommodated about 45,800 vehicles per day. Much of this traffic can be
attributed to county residents commuting to the DaHBert Worth Metroplex for work,
entertainment, and retail venues.

2014 Levelof-Service
h@SNIttsx /2218 [/ 2dzykdpdaites dt Al &
relatively high levebf-service. In fact, the majority of the !
roadways in the county currently operate at lexstservice A. ’»
The segment of US82 between the eastern Gainesville City [~
limits and the Grayson County Line, for instance, carier
18,000 vehicles per day, but operates at leokkervice A.

b G 62 NJ

There are, however, a few areas functioning at a lower lef«service. The segment of
California Street between Throckmorton Drive and Denton Street, for instance, currently
accommodtes about 16,400 vehicles per day at lewktervice F. This segment is just
over a quarter mile, but includes fouraffic signalsThe2014 volumes and leveif-

service are illustrated iRigure3.

Cooke Count)l
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Figure3. Cooke County 2014 Daily LexadtService
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COOKE COUNTY THOROUGHFARE

Recommended Functional Classifications

Four new functional classifications were developed for the Cooke County Thoroughfare
Plan: Regional Arterials, Principal Arterials, Minor Arterials, and Collectors. Each
classification is variable in terms of lane nhumbad rightof-way toaccommodate

future land use development antght-of-way constraints.

Regional Arterials- AA

Regional Aerials facilitate trips between cities and major destinations at high levels of
mobility. Exmples of Regionalrferials includeJS82, which connect the cities of
Muenster, Lindsay, and Gainesville, and the southern segment of FM51 which connects
Gainesville to Era and the future development triangle between Gainesville, Era, and
Valley View. Rponal Aterials are recommended tmclude four (4) tesix (6) 1Zoot

lanes within 16 to 250 feet of rightof-way. Regional Arterials are illustratedrigure4
andFigure5.

C5 3 e L ? ” V,
12 12 12 12
Travel Travel Travel Travel
Lane Lane Lane Lane
Drainage 8-10’ 4 4 8'- 10" Drainage

Shoulder  Shoulder Shoulder  Shoulder
Varies 36'- 38 Varies 36'- 38’ Varies

160’ R.O.W.

Figure5. Recommended Sikane Regional Arterial Cross Section

% o,
i .
12 12 12 12’ 12' 12'
Travel Travel Travel Travel Travel Travel
j /l\» Lane Lane Lane L Lane Lane LanJ L
Drainage 8-10' 4 4 810" Drainage
Shoulder Shoulder Shoulder Shoulder

Varies 48'- 50’ Varies 48- 50° Varies

T
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Principal Arterials - A

PrincipalArterials areldeal for long distance trips and handling large volumes of traffic
at a high level of mobilityExamples of Principattarials include FM922, which provides
a southern east to west route across the county, anel ¢astern segment of the Cooke
County Loop, which will provide a connectmmound Gainesville. Principaltérials are
recommended to include two (2) to four (4)-f@ot lanes within 120 feet of righof-

way. PrincipaRrterials are illustrated irrigure6 and Figure?.

Figure6. Recommended Twiane Principal Arterial Cross Section

12" 12'
Travel Travel
Lane Lane
Drainage 8-10' 8-10' Drainage
Shoulder Shoulder
40'- 44 Varies

Varies

Figure7. Recommended Fotlrane Principal Arterial

12' 12'
Travel Travel
Lane Lane
4 8'- 10"

Shoulder  Shoulder
36'- 38 | _Varies

12’ 4
Travel Travel
Lane Lane
8-10’ 4

Shoulder  Shoulder
36'- 38’

Drainage

Drainage

Varies

120' R.O.W.
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COOKE COUNTY THOROUGHFARE

Minor Arterials - B
Minor Arterials &acommodate moderate traffic volumes at relatively low speeds and

provide a lirk between principaarterials and collectorgExamples of Minor erials

include FM1198, which travels north to south through Myra to connect US82 to FM922
and FM373, which provides a north to south connection tigtowestern Cooke County.
Minor Arterialsare recommended to include two (2) to four (4)-fiidt lanes within 100
feet to 120 feet of rightof-way. Minor Arterials are illustrated figure8 and Figure9.

