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IMPLEMENTATION STATEMENT

The research documented in this summary report provides information to the Texas
Department of Transportation on the state of the current airport system and its importance to the
State of Texas and the nation. This information will allow the Department to make more
informed decisions regarding the airport system with respect to future projects. In addition, it will
help to evaluate how well the current airport system is meeting the needs of the state and the
objectives of the Department.






DISCLAIMER

The contents of this report reflect the views of the author who is responsible for the facts and
accuracy of the data presented within. The contents do not necessarily reflect the views or policies of
the Texas Department of Transportation or the Federal Highway Administration. This report does not
constitute a standard, specifications, or regulation. It is not intended for construction, bidding, or
permit purposes. The report was prepared by Jeffrey D. Borowiec, assistant research scientist.
George B. Dresser, Ph.D. was the research supervisor.
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SUMMARY

General aviation includes all the flying that is not conducted by the airlines or the
military, While less visible than the commercial air carriers, it is no less important. The
literature shows that the general aviation airport concept is not well understood simply
because it is not marketed as widely as other products or services. General aviation airports
are often overlooked and taken for granted despite playing vital roles in many communities.

Funding continues to be a problem as there simply is not enough money to operate
and maintain these airports. Airport managers are very concerned and some have turned to
innovative financing methods. Consequently, these managers have become more attuned to
public relations to develop support for their airports.

Access to rural communities is of particular concern. Small rural communities are
often more dependent on these aviation facilities than other communities. They are essential
in attracting and maintaining businesses so the community can remain competitive. They are
also critical to certain industries such as agriculture that have special needs and contribute
greatly to the economy. Agriculture is big business in Texas and other states and this industry
relies on these facilities to operate.

Interviews with several state aviation offices revealed that none have taken steps to
optimize their state airport systems. While several states have completed, or are in the
process of undertaking, classification studies, none have sought to define an “ideal” airport
system. Not all of the states interviewed are having difficulty funding their needs but there
does appear to be a consensus that it is becoming more difficult. It is expected that these
functional classification studies will help states to prioritize airports and specific projects for
funding. However, they will not define an optimal or “ideal” system.

In the final analysis, it is clear that the current airport system provides adequate
airport access to the people of the state. Approximately 98% of the state’s population is
located within a 25-mile driving radius of an aviation facility. More than 90% of the state’s
property tax, retail sales, employment, oil and gas, and agricultural activity occurs within a
25-mile radius of an airport.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THIS REPORT

The Texas general aviation airport system developed over time in a relatively
unstructured manner. Many system airports were developed as either private strips or surplus
military facilities with ownership being transferred to communities that now operate the
airports for public use. Therefore, the current airport system may not be the optimum to meet
the state’s needs.

The airport system is also costly to maintain. The current Texas Airport System Plan
(TASP) produced by the Texas Department of Transportation’s (TxDOT) Aviation Division
projects 0-5 year development costs for general aviation non-reliever facilities at more than
$293 million or $58.7 million per year. Reliever airport development costs are projected at
almost $301 million or approximately $60 million per year (1).

Federal funding for state aviation provided to general aviation reliever and non-
reliever airports is approximately $23.0 million. State funding is about $15 million annually.
The annual total amount available for general aviation airports is about $38 million from all
sources. The total amount needed, however, is $118.7 million, resulting in a shortfall of $81
million each year.

With the limited resources available, it is understandable that the perception exists
that there are too many airports in the Texas airport system. However, where to trim the
system is open to debate and depends on the person offering the opinion. In recent telephone
interviews conducted with airport managers and city officials at some of the state’s general
aviation airports, the consensus was virtually unanimous, “Without an Airport, You’re Dead”
(2). None of the cities or counties that sponsor airports expressed any interest in having their
airports deleted from the Texas Airport System Plan. The airport is a vital link in these
communities for industry, banking, agriculture, and medical services and improves the
standard of living. Table 1 lists the number of airports in the system and their role.

TABLE 1
TASP System Airports by Role and Number
Airport Role Number of Airports
Commercial Service 27
Reliever 24
Transport 66
General Utility 127
Basic Utility 63
TOTAL 307




Texas communities recognize the importance of air service to their economic
development. However, the airport’s viability depends upon the airport condition. Airports
are not an asset if they are unusable because the runways have deteriorated. Deteriorating
runways are among the largest consumers of available airport funding. Can the state afford to
continue putting resources into all the general aviation airports requiring pavement
maintenance? The recently completed Update: Implementation of the Micro PAVER
Pavement Management System on TxDOT Aviation Division Airfields (3) indicates that
runway improvements account for almost 67% of the five-year development cost projections
for general aviation. More than 25% of the runways at general aviation airports are in fair or
poor condition. These surfaces will require improvement within two to three years to
maintain their present condition. Table 2 lists the pavement condition for general aviation
airports in Texas.

TABLE 2
Pavement Condition Index (PCI) for Texas General Aviation Airports
Frequency Report
Percent of Total Pavement Area
Condition PCI Range

January 1994 July 1996
Failed 0-10 6.01 3.71
Very Poor 11-25 7.62 8.00
Poor 26-40 5.19 9.87
Fair 41-55 6.93 10.32
Good 56-70 25.48 24.23
Very Good 71-85 22.52 3091
Excellent 86-100 26.26 12.96

Note:  Runways with a pavement condition index (PCI) rating of 55 or less are considered to be in need of

improvement within two to three years.
Source: TTI

In developing the TASP, one of the most important objectives is to formulate a state
system that will provide air access to small communities in the state to encourage economic
development. Some businesses will not consider locating in communities without scheduled
air service. A community without any air service is severely disadvantaged in terms of
economic development potential. Therefore, the negative consequences to general aviation in
not meeting the projected development needs are twofold. First, general aviation airports may
be lost resulting in the community’s loss of air access, business, and recreation. Second, the



community may lose the economic development potential that is provided by having air
access.

From a policy perspective, TXDOT has a responsibility to use agency resources to
support airport projects of state interest and not to fund projects that may have limited or few
public benefits. Under the TASP, as currently structured, almost all of the publicly owned
airports are eligible for state financial support.

This project will define an “ideal” system of general aviation airports that will meet
the future air transportation needs of the state. Beginning with a “clean slate” so to speak, the
ideal airport system will be identified using methodology similar to that used to develop the
initial version of the Texas Trunk System as well as other criteria. This project examines the
question of airport system plan optimization, or rationalization, in a comprehensive context
to include factors such as public policy considerations, air transportation as a mode,
community economic vitality and competitiveness, and traditional airport system planning
criteria. Other factors include the forecast growth of general aviation, impacts of changes in
speed limits and driving times, the functionality of each airport identified for inclusion in the
ideal system, and access criteria.






CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW

GENERAL AVIATION AIRPORTS

While the commercial air carriers remain the most visible segment of the air
transportation system, the majority of aircraft operations occur within the general aviation
segment. General aviation is generally considered to include all flying not conducted by
commercial airlines. This includes business flying, instructional flying, and personal flying.
This activity occurs at the smaller, general aviation airports that comprise 80% of the airports
in the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) and more than 90% of the
airports in the Texas Aeronautical Facilities Plan (TAFP) (4). These facilities provide air
access to many population centers across the state. They include both industrial and
agricultural uses and they contribute to both natural resource and economic development. It is
clear that general aviation is an economic force both in Texas and nationally.

Although general aviation contributes greatly to local, state, and national economies,
it is widely accepted that this contribution is not well understood outside of the aviation
community (5, 6). The reasons are varied and include the fact that airports are not often
marketed as widely as other products and services. Rarely are general aviation airports
perceived as the economic engines that they are for many communities. As funding levels
decline and uncertainties cloud the future, the issues of management and possible loss of a
general aviation airport will rise to the forefront in many communities.

Airports play vital roles in communities, roles that are often taken for granted. They
also are important for several industries including agriculture, mining, fishing, and oil
exploration and production (6). These airports are often used to bring entertainment to the
community during airshows and provide a gateway to a community’s recreational facilities.
However, they also offer options for medical care. Not only do they provide access for
medical evacuation services, but also they provide a facility for delivering medical or
emergency supplies as well as evacuation services during natural disasters. Most importantly,
general aviation airports provide access to a community for business.

General aviation airport users are not recreational flyers or wealthy individuals
enjoying an expensive hobby. The activity at the airport is often associated with business. A
survey in Massachusetts showed that 35% of the businesses using general aviation are service
businesses, a category that includes consultants, lawyers, doctors, and advertising firms (§).
“Manufacturing contributed another 19% of all business users and was dominated by
computer, electronics, and machinery manufacturers. An additional 32% of the survey
respondents were engaged in diverse industries such as wholesaling, retailing, construction,
utilities, agriculture, and fishing” (5).

Corporate access to general aviation airports is of growing importance to both the
business community and the community. As businesses decentralize their operations, it is
critical for communities to offer these facilities if they are serious about competing for, and
attracting businesses to their area. Without these facilities, cities and towns are jeopardizing
their opportunities to grow and economically sustain themselves.



The Massachusetts survey pointed out that general aviation facilities are very
important to businesses when they make location decisions. “Any airport that increases the
types of aircraft that can use the airport, or the time that the airport can be used, or the
reliability for its usage, will encourage greater use of the airport and, hence, attract additional
businesses and promote economic growth” (5).

General aviation airports play a critical role in larger urban areas serving as centers of
economic growth and as reliever facilities for larger air carrier airports. This provides greater
capacity for the air carriers. For the most part, their relationship to larger airports in terms of
their roles and their economic significance is understood and appreciated. It is their impact in
smaller communities that is less understood. “The public and legislators do not fully
appreciate how a small airport in a rural area can contribute to the economic development of
that region. While the airport itself is quite visible, the complexity and interaction of the air
transport system is much less apparent” (6).

Further, the condition of the airport is paramount to the economic activity that
follows. This not only includes the condition of the pavement but also the level of service
offered on the field. Without a doubt, the success of the airport and the subsequent economic
activity will hinge on the condition of the airport. While it is important to develop such a
facility, it is equally important to maintain the facility.

Developing and maintaining these facilities is expensive as noted above. Money
continues to be a driving consideration for general aviation airports. There simply is not
enough money to fund adequate maintenance. Airport managers across the country are
increasingly concerned as funding diminishes. Many who operate reliever airports worry
about the reductions as more airports achieve reliever status and still share from the same pot
of money. This essentially reduces the amount they would receive. Others are concerned
about environmental issues and their associated costs. It is becoming increasingly difficult for
managers to balance the needs and requirements of private industry to attract commerce
while complying with, and operating under, the regulations and guidelines established by the
various levels of governments.

One airport manager underscored the need to educate the public and the government
on the importance of reliever airports and the role and function they serve in our communities
as well as the economic impact they have. These relievers, if not adequate, can have negative
effects on the air transportation system as a whole. As one manager pointed out, “if our
federal leaders allow the functional effectiveness of the reliever system to decline, it will
have deleterious effects on the air carrier facilities to operate efficiently and safely” (7). It is
possible that when the problems are evident in the most visible segment of the air
transportation system, the proper attention will be given these issues on a national level.

The persistent funding issues have motivated many to become creative in finding new
revenue sources for their airports. Airport managers have become more in-tune with public
relations and creating positive experiences and interactions with their communities and their
tenants. Some airports have begun mailing newsletters while others have planned air shows
to attract the public and introduce them to the airport.



These public relations efforts across the country have also shown the community what
opportunities the airport can provide. They have been successful in attracting both aviation
and non-aviation businesses to airports (7).

However, airport managers’ wish lists really indicate what is needed to make the
facility successful. The list includes runway expansions, T-Hangar construction, development
of industrial parks, terminal building modernization, installation of modern navaids and land,
and airport rescue and firefighting equipment acquisitions (8).

In addition to the public investment, airports need private investment. “‘Private money
is what makes an airport successful and success is contagious” (8). However, private entities
are often reluctant to participate until they are convinced of the airport’s viability or stability
in the region demonstrated by public support and resources. This catch-22 situation is
summed up by Connin and Leggett. In their study on rural airport business travel, they
conclude that “often the difference between a moribund rural airport and a prosperous one is
the skill and talent of local officials, such as the airport manager, local business groups, and
the clout of elected officeholders to deliver funding to their local airports™ (9).