Figure8. Recommended Tw«shane Minor Arterial Cross Section

12' 12’
Travel  Travel
Lane Lane
Drainage 8-10' 8'-10’ Drainage

Shoulder Shoulder
Varies 40'- 44 Varies

100’ R.O.W.

Figure9. Recommended Fotirane Minor Arterial Cross Section

¥

12’ 12’ 12 12
Travel Travel Travel Travel
Lane Lane Lane Lane
8-10' 4 4 8'-10' Drainage

Shoulder  Shoulder Shoulder Shoulder
Varies 36'- 38’ i 36- 38 Varies

Drainage

120’ R.O.W.
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Collectors-C
Collectors are ésigned for short trips and low speeds, and primarily connect trips to

higher functional class facilégs. Examples ofdectors in the county include Old Denton
Road which makes a connecin between the FM1630 Extension and the southeast
segment of the county Loop, and CR331, which provides a north to south connection
between FM1630 and FM922. Collectors are illustratdéigure10 and Figurell.

Figure10. Recommended Tw«ane Collector Cross Section

12 12’
Travel Travel
Lane Lane
8-10 8-10'
Shoulder  Shoulder
40'- 44’

Drai
rainage

Varies |

| Varies

80’ R.O.W.

Figurell. Recommended Threkane Collector Cross Section
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COOKE COUNTY THOROUGHFARE

2034 Network Analysis
2034 s the forecast year for the Cooke County Thoroughfar

2034 existing and commite Yy St g2 N] Ay Of dzR
roadway inventory shapefile was compared to the 2034
recommended network.

2034 Existing and Committed Network Volume and Levelof-Service

Given the relatively small population and employment increases projected for the

county in the next 20 yeal®ver 48,000 by 20402034 traffic conditions are projected

to be very similar to 2014 base conditions in terms of traffic volumes anddével

service. For instance, the highest volumes within the county are projected al@&g |

(ranging between 37,000 and 65,000 vehicles per day) and US82 (ranging between 7,000
and 40,000 vehicles per day).

Similar to 2014, the overwhelming majority of the roadways within the county are
projected to operate at levebf-service A. According TXxDOT projections, segments of
five roadways are projected to operate at lexdiservice F in 2034: California Street,
Grand Avenue (FM372), US82, FM678, and the IH35 Frontage Road.

2034 Recommended Network Volumes and Lewveif-Service

Two analyses &re performed to gage the impact of recommendeichprovements on

I 221S [ 2dzy (@ Qaiworlk. R NBt dralysit (PheSeekminedfunctional
classification upgrades amépacity improvementssuch as lane additions and shoulder
construction,on existing facilites.Given the relatively low volumes on most roadways in
the Base 2034 networlpghase lIimprovements had very little impacin the network

The impact, however, was substantial to many of the roadways operating at a poor level
of service.FM51, between FM1306 and FM1630, is currently projected to carry over
12,000 vehicles per day in 2034 and operate at lefaervice E. Widening the roadway
to three (3) lanes will decrease the lexgdtservice to CPhase 1 network improvement
impacts ae summarized ifTable2.

Table2. Summary of Phase 1 Improvement Impacts

FM51 FM1306 to FM1630 Principal Arterial 2 E 3 C
FM3108 Extension to

FM51 CR325 Regional Arrial 2 C 4 AB

Grand Avenue  US82 to IH35 Minor Arterial 2 F 4 D
IH35 to Grayson

FM922 County Line Principal Arterial 2 C 3 AB
IH35 to Grayson

Broadway County Line Minor Arterial 2 D 2 D

Cooke Count)l
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COOKE COUNTY THOROUGHFARE

The second analysish®&se 2) examined new alignments amddway configurations.
Phase 2f the network analysis adds to the results of the phase one analysis by
examining the impact of adding several recommended roadvigyp@ents on Tx h ¢ Q a
2034 existing and committed network for Cooke County. The recommeailgtgaments
were geared towards improving mobility in the county by filingyaps in existing
network connections and creating more contiguous connections throughout the
thoroughfare network. In addition to recommended connectivity improvements, a
countyloop was proposed to reduce the level of congestion through the city of
Gainesville, and improve overall mobility within the county.

When coupled with the networknprovements from Phasedf the network analysis,
Phase Two improvements hadasmallidga 2y / 221S / 2dzy (& Qa
levelof-service and volumes. There were, however, a few roadways impacted by the
network additions. Levebf-service along the segment of FM51 between FM1306 and
FM1630 was projected to operate at lexadtserviceAB, compared to levadf-service C,
with the addition of the southwest portion of the Cooke County Loop. The impacts of
Phase 2mprovements are summarized Trable3.

ySis2N)

Table3. Summary of Phase 2 Network Improvement Impacts

FM51 FM1306 to FM1630 E C AB
FM51 FM3108 Extension to CR32 C AB AB
Grand Avenue US82 to IH35 F D D
us82 Nortman to FM1201 D F F
us82 FM1201 to Radio Hill E F F
us82 Radio Hill to FM371 D E

FM922 IH35 toGrayson County Ling C AB AB
Broadway St (FM672] Line Dr to Radio Hill Rd D D C

| Cooke County
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COOKE COUNTY THOROUGHFARE

Summary of Recommended Projects

The following projects @recommended for implementation in the Cooke County
Thoroughfare PlarA full list of recommended projects available for review iGhapter
6. A summary of all network revision and additions is availablealrie4. The
recommended network is illustrated Figurel2.

CRD0 Extension

The CR200 Extension realigns and extends CR200 to
CR336. The alignment will provide a direct east to wes' ¥
connection from IH35 to FM51 in southern Cooke
County and add to the development framework around
the IH35 corridor. The roadway is resmended to be a
two (2) to four (4) lane minor arterial in 100 to 120 feet
of right-of-way.

New Street A

New Street A is a north to south backage road just east of IH35. The
alignment stretches between Gainesville and Spring Cresile,Dr
providingalternative access to the proposed Cooke County Loop and
opening the area south of Gainesville for development. The
recommended roadway will be a two (2) tour (4) lane minor arterial.

FM373 Bypass

The FM373 Bypass is a north to south reliverte designed to divert
truck traffic around the city of Muenster. The roadway will also open t
area west of the city for development. The recommended roadway wil|
be a two (2) to four (4) lane minor arterial.

| Cooke County
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COOKE COUNTY THOROUGHFARE

FM902 Extension

The FM902 Extengigprovides a pivotal east
to west connection just south of Gainesville
between FM1630 and FM372. The roadway |
will enhance the undeveloped area south and|
southwest of Gainesville and provide a
seamless alternative route across the IH35.
The recommended roaday will be a two (2)
to four (4) lane minor arterial within 100 to
120 feet of rightof-way.

Cooke County Loop

The recommended Cooke County Loop will be
an approximgely 40-mile loop located ircentral
Cooke County around Gainesville. The loop wi
not only open up many undeveloped areas
around the county for development, but will

to avoid and relieve congestion in Gainesville
and along US82. The loop will relieve congestid
on US82 in Gainesville by resliting commuters
and heavy trucks traveling from IH35 to
Gainesville around the city. The eastern
segment of the loop, between FM2896 and
Spring Creek Road is recommended to be a twq
(2) to four (4) lane principal arterial within 120
feet of rightof-way. The western segment of |7
the loop will run from FM1202 to Spring Creek |
Road. The following roadways were linked to
form the Cooke County Loop.