RURAL AIRPORTS

While air access is important to communities of all sizes, it is particularly important
to rural areas, because they do not have the diversity of goods and services available to them
like larger urban areas. An airport is essential for these rural communities to attract and
maintain businesses, but it often takes more. It only provides an opportunity or diminishes its
competitiveness. A recent Texas Transportation Institute (TTT) study examined the rural air
transportation system in Texas (10). The study showed that while rural airport funding has
increased in the 1990s, it is still not adequate to meet the needs identified for the facilities.
Challenging this funding situation even further is the fact that it costs approximately $3
million to construct a suitable airport that can provide access for the turboprop or small jet
aircraft used by businesses today. To upgrade an existing facility built for primarily single-
engine aircraft is approximately $1 to $2 million.

The rural airports study examined the 153 airports in the Texas Airport System that fit
the classification of rural airports. A rural airport is defined as any airport that serves a
community of less than 10,000 located more than 25 miles from an urbanized area of 50,000
or more (10). The study sought to determine the attributes of an airport that contributed to its
success. The success or vitality of an airport is a subjective measure. For the rural airport
study, success was determined by estimating and weighting several factors. These include the
sponsor’s level of interest, aircraft activity levels, airport appearance, services available at the
facility, and the physical condition of the airport pavement, its markings, and lighting.

Professional judgement was then used to incorporate these factors into a numerically
weighted estimate measuring the success of a rural airport (10). The study concluded that
four attributes were highly correlated with the success of rural airports in Texas. They are: 1)
the number of registered aircraft in the county, 2) the role or design standard of the airport, 3)
availability of services at the airport, and 4) whether or not the airport is attended (10).

Not all of these, however, are controlled by the airport sponsor. While a sponsor may
impact arrangements for services to be provided at the airport, the number of based aircraft is



more a factor of economics and attractiveness in the airport’s service area. Upgrading an
airport from a basic utility airport to a general utility airport can make an airport more
attractive. However, most rural airports do not have the resources necessary to upgrade their
facilities without the assistance of TxDOT or some other source. It is simply cost prohibitive.

The study concludes that transport or general utility airports are more likely to be
successful than basic utility airports. Further, since TxDOT does not have sufficient funding
to upgrade many basic utility airports, the study supports a recommendation to upgrade
airports whose sponsors have demonstrated a desire and intention to have the airport
attended, to have additional services provided, and to have fuel available (10).

Other studies have confirmed these recommendations as well. A recent finding
showed that the greatest benefits “might come from the improvement of many smaller,
existing local airports that currently serve rural areas and might further growth of high-tech
development in rural America” (11). This is a balancing act between the large capital costs
involved in developing a new airport and the economic disadvantages of not having an
adequate facility. Some industries appear to be more sensitive to the availability of an
adequate airport in the community.

In their study of local airports and business development, Reeder and Wanek suggest
that high-tech industries are sensitive to airport availability. “Recent industrial location
studies show that high-tech industries rank airports among the most important location
factors, and recent empirical studies have shown that these industries do in fact locate and
grow fastest in rural and urban areas with good airports” (11). Companies use these airports
for a variety of reasons that include transporting employees, clients, and valuable products.
They also are used by other industries including recreation and agriculture.

AGRICULTURAL AIRPORTS

Agricultural airports are an important part of general aviation and have special needs.
Agriculture is big business in Texas where cash receipts in 1996 exceeded $13 billion and
farm real estate values topped $71 billion, second in the nation behind California (12). Many
businesses, individuals, and financial institutions are involved in agribusiness throughout the
state including food and fiber production, processing, transporting, and marketing. According
to the Texas Agricultural Extension Service, agriculture was responsible for approximately
$44 billion in economic activity in the state in 1996 and the estimated value of farm assets
totaled $80 billion (13). There is also significant potential for future growth in the
agricultural industry in Texas. World demands will play a role in this growth and Texas’
ability to capitalize on it is paramount. For many Texas counties, agriculture is the primary
economic activity. The use of aerial application aircraft is critical to the success of many
crops and some livestock programs, and consequently, to the counties and the state.

Reeder and Wanek conclude, ”policymakers should not overlook the importance of
upgrading the many smaller local airports that are struggling to maintain and encourage
business development” (11). Once airports deteriorate, their impact on a community can be
devastating leaving it without the economic activity it once knew and depriving it of an
economic opportunity in the future. “With limited federal and state funding available, efforts



should be made to identify those areas that would benefit most from airport improvements,
and those places that have the greatest need for fiscal assistance” (11).

The short-term forecast for business aviation is expected to be good. Fueled by
economic vitality, new products, and pent-up demand, business aircraft manufacturers and
operators are riding a wave of prosperity that, barring any unforeseen economic disasters, will
continue unabated for the next 3-5 years (14). This is good news for the general aviation
airports that are trying to attract businesses to their facilities, as well as those that are trying to
keep their current businesses. The global outlook is positive as some Latin America and
European countries are expanding or replacing their fleets, 18% and 22% respectively.

In the U.S., general aircraft demand is expected to be robust for both new and used
aircraft. In fact, according to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), “the U.S. general
aviation fleet, that includes piston- and turbine-powered airplanes and helicopters, is forecast
to grow 0.8% annually in the next 10 years to 196,000 aircraft” (14). Further, the number of
active general aviation pilots is also forecast to grow to 712,600 by the year 2008 with the
number of recreational pilots expected to reach 117,700 (14).

TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS

In an effort to determine and better understand the current issues facing state general
aviation airport systems across the country, the research team contacted several state aviation
offices. The states interviewed all have large general aviation airport systems that play a
critical role in their state. They also have traditionally strong general aviation programs.
Additionally, the research team interviewed staff members at the FAA, the Aircraft Owners
and Pilots Association (AOPA), and the National Business Aviation Association (NBAA).

California
The staff at the California Division of Aeronautics is currently finalizing the 1996

airport system plan. They have not established any specific criteria for adding or deleting
airports to the system, but do have a functional classification system that was recently
developed. The purpose of this functional classification system is threefold. First, it is used to
identify how each airport functions and the services it provides. Second, it identifies airport
classifications that appropriately describe the state aviation system. Third, it determines the
role each airport plays in the system.

The state is currently faced with a backlog of airport projects that neither state nor
federal resources can meet. The magnitude of this backlog has not been determined but may
be in the system requirement element yet to be developed. There has also been a change in
the role of some of the general aviation airports in the state with respect to the types of
aircraft being served. This has not resulted in any problems, as some of these airports have
lengthened runways to accommodate the change in aircraft mix.