Loop Segments

CR181

CR2121
FM3108

Sping Creek Bad
New Street C
New Street D
CR208

=4 =4 =48 A8 -8 -8 9
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CR106 Realignment

create a more contiguous and direct east to west
route inthe northeastern sector of theazinty. The E
recommended new alignment will correct a number J
of small sharp turns that wihthrough the northern ~ §
sector ofthe county. The new alignment will be a twof
(2) to three (3) lane collector within 80 to 100 feet of |
right-of-way.

Table4. Cooke County 2034 Recommended Thoroughfare Network Improvements: Roadway Extensions and New Aligni

Spring Creek Rd to

New Street A (Backage) IH35 C Rural 4 3 $15,327,289
New Street B FM2896 to CR136 B Rural 1 2 $4,474,530
New Street C (Loop) FM 1202 to FM3108 B Rural 5 4 $26,928,467
New Street D (Loop) FM2896 to CR138 A Rural 2 4 $10,503,500
CR107 Extension US82 to Hawkins RD C Rural 1 2 $2,749546

CR116 Extension CR118 to CR141 C Rural 2 2 $4,539,568
CR181 Extension (Loop) CR135 to CR131 B Rural 2 4 $10,313,681
CR191 Extension CR131 to CR133 C Urban 1 2 $5,208,498
CR2007 Extension CR207 to IH35 C Rural 1 2 $3,712,329

CR2480 CR227
CR204 Extension Extension B Rural 1 2 $1,713,872
CR2121 Extension (Loop) FM678 to CR162 A Urban 1 4 $8,082,821
CR227 Extension CR2070 to Lone Oak F C Rural 9 2 $26,730,876
CR247 Extension CR332 to FM922 B Rural 3 2 $7,627,433
CR297 Extension CR312 to FM3¥6 C Rural 3 2 $7,548,098
CR314 Extension CR338 to CR323 C Rural 3 2 $9,053,246
CR439 Extension to CR409 C Urban 2 2 $7,791,407
E Spring Creek Extension (Loop FM2071 to CR2117 A Urban 4 4 $29,465,752
FM3108 Extension (Loop) CR306 to CR307 B Urban 3 4 $20,791,097
FM902 Extension (east) FM372 to CR218 B Rural 2 4 $9,659,981
FM902 Extension (west) CR312 to IH35 B Rural 3 4 $13,345,941
Spring Creek Dr to
Pecan Creek Extension Krahl Rd C Rural 3 3 $13,468,818

| Cooke County
| THOROUGHFARE PLA|




COOKE COUNTY THOROUGHFARE

Funding and Implementation

A funding ad implementation matrix wadeveloped for the thoroughfarplan to

match recommended projects and identified transportation needs with potential
funding sources. The following table provides a summsafynding resources that may
be utilized by the countyo fund the plan recommendations. The complete Funding and
Implementation Table is located @hapter6 of the plan document.

Recommendation

Street Construction

Traffic Signalization

Bridge Construction/
Reconstruction

Cooke Count)l

Table5. Summary of Cook€ounty Funding Sources

Problem Addressed

* |mproved Access
* Capacity Improvement
* Congestion Relief
# Economic Development

= Congestion Relief
+ Safety

= Safety
« Capacity Improvement
» Accommodate Wider Vehicles

Potential Funding Source(s)

Category 12: Strategic Priority Funds
Category 4E: Rural
Maobility/Rehabilitation

Category 11: Texas Mobility Fund
Category 8B: Texas FM Road Expansion

CMAQ
Category 10A: Traffic Control Devices

Category 10B: Rehab of Traffic
Management Systems

Category 11

Category 6A: On System Bridge
Program Funds

Category 6B: Off System Bridge
Program Funds

Category 11

THOROUGHFAREAN]
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Chapter 1: Basis for the Plan

The purpose of thi$horoughfare Plan is to dev@@ reference and guider projected
transportation and rightof-way needs anthe development of longange
transportation improvements. Th€ookeCounty Thoroughfare Plamascoordinated
with other locally adopted planning documents withire County asvell as those from
adjacent counties. This Plan identifiesrrentissues withirthe existing thoroughfare
network andestablistesa framework for longerm needs within the countyBecause
the Thoroughfare Rnestablishes generalignment of system neats andguides the
preservation of rightof-way needed for the development of longnge transportation
improvements, it hagar-reaching implications ogrowth and developmenuvithin the
county.

The thoroughfare network is one of the most visible andantgnt public services for
CookeCounty residents because it is permanent and provides access to essential
resources such as employment, goods, and servicesplEmigiocument will serve as a
guide to inform the decisiomaking process of the loAgrm transportation
investments of the county.The Plarwas based on an assessmentofrent conditions,
stakeholder inputand other regional and state transportation plans.

Cooke County is situatedong IH35 in the Texoma Region of Texasyinty80 miles

north of the Dallad-ort Worth Metroplex and just south of the Tex@klahoma border.

The Texoma Region (a coinage of the names Texas and Oklahoma) describes the area on
either side of the border between these two states along the Red Ralky and

around Lake Texom&ooke Countyestablished by the Texas Legislature in 1848 a

total area of 898 square miles, and Hacome one of the key northern gateways

between Texas and Oklahoma.

TheCooke Countgeat is located ithe City of Gmesville, whichs inthe centraly
located at thgjunction of IH35 and US82. Cooke County is the home to:

Unincorporated

Cities Towns Communities
1 Calisburg 7 Oak Ridge 1 Bulcher 1 Mountain Spring
9 Gainesville 1 Valleyview 9 Burns City 1 Myra
1 Lindsay 9 Dexter 9 Rosston
9 Muenster 9 Era 1 Pioneer Valley
9 Hood 9 Prairie Point
1 Lake Kiowa 1 Sivells Bend
1 Leo 91 Walnut Bend
9 Lois 9 Woodbine
1 Marysville

Cooke Count)l
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County Profile

Demographic Profile

Coole County is relatively rural in naturéts population
increased just over fespercent betwen 2000 and 2010
¢ bringing the total to38,437at the decennial census.
Adding to its rural nature, the population density is
about 30 persons per square milBy 2040the county

is expectd to have roughly 48,000 residentn

addition of over 9,500 irdibitants Most of the

projected growth, nearly 6,000 residents, is anticipated
to occur betweer2030 and 2040Thoughforecasted to
haverelatively slow population growth over the next 25
years, it is important for the County to plan feuch
growth while considering roadway system connectivity

and needs.
Figurel3. Cooke County 2040 Population Projection
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42,033 42,‘121/)0

36,462 38,437 —
|
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| | | | |
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Age and Gender

According to the American Community Survey, Cooke
County has a relatively evenly distributed population it
terms of age and gender. When compared to the age
distribution across thé&tate of Texas, Cooke County
has a higher proportion of older residents over
younger populations. In fact, over Jiercent of
current residentsare age 65 and older. This is
important as older populations have special needs,
such as public transportatiomd pedestrian
amenities, that should be takentonconsideration
when planning thdéransportation network.

Interestingly, the population of residents in family formation years, those between 20
and 39 years old, is lower than the state proportion, fagllat just below 25 percent of

| Cooke County
I THOROUGHFARE PLAI




COOKE COUNTY THOROUGHFARE

the population. Maintaining or increasing the percentage of families and young
individuals is important as the county seeks to increase development opportunities.
Adding to and improving existing infrastructure is an impor@orhponent in attracting
more development and improving the appeal of the county to younger residents and
families

Figurel4. Cooke County Age Cohorts

80 to 84 years
70 to 74 years
60 to 64 years
50 to 54 years
40 to 44 years
30 to 34 years
20 to 24 years
10 to 14 years

Under 5 years

10% 5% 0% 5% 10%

DTexas B Female B Male

However, efforts to improve and attract higher education and employment
opportunities would help attract and retain 2ZZ8-yearolds. Ample opportunities and a
balanced population will mak€ookeCounty an attractive place to live for all ages and
create the potential for lifecycle housing and infrastructure. Providing transportation
solutions for people of all ages couldlunte safe routes for children through school
zones, connectivity to regional amenities for families, efficient thoroughfares for
commuters, and connectivity to healthcare and community facilities for those aging in
place.