Colorado
The Colorado Division of Aeronautics currently has a request for qualifications out to

develop an inventory and implementation plan. Colorado’s last system plan was developed in
approximately 1992. The state does not specifically have criteria to add or delete airports



from its system. The staff is seeking to develop a core system of airports followed by a
secondary level and a tertiary level of airports in the system. The staff does not anticipate
proposing any new airports nor do they believe the plan will recommend the closure of any
airports. The staff has done very well in meeting the needs of the airports in their system and,
until this past year, has always had the funds available to meet identified needs.

The division is beginning to realize the change in aircraft using the state’s airports.
They have not yet been forced to upgrade facilities to accommodate the larger aircraft being
used. However, the regional FAA office has informed the staff that these types of deficiencies
need to be addressed before embarking on other types of improvement projects. While not all
of the identified deficiencies are a result of the change in aircraft mix, some of them are.
Some of the reasons for the change in aircraft being used include tourism and technology.
Newer aircraft are capable of flying longer distances and faster, and tourism has increased
especially from neighboring Oklahoma and Texas.

Florida

The Florida Aviation Office recently let a $2.5 million contract to continue and
update their Continuing Florida Aviation System Plan. This plan will be somewhat different
than past plans. Instead of providing a snapshot of the system at a particular point in time, the
new plan will provide information about the system at any point in time. The plan will also
include criteria for adding and removing airports from the state system. First, the airport must
be open to the public and eligible for both state and federal money. Second, it must maintain
its fundability, meaning that it must secure the local funding match.

The state has not had difficulty in meeting the identified needs of the airport system
however it is becoming clear that this ability is changing. Some projects do not receive full
funding such as major projects/renovations at large air carrier airports. Other projects that
remained unfunded or that were uncompetitive can obtain funding through other state
programs. Consequently, there has not been much difficulty in meeting needs.

The state also has what the staff calls an “unloved airport” program. Under this
program, airports that have not received federal or state money in the past seven years are
eligible to participate in the program. The state will provide 80% of the money and require
the local entity to put of 20% of the funds or in-kind services to obtain federal matching
funds. This allows the airport to maintain one runway.

The staff has recognized a shift toward more multi-engine and business-class aircraft.
For the most part, they have been able to accommodate the funding requirements. This has
predominantly occurred in the metropolitan areas. Airports have been upgraded and a new
airport was constructed. The North County General Aviation Airport was built in the past five
years in the northern part of Palm Beach County as a reliever for Palm Beach International
Airport. It was built to shift recreational traffic from Palm Beach International that already
has noise and land-use problems. General aviation is blossoming in Florida and some airports
are beginning to limit touch-and-go activity while another has restricted landing weights to
less than 12,500 pounds. This is particularly the case along the southeast coast of the state
along a 30-mile stretch north of Miami.
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Ilinois

The Illinois Division of Aeronautics has a 1997 version of their airport system plan.
Their process does identify needs for additional airports in the state, but they are currently
experiencing some over-capacity in the southern third of the state. This is primarily due to the
airlines eliminating service and the advent of the highway system that makes the automobile
a more attractive option. The state maintains that if there is interest and assistance, it will
help maintain an airport. It has not reached a point where a municipality has been unable to
afford maintenance costs. Consequently, no airports have been removed from their system.

The state is finding it difficult to meet the financial needs of the system. The state has
increased its level of funding over the past five to eight years from approximately $3-$5
million to approximately $10 million to help offset reductions in federal funding. However,
the state does not have sufficient funding for justifiable projects. The backlog in the number
of years to get projects completed depends on the area of the state. The factors are different in
the Chicago and St. Louis metropolitan areas compared to the rest of the state. However, the
backlog can be approximated at three years. About two years worth of projects are being
completed in a five-year period.

A change in the types of aircraft being used at general aviation airports is more
apparent in the metropolitan areas where users are moving away from busier air carrier
airports. This type of second-tier reliever airport activity is being experienced in the
metropolitan areas within a 50 to 70 mile radius. The non-metro areas are somewhat static
and the situation is more dependent on the location and proximity of the airport to interstates
and driving times to the larger population centers.

Minnesota

The Minnesota Aeronautics Office is in the process of completing its system plan. It
is expected that it will be finalized in September. The staff has set out general criteria for
airports in the system stating that 90% of the state’s population should be within 30 minutes
of a paved and lighted airport. Currently the criteria have been met and there are no plans to
add airports to the system. There will not be any airports deleted from the system in the
current plan. There were two landing sites (grass strips) closed, however, because the small
communities that they serve could no longer afford to keep them open.

The state has been able to meet the financial needs of the system up until now. Some
projects have been delayed for a year or so due to environmental reasons and not funding
problems. The office has not yet rejected a project, but it may take one to two years to get it
completed. Funding has not been a large problem.

The state, like others, has seen a shift in the type of aircraft using general aviation
facilities. The trend is toward business aircraft including the larger turbo-props and more
sophisticated aircraft. The state has completed necessary upgrades that have included runway
expansions and instrument landing systems. The aeronautics office has made an effort to
keep small communities economically viable by meeting the needs of their airports.
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Virginia

The current Virginia plan is quite old having been completed approximately 10 years
ago. An update is expected in the next year or so. The plan does provide some criteria for
adding and removing airports from the system, but the criteria are not spelled out in a
comprehensive manner for use in all situations. It employs professional judgement and is
specific to a particular market area. No computer models are used but the process does
include the role of the airport, its services, usefulness, airspace, and terrain. The coverage
area of the state’s population in proximity to an airport is not a criterion, but is a goal.

The state has not had much difficulty meeting its financial needs but does feel that it
is getting tougher. The state’s eligibility, like some others, is open to a greater variety of
projects than the federal program but they tend to be smaller in size. Some local agencies
have difficulty in meeting their part of the match. Considering that this match only takes 2%
for some projects, there is no state assistance or intervention if local agencies are unable to
meet the funding match.

The state has also seen an increase in the number of multi-engine, corporate-class
equipment being used at the general aviation airports. At the same time, there has been no
decrease of single-engine traffic. The aircraft mix has become more varied. It has become
difficult to determine whether a sponsor’s requests are based on this trend or on their desire
for an improved facility. Most of the sponsor’s requests are related to these trend changes and
are based on demonstrated or forecast need. The state has not had any difficulty funding these
upgrades. It has been relatively unconstrained.