Race and Ethnicity

The primaryrace of Cooke County is white, comprising 92 percent of the population.
Less than three percent are Black or African American, one percent identified as
American Indian and Alaska Native, and less than one percent are Asian. Similarly, 1.3
percent of the ppulation identified themselves as some other race and 2.4 percent
identified themselves as two or more races. Generally, the racial makeup is essentially
homogenous, largely dominated by whites; however, the population has a little more
variety in ethniamakeup.

Cooke Count)l
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Figurel5. Cooke County Racial Distribution
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The difference between race and ethnicity is that race is associated with biology,
whereas ethnicity is associated with culture and one can identify with multiple
ethnicities. Roughly 16 percent of Cooke County identifigtHispanic or Latino (of any
race), while 83.6 percent identified as not Hispanic or Latino.

Figue 16. Cooke County Percent Hispanic

_ Hispanic or Latino
»  (of any race)
16.4%
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Income

Household income is important to consider in
transportation planning because it reveals
information about the local economy and potentia
for economic growthThe median household
incomein Cooke County web1,222in 2014 less
than onepercent lower than the stat@ @edian
household income ($52,576)nterestingly,Cooke

/| 2dzy i@ Qa YSRAIFY K2dzaSKQ
32 percentsince2000($38,709. This, coupled
with a population increase of onfive percent
since 2000, is aimdicator thatexisting county
households are becoming moadfluent, which
may appeal to developers looking for new entertainment and retail sites

Figurel?. Cooke County Median Household Income

20.0%
18.0%
16.0%
14.0%

12.0%
10.0%
8.0%
6.0%
4.0%
2.0%
0.0%

Less than $15,000 $25,000 $35,000 $50,000 $75,000 $100,000 $150,000
$15,000 to to to to to to or more
$24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,000

W Cooke County ™ Texas

According to tle 2014American Community Survey FiYear Estimategyverall

incomes were evenly distributedith the largest percentage @@ookeCounty

households (nearly 18.4 percent) earniogfween $50,000 and $75,00Mterestingly,

over 51 percent of households saover $50,000 per year. This could have huge
implications in terms of attracting new retail and residential development to the county.

Educational Attainment

Educational attainment is an important measure for counties because it is a key
indicator inthe types of industries that may choose to locate there. As the county seeks
to grow and develop, attracting and maintaining an educated population will be key to
stimulating the economy and will play a role in the types of transportation facilities that
may be needed in the future. According to the American Community Survey, over 94
percent of county residents over 25 havileast a high school diploma tire

Cooke Count)l
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equivalencyL y FI OG0 ySINIe& on LISNOSy dTheKla |y

relatively higheducational attainmentevelsin the county indicate a strong opportunity
to attract more highlevel industry in the future.

Figurel8. Cooke County Educations Attainment
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25.4%
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Graduate or Bachelors Associates Some  High School 9thto 12th Less than
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equivalency)
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Existing Plans

A number of plans were reviewed to inform the assessment of the existing thoroughfare
network and decisions on projects recommended for the Cooke County Thoroughfare
Plan.Table6 summarizes plans previously conducted in anoundCooke County.