Wisconsin

The Wisconsin Bureau of Aeronautics began updating its system plan in 1994 and the
update is an on-going effort. A portion of its current work includes a classification update and
review as well as a reliever study. No airports have been added or removed from the system
recently. There were three proposed airport sites deleted however, and the process was
subjective. The state does have some large privately owned airports that are open to the
public and used by corporations. To date, only one of these airports has achieved designated
reliever status. This was accomplished in 1995 and the airport has not yet received state
money.

The state is not able to meet the financial needs of the its system airports. According
to the staff, the state has always run a backlog. The state’s funding has remained constant at
approximately $10 million per year. This money is raised through an airline property tax,
general aviation fuel taxes, and aircraft registration fees. The federal and local money for
airport projects is approximately $20 million and $7 million, respectively. For 1998, the
current need is approximately $47 million leaving $10 million in unfunded needs.

The staff has also seen a shift in the types of aircraft used at the general aviation
airports. There has been a shift towards more multi-engine and corporate aircraft. This shift
has not rendered the airports obsolete because these facilities have been continually
upgraded. This shift of aircraft mix has, in part, prompted the state to undertake the
classification study.
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Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)

Staff at the FAA, National Planning Division expect future funding levels to remain
similar to current levels. Because the current grant program ends at the end of the current
fiscal year, it is expected that Congress will approve a one-year stopgap bill. The issues
facing the program require significant discussion and analysis by all involved parties.
Because appropriate time was not available, a comprehensive re-authorization bill is not
expected at this time.

Funding levels for general aviation airports are expected to remain largely unchanged.
Fiscal year expenditures for the entire program are expected to remain unchanged at
approximately $1.8 billion and general aviation airports may experience a slight funding
increase.

There is also some discussion about freeing up funds that have typically gone to the
29 largest airports. If these larger airports are allowed to raise money at the facility, i.e.,
through increased passenger facility charges, they may be able to relinquish their claim to the
federal funds. This would free up more money for the airports at the other end of the
spectrum because the 29 largest airports in the country do not depend on the federal money as
much as the other airports. There is an on-going debate with the state planning officials
regarding the lack of focus on general aviation airports. The outlook does, however, appear to
be more favorable for general aviation airports in the future.

Currently, there is no effort at the federal level to change the criteria for inclusion of
general aviation airports in the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS). The
reliever airport program has been under fire for the past few years. The funding level for the
program was cut from 10% to 5% and then completely eliminated as a set-aside.There are
plans to tighten the criteria for relievers and the issue is currently under internal review by the
FAA.

National Business Aviation Association (NBAA)

The NBAA is a professional group representing the interests of nearly 5,000
companies that own and operate approximately 7,000 aircraft. The NBAA communicates the
interests and business of the organization to the executive, legislative, and regulatory
agencies at the federal, state, and local levels. The organization studies issues ranging from
air traffic procedures and aviation weather to airspace access and equipment specifications.
The organization also provides technical expertise and information on safety, noise, and other
important regulations that affect business aviation supporting the daily flying activities of its
corporate members.

The NBAA identified three issues that are critical to the success of general aviation
airports. The first is funding. The FAA funding resources are simply not sufficient. The
disproportionate amount air carrier airports receive leaves very little for other airports. The
NBAA also recognizes that these air carriers are more capable of raising money than the
smaller general aviation airports because of the passenger facility charge (PFC) program that
is available to them. Allowing additional large air carrier airports to raise more of their own
revenue at the facilities themselves is a positive step for airports that currently do not have
this option. The second issue is local sponsorship. The NBAA believes there is a lack of
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funding at the local level for airport projects. Yet, they understand that local sponsorship is
very important if a community desires to operate a successful airport. Often, communities do
not readily understand the benefits and impacts that the airport does have and, consequently,
its support level suffers.

The third issue is the alternative use of airport land. Encroaching development on land
surrounding airports continues to be problematic. These developed areas adjacent to airports
become sensitive to the noise despite the fact that the airports existed prior to the
development. Inadequate zoning is detrimental to the success of airports. The appropriate
land use surrounding the airport is essential to the success of the airport.

The NBAA publishes an airport handbook to assist local communities in organizing
to fight airport closings. The organization opposes closings and offers assistance to
communities to help them organize and create successful airports. The organization is also
aware of the shift in the aircraft mix of its industry members to larger aircraft. However, they
do not believe that this shift has created the need for immediate safety upgrades.

The NBAA recommends that general aviation airports have at least 5,000 feet of
runway and prefer longer runways. The organization believes the funding situation is
improving and recognizes that some states operate their programs better than others operate
their programs. The state of Illinois was specifically mentioned as a national leader with an
excellent program.

SUMMARY OF LITERATURE REVIEW

General aviation includes all the flying that is not conducted by the airlines or the
military. While less visible than the commercial air carriers, it is no less important. The
literature shows that the general aviation airport concept is not well understood because it is
not marketed as widely as other products or services. These airports are often overlooked and
taken for granted despite playing vital roles in many communities.

These airports are important in several industries including agriculture, mining,
fishing, emergency services, and oil exploration. They also play a role in larger urban areas
where they serve as economic hubs and relieve the larger air carrier airports of smaller traffic
thus increasing capacity. These airports are use not only by recreational flyers and wealthy
individuals, but also by all industries including large and small corporations, which often
require adequate aviation facilities before making business location decisions.

Funding continues to be a problem as there simply is not enough money to operate
and maintain these airports. Airport managers are very concerned and some have turned to
innovative methods of financing. Consequently, these managers have become more public
relations savvy to gain support for their airports.

Access to rural communities is of particular concern. Rural communities are often
more dependent on small general aviation airports than other communities. They are essential
to attract and maintain businesses to remain competitive. These airports are also critical to
certain industries, i.e., agriculture, which have special needs but contribute greatly to the
economy. Agriculture is big business in Texas and other states and this industry relies on the
general aviation airports to operate.
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The interviews of state aviation offices revealed that none have taken steps to
optimize their state airport systems. While several states have completed or are in the process
of undertaking classification studies, none have sought to define an ideal airport system. Not
all of the states interviewed are having difficulty funding their needs but there does appear to
be a consensus that it is becoming more difficult to secure funding. It is expected that these
functional classification studies will help states prioritize airports and projects for funding,
but these studies will not help them define an optimal or ideal system.
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY

The methodology used in this study to identify the ideal airport system is similar to
that used to develop the initial version of the Texas Highway Trunk System. Criteria for
selection to the system were developed and then applied to create the “ideal” airport system.
This includes multiple tiers of criteria that are applied in a hierarchical fashion to build the
ideal system from the ground up.

TEXAS HIGHWAY TRUNK SYSTEM

The Texas Highway Trunk System is a system of planned rural four-lane divided
highways that includes and complements the interstate highway system in Texas (15). The
concept evolved in the late 1980s to connect the major population centers in Texas and
provide adequate access to the state’s major ports of entry and its military installations. It is
perceived as being more efficient and safer than the rural two-lane highway network as it
provides separation between oncoming traffic. It was also intended to increase mobility
within the state and aid in economic growth.

The trunk system concept was based on three criteria: population, circuity of travel,
and other considerations. The system is prioritized using population. The population centers
are connected based on circuity of travel. Finally, other criteria and situations are examined
and considered to include factors such as national defense needs, national parks/recreational
facilities, and ports of entry.

The research team used county population and populations for the U.S. Census
Primary Metropolitan Statistical Areas (PMSA) or Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSA).
The county population estimates were provided by the Texas Water Development Board
(1990). The population categories used were: 1 million or larger; 300,000 to 1 million;
100,000 to 300,000; 50,000 to 100,000; 25,000 to 50,000; and 10,000 to 25,000. The circuity
of travel criteria was based on two considerations. The first was the need to connect
population centers, specifically smaller areas to larger areas. The second was the ability to
travel between population centers with a minimum of circuity of travel. Circuity of travel is
the direct connections between cities that are not more than 10% greater than the straight-line
distance between the city pairs. Following the application of the final criteria mentioned
above, the network is refined by connecting obvious gaps in the system.

The population areas were connected beginning with the 1 million or larger areas. The
300,000 or larger areas were then connected to the 1 million or larger areas and they were
then connected to each other. The 100,000 or larger areas were then connected to the 1
million or larger areas and then to the 300,000 or larger areas. The 50,000 or larger areas
were the connected to the 1 million or larger areas. Not all categories were connected to each
other because this would have yielded a costly network of highways.

A secondary set of criteria was then applied (15). All cities with a population of at
least 20,000 were provided access to the established network using the primary criteria. Cities
with a population of at least 10,000 were provided access to the network providing they were
more than 25 miles from the established network. Roadways that connected with principal
roadways in other states were added if they carried a minimum average daily traffic count of
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1,000. Deepwater ports with 40-foot draft waterways that provided at least 1.5 million tons of
goods per year were also provided access to the network. International crossings with Mexico
were connected to the network if they carried a minimum count of 5,000 average daily traffic
and were more than 25 miles from the network. Major truck routes were also added if they
carried more than 1,850 trucks per day. Finally, major tourist and recreational areas and
significant military bases were also provided access to the network. The network created with
the primary and secondary criteria was then taken and further refined in the public
involvement process.
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CHAPTER 4. DEVELOPMENT OF IDEAL
TEXAS AIRPORT SYSTEM CRITERIA

Similar to the methodology of the Texas Highway Trunk System, the primary
criterion used to develop this system is population. Population categories were developed for
Texas counties similar to the categories used in the highway system. Using 1996 population
estimates from the Texas State Data Center, counties were categorized in the following way:

1 million or larger; 250,000 to 1 million; 100,000 to 250,000; 50,000 to 100,000; 25,000 to
50,000; 10,000 to 25,000; and below 10,000. For the metropolitan areas, MSA and PMSA
were used and included all of the counties in that particular MSA or PMSA. The research
team used the 27 MSAs and PMSAs defined by the federal government located in the state
encompassing 58 of the 254 counties in Texas. These areas are listed in Table 3. These
metropolitan statistical areas use the following population categories: 1 million or larger;
250,000 to 1 million; 100,000 to 150,000; and under 100,000. The additional categories listed
earlier break down further the Texas counties with populations under 100,000.

Statistical analysis of county population data showed that it is useful in identifying
counties suitable for an airport. In using current data and identifying those counties in Texas
with and without airports, there was a statistical difference between the population means for
those counties with versus those without airports. It should be noted that counties where a
proposed new airport was listed in the Texas Aeronautical Facilities Plan (4) were considered
as having an airport to reflect the policy and planning decision-making that had already
occurred. This difference suggests that population is a good indicator for determining the
location of an airport. Further review of the data indicates that populations above
approximately 6,500 may be capable of supporting an airport based on the current county and
airport data. Based on this analysis and the methodology established in the Texas Highway
Trunk System, the research team used population as the primary criteria in developing the
“ideal” airport system. Further, the demographic breakdowns used in the Texas Highway
Trunk System methodology and the U.S. Census Bureau are employed in the development of
this system. These breakdowns range from those counties and MSAs/PMSAs above 1 million
to those below 10,000.
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TABLE 3

Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSA) and Primary Metropolitan

Statistical Areas (PMSA) in Texas

MSA/PMSA Counties Population
Houston Chambers, Fort Bend, Harris,
Liberty, Montgomery, and 3,775,328
Waller
Dallas Collin, Dallas, Denton, Ellis,
Henderson, Hunt, Kaufman, 3,050,169
and Rockwall
Fort Worth- Arlington Hood, Johnson, Parker, and 1,522,760
Tarrant
San Antonio Bexar, Comal, Guadalupe, 1,487,624
and Wilson
Austin-San Marcos Bastrop, Caldwell, Hays, 1,034,590
Travis, and Williamson
El Paso El Paso 673,893
McAllen-Edinburgh-Mission | Hidalgo 496,485
Beaumont-Port Arthur Hardin, Jefferson, and Orange 377,649
Corpus Christi Nueces and San Patricio 376,566
Brownsville-Harlingen-San | Cameron 312,064
Benito
Killeen-Temple Bell and Coryell 296,265
Galveston-Texas City Galveston 241,981
Odessa-Midland Ector and Midland 239,978
Lubbock Lubbock 233,496
Brazoria Brazoria 219,898
Amarillo Potter and Randall 209,165
Longview-Marshall Gregg, Harrison, and Upshur 206,867
Waco McLennan 202,679
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TABLE 3

Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSA) and Primary Metropolitan

Statistical Areas (PMSA) in Texas (continued)

MSA/PMSA Counties Population
Laredo Webb 177,147
Tyler Smith 164,547
Wichita Falls Archer and Wichita 140,255
Bryan-College Station Brazos 138,093
Abilene Taylor 127,440
Texarkana Bowie and Miller (AK) 85,080

(123,877 Total)

San Angelo Tom Green 104,973
Sherman-Denison Grayson 100,611
Victoria Victoria 81,023
Total 58 Counties 16,076,626

Source: Texas Almanac, 1998-1999 and The Texas State Data Center 1996 Estimates.