Cooke Canty
Subdivision Regulations

Cooke County Hazard
Mitigation Plan

I-35 Feasibility Study

Gainesville 2013 Capital
Improvements Plan

Gainesville Thoroughfare
Plan

Grayson County
Thoroughfare Plan

Denton County
Thoroughfare Plan

County Plans

Cooke County Subdivision Regulations

Table6. Exising Cooke County Plans Matrix

Cooke
County

Texoma
COG

OOT

City of
Gainesville

City of
Gainesville

Grayson
County

Denton
County

Guidelines orhowto regulate
and establish a standard for
commercal and residential

Cooke County development

Multi-jurisdictional Hazard
Asgssment and Mitigation

Cooke County strategies

Cooke County

Gainesville

Gainesville

Grayson
County

Denton
County

A feasibility assessment of
recommended IH35 corridor
improvements

A list offive-yearrecomnended
capital improvements for the
city of Gainesville

Provides the cities functional
classification system and went
and future roadway needs
Assessment of the lonterm
thoroughfare needs of Grayson
County

Guidelines and
recommendations to improve
connectivity ad projected
traffic congestion

TheCooke County Subdivision Regulasiamereadopted in 20030
regulate residential and commercial development throughout Cooke
County. The ordinance include®gulationson platting, water and
septicsystem requirements, subdivision requirements storm water
management, and typical sectiogsn addition to construction and
drainage standardslt articulates the requirements for adequate
street, drainage and utility easements, lot size and buildinpaeks.

The regulations are intended to achieve and maintain a quality and
standard of life that reflects the highest traditions and standards of its

citizens.

Cooke Count)l

2003

2007

2013

1997

2014

2016
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Cooke County Hazard Mitigation Plan

The Cooke Countyitigation Plan is a collaborativeffort

between Cooke County, incorporated and unincorporated
jurisdictions, citizens of Cooke County and the Texoma Council of
Governments (TCOG). The plan discusses the planning process
provides background information obenefits of mitigation
planning anchazard and risk assessment, descsbatigation
strategies and their implementation, and p&formaintenance
procedures. This is a mujtirisdictional fazard mitigation jpan
focused on Cooke County, Texas, six incorporated jurisdictions
within the countyincluding the cities of Callisburg, Gainesville,
Lindsay, Muenster, Valley View, the town of Oak Ridge and the unincorporated areas.

I-35 Feasibility Study

I-35 Feasibility Studgssesssthe feasibility of improvements
required to upgrade IH 35 tourrent design standards and
provide for future traffic needs (2030). The study area limits are
from the Texas/Oklahoma border to the Cooke/Denton County
line, which is approximatel22 miles.The study takes the traffic
projections for 2030 into accoumnd provides several alternative
andyses and solutios for improving current condition and
providing additional facilities for the rising demand.

City Plans

Gainesville 2013 Capital Improvements Plan
The Gainesville 2013 Capital Improvement Pdaafiveyear

NREI RYFLI F2NJ ONBIF GAy3s YIAYyQGlAy
present and future infrastructure needs. The CIP outlines project
needs, costs, funding sources and estimated future operating
costs associated with each capital improvement. plaa is
designated to ensure that capital improvements are made when
and where they are needed. The plan represents the capital
spending recommendatiafor five fiscal yeargrovides an
update on the activities of the current fiscal yeand establishe
GKS OFLAGIE SELSYyHRearbadyda F2NJ OR

R LI e&Aay3da F2NJ
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Gainesville Thoroughfare Plan

TheGainesville Thoroughfare Plan is an integral part of the Comprehensive Land Use
Plan for the City of Gainesville. It is coordinated with the comp plan emddes the

City with the tools to develop a transportation system, which can accommodate the
needs of both existing and future development. The system proposed is based on
assumptions and projections of future traffic levels to serve population and emmaoy
for the year 2020. The plan enables the City to implement a systematic process of
dzLJANI RAY3 YR RS@St2LIAY3I (K2NRdAKFINB Ay | OO0O2NRI Y
Thoroughfare Plan. It covers the topics of existing conditions, street functions and
classiftations, thoroughfare plan, capacity of streets, bicycle and pedestrian, street
improvement program and transportation planning and monitoring.