Secondary criteria were used to identify additional counties capable of and suitable
for inclusion into the airport system that were not added using the population criteria. This
criterion, therefore, was used to identify airports in areas where populations fell below the
10,000 threshold. This secondary criterion is related to an area or county’s financial
capability for supporting an airport. Some counties or areas may include economic generators
that other larger, more populated counties do not. Subsequently, a smaller county may have a
larger per capita tax base for supporting an airport.

This secondary criterion consists of county retail sales values. The sales tax dollars
returned to the county and the cities in those counties were not used as a criteria because
there are counties and cities that do not levy any sales taxes. Further, while sales tax is a
factor of the total retail sales in a particular city or county, it is subject to local tax policy that
may or may not be consistent throughout the state. Therefore, retail sales values were selected
to represent economic activity.

Statistical analysis of the county retail sales data showed that it is a useful variable in
determining the location of an airport in the current system. The mean retail sales values for
counties in Texas with airports were statistically different from those counties without
airports indicating its usefulness as a measure. Further analysis showed that retail sales data
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could be used to include those counties that were included in the first three quartiles of the
retail sales data.

Additional criteria were also developed allowing for proper consideration of two of
the largest industries in the state, agriculture and oil. Texas is a large and diverse state in
many respects. Despite its several large population centers, Texas is a large rural state as
well. These rural areas are often the venue for agricultural and oil production. These activities
occur in the less populated regions of the state, but they provide a tremendous economic
boost throughout the entire state and country. Because of the services needed in these rural
areas and the reliance on the transportation system for maintaining operations, it is important
to include these industries when considering access to the air transportation system. The
primary and secondary criteria mentioned above do not account for these special situations
and, therefore, additional criteria were developed to accommodate for the role they play in
the state and national economies. This additional criterion includes agricultural cash values
and mineral property tax for oil and gas.

Quartile analysis was also used to categorize and break down the county data with
respect to oil and gas property tax and agricultural cash values. Both of these values provide
more information about the economic make-up of a county that is not readily illustrated when
reviewing population numbers or retail sales data.

In examining the data, it was determined that those counties whose oil and gas
property tax values and agricultural cash values were in the top two quartiles, or above the
median value for all 254 counties in the state, should be considered as viable locations for
state system airports. This criterion pertains to those counties that do not meet the population
or retail sales criteria. Therefore, this criterion should be more stringent because the counties
do not have the benefit of population and retail sales activity to further support their claim of
economic viability. Selecting those counties above the median levels for these values meets
this demand.
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CHAPTER 5. APPLICATION OF IDEAL
AIRPORT SYSTEM CRITERIA

The criteria developed previously were applied to identify the “ideal” airport system
in Texas. As counties meet the criteria, the airports within the counties are added to the
“ideal” system in a hierarchical fashion. No effort was made to determine whether a
particular airport in a county was justified or should be located there. The airports were
simply added to the system. This is noteworthy because there are metropolitan areas that
contain several general aviation airports.

The efforts of this study were to identify an airport system that was a viable system. It
was not to address current politics or policies. Therefore, when a county or region contained
more than one airport, all airports were included. In addition, the corresponding coverage
area for those airports was reported. The service coverage area consists of the population
served by the airport and is calculated by including the population within a 25-mile driving
radius, or 30-minute driving time, of the given airport. The basis for this measure is provided
for in two ways. First, the Advisory Circular Planning the State Aviation System (AC
150/5050-3B) provides guidance for such a statement of objective. In this case, the advisory
circular specifically refers to the “adequacy of general aviation airport facilities with
reasonable surface access time to aircraft owners/users” (16). Secondly, The Texas
Aeronautical Facilities Plan system goals and objectives state that “the goal of adequate air
service has been expressed in terms of the proximity of activity centers to a TAFP airport.”
More specifically, this goal is “to provide airports capable of supporting business jet activity
within a 30-minute drive of population and mineral resource centers and the economic
activity generated by urban development” and “to provide airports capable of supporting
single- and twin-engined piston-powered aircraft within a 30-minute drive of agricultural
resource centers” (4).

The appendices in the back of this report show the “ideal” system in the order that it
was built and the criteria used to build it. Appendix A and Appendix B show the system and
the criteria in terms of numbers and percentages of state totals, respectively. Appendix C
shows the system and the aviation activity measures associated with it. Appendix D lists the
sources for the data used in this analysis.

POPULATION

Beginning with the primary criteria of population, counties meeting the population
criteria were selected. The population criterion includes all counties whose population
exceeded 10,000. This included 166 of the 254 counties in the state and covers 97% of the
state’s population. One of these counties, Archer County, has a population that is less than
10,000 but it is included in this criteria group because it is part of the Wichita Falls
Metropolitan Statistical Area. Of these 166 counties, 10 do not have airports. A total of five
of these counties, Archer, Comal, Hays, Waller, and Wilson are included in the previously
defined metropolitan statistical areas. The remaining five counties are Bandera, Callahan,
Camp, Clay and San Jacinto.
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Although Bandera County meets the population criteria, it does not have an airport.
The county and its population center, however, are in close proximity to the new Kendall
County-Boerne Airport proposed in the Texas Aeronautical Facilities Plan Summary (4).
Callahan County also meets the population criteria but does not have an airport in the county.
It is, however, adjacent to Taylor County and a significant amount of its population is in close
proximity to the Abilene Regional Airport.

Camp County, located in the northeast corner of the state, does not have an airport
despite meeting population, retail sales, and agriculture criteria. Factors influencing this are
the county’s population centers located within close proximity to three other airports in the
area. These include the Mount Vernon/ Franklin County Airport, Mount Pleasant Municipal
Airport, and Daingerfield/ Greater Morris County Airport.

Clay County is another county meeting the criteria that does not have an airport. It
meets criteria for population, retail sales, and agricultural values. It is, however, adjacent to
Wichita and Archer counties and has the majority of its population (70%) within a 25-mile
radius of the Wichita Falls Municipal Airport.

San Jacinto County, which meets population, minerals, and retail sales criteria, does
not have an airport despite the area’s attraction as a large recreational area with the presence
of Lake Livingston. This is mitigated by the presence of Livingston Municipal Airport in
neighboring Polk County.