Adjacent County Plans

Grayson County Thoroughfare Plan

The Grayson County Thoroughfare Plan focuses on the
thoroughfare hierarchy and roadway system character
throughout the entirety of Grayson County. The thoroughfare
plan is longange, planning for thoroughfare needs for the
next 25 yearskKey aspects of this plan are community input,
analyzing the current throughfare system, modeling and
suitability analysis, crafting goals, objectives and
recommendations and producing the Future Thoroughfare
Map.

Denton County Thoroughfare Plan

TheDenton Countyrhoroughfare Plan serves aguide

for the identificationand implementation of longange
transportation investments in Denton County. Based on
projected needs of the county, this plan has been
coordinated with other locally adopted municipal plans
and adjacent counties and regional transportation
agenciesThis plan establishes the basis, and then explor
the transportation network needs and makes /
recommendations oithe transportation system plan.

Cooke Count)l
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Plan Public Involvement

Public Involvement for the Cooke County Thoroughfa
Plan involved a number of CamkCounty Cities, state,
local, and regional agencies, concerned citizen group
and other stakeholders. Publiggut included
stakeholder interviewsPlan Visioning Committee
meetings, and a town hall meeting. To glean more
detailed information on countyssues, needs, and
goals and objetves, an Issues andelddsSurvey, and |
Goals and Bjectives survey were administered to key |
stakeholders. Below is a summary of plan input. The
Issues and Needs and Goals and Objectives surveys are
available inrAppendix A

Stakeholder Interview z December 89, 2015
1 County Commissioners Interviews
Leon Klement, County Commissioner

Alan Smith, County Commissioner
Gary Hbllowell, County Commissioner
B.C. Lemons, County Commissioner
Jason Brinkley, County Judge

=A =8 =4 -8 -4

City Interviews z December 89, 2015

Tim FelderhoffMayor, City of Muenster

Stan Enders, City Administrat@ity of Muenster

Charlie Foster, Community Managkake Kiowa

Donald Metzley Mayor, City of Lindsay

Barry Sullivan, City Manag&ity of Gainesville

Jm Goldsworthy Mayor, City of Gainesville

Derek Kays, Public Works, City of Valley View

Greg Adcock, Chief of Police, Valley View Police Department

=4 =4 =4 8 -4 -4 -8 -9

School District Interviews z December 89, 2015
9 Nora Curry, Superintendent, Lindsay Independent Schistri&
9 Steve Clungston, Superintendent, Callisburg Independent School District
1 Steve Self, Superintendent, Muenster Independent School District

TxDOT Meetingz June 29, 2016
1 TDOT District Office Meeting/ichita Falls TXOT District Office

Public Meetings
9 Visioning Committee Vision and Goals Works@dfmvember 20, 2015,
Gainesville Civic Center

| Cooke County
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1 Visioning Committee Thoroughfare Plan Workshapril 5, 2016, Gainesville
Civic Center

Thoroughfare Plan Town Hall Meetigduly 26, 2016Gainesville CigiCenter
Cooke County/ OT Thoroughfare Plan Briefig@ctober 13, 2016, Cooke
County Court House

9 Thoroughfare Plan Public Hearigdanuary 9, 2017, Cooke County Court House

=A =4

Cooke County Thoroughfare Plan Questionnaire

The Cooke @inty Thoroughfae Plan @estionnairewas administered to th&an
Visioning Committee to furthedtefine transportatbn issues and needs within the
county. Thenine-item questionnaire gathered Visioningg@mittee feedback on long
and short term issues such as barriers emmectivity, primary journey to work
corridors a map exercise illustrate problem areas, and a ranking scale togga
stakeholder concern over various issues. A copy ofjtiestionnaireand a summary of
the resultsis available ilAppendix A

Cooke Count)l
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