ECONOMIC ACTIVITY AND RETAIL SALES

The second criterion applied to identify the “ideal” system is retail sales. The research
team applied this criterion to the remaining 88 counties. In all, 27 counties were selected
using this criterion and added to the “ideal” system. All of the 27 counties with one exception
currently had airports in the county. The one exception, Dallam County, meets the retail sales
and agriculture criteria and was the third largest agricultural producer in terms of net cash
return for the year the data was collected. This is also the latest year for available Agricultural
Census data that is collected every five years. Dallam County does not currently have an
airport but its population is primarily located in Dalhart and is served by Dalhart Municipal
airport.

RESOURCES - OIL, GAS, AND AGRICULTURE

The third criterion is oil and gas property tax values and agricultural net cash return.
This criterion was established to illustrate the importance of these two industries on a local,
state, and national level and the significance of the transportation system to their operation
and development. The need for an airport or a county’s ability to support an airport in Texas
may not be identified in only using population and retail sales criteria. The development of
these mineral and agricultural criteria show that need and financial capability may be present
when examining specific industries that have a substantial economic impact in the state.

This criterion was applied to the 61 remaining counties. Those counties that met or
exceeded the median values for the county data were selected for inclusion to the “ideal”
system. Under the oil and gas criteria, 30 counties were selected with an additional 14 being
selected based on agricultural data. Of the additional 44 counties selected, 11 currently do not
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have airports. These include Glasscock, Borden, McMullen, Irion, King, Sterling, Kenedy,
Loving, Goliad, Throckmorton, and Armstrong. All of these counties were selected because
they met the criteria for oil and gas property tax with the exception of Armstrong, which
meets the agricultural criteria.

Despite meeting the criteria and not having an airport within the county, the counties
listed above do have access to general aviation airports. Geographic boundaries aside, many
of these counties are within a 25-mile driving radius of an airport. Glasscock County has very
large oil and gas operations and a low population of approximately 1,500 people. Those
living in the county, including those in the county seat of Garden City, have access to the
airports in Midland County, which are approximately 40 miles away. Borden County also has
significant oil and gas operations. It too has access to airports in the adjacent counties. These
include Lamesa Municipal in Dawson County and Snyder’s Winston Field in Scurry County,
both approximately 35 miles away.

McMullen County meets the oil and gas criteria and has access to the George West
Airport approximately 35 miles away in Live Oak County. Irion County, flanked by Reagan
and Tom Green counties, has access to both of those counties’ airports that are within 35
miles of the county’s population centers. King County is surrounded by counties that have
airports, the nearest being in neighboring Knox City, that is 35 miles east in Knox County.

Sterling County has access to both Mathis Field which is less than 50 miles southeast
in Tom Green County and Robert Lee Airport which is approximately 35 miles east in Coke
County. Neither of these facilities is within a 25-mile radius, but are reasonably close when
considering the size and remote location of the county.

Kenedy County in South Texas is also surrounded by counties with airports. The 418
county residents have access to Kleberg County Airport to the north, Brooks County Airport
in Falfurrias to the west, and Charles R. Johnson Airport in Willacy County to the south. The
Kleberg County Airport and the Brooks County Airport are the nearest and are both
approximately 25 miles from the county seat of Sarita, which includes almost all of the
county’s population.

Loving County in West Texas is the least populated county in the state. Although
there is an extensive amount of 0il and gas activity in the county, it is remote. It does,
however, border New Mexico near what is a popular tourism location at Carlsbad, New
Mexico. Residents of the county, primarily located in the city of Mentone, have access to the
Winkler County Airport in Wink, approximately 40 miles away. The marginal distance for
airport access is insignificant when considering the remote location and small population.

Goliad County is also surrounded by counties that have airports which are all
approximately 30 to 35 miles away. Users can choose from Victoria Regional Airport in
Victoria County, Rooke Field in Refugio County, Beeville Municipal Airport in Bee County,
Karnes County Airport in Kenedy, and Cuero Municipal Airport in Dewitt County.
Throckmorton County also has access to multiple airports. It is within 40 miles of the Haskell
Municipal Airport in Haskell County and the Graham Municipal Airport in Young County.
Armstrong County in the Panhandle is the final county selected that does not have an airport.
Its proximity to two airports in the Amarillo area and Clarendon Municipal Airport in Donley
County, all within approximately 40 miles, provide users access to the airport system.
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ANALYSIS OF SPECIFIC COUNTIES

All of the counties selected using the developed criteria that do not have airports have
reasonable access to airports in the state airport system. While the counties themselves meet
the established criteria, they do not have airports of their own. However, their lack of airports
shows the lack of redundancy in the system as these counties already have access to the
system. Additional airports in these counties may prove difficult to support considering that
airports are nearby and the counties all have populations below 10,000, some of them well
below this figure. Adding airports in these counties would impact the current airports, thus
making it difficult for all of the airports in the region to be economically viable.

After application of the system criteria, 17 counties were not selected. They are listed
in Table 4. Of these 17 counties, nine currently have airports. These counties include
Collingsworth, Cottle, Donley, Foard, La Salle, Menard, Presidio, Real, and Shackelford. The
research team studied these counties to determine why they have airports despite not meeting
the established criteria.

TABLE 4
Counties Not Included Using Developed Criteria
County Population Airport Currently
Located in County
Blanco 7,352 No
Briscoe 2,038 No
Collingsworth 3,657 Yes
Cottle 2,117 Yes
Delta 5,014 No
Donley 3,905 Yes
Foard 1,845 Yes
Jeff Davis 2,061 No
Kinney 3,389 No
La Salle 5,911 Yes
Menard 2,339 Yes
Mills 4,964 No (Proposed)
Motley 1,436 No
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TABLE 4
Counties Not Included Using Developed Criteria (Continued)

Presidio 7,285 Yes
Real 2,740 Yes
Shackelford 3,413 Yes
Somervell 5,961 No

Collingsworth, Cottle, Donley, and Foard counties are located in the Panhandle and
have economies based on agribusiness with mineral production of oil and gas. Shackelford
County in North Texas has an economy based on oil and ranching much like those in the
Panhandle. La Salle County is in South Texas and its economy is based on agribusiness along
with oil and gas production components. Menard and Real counties in central Texas have
agribusiness and tourism, respectively as the foundation of their economies. Menard County
has oil and gas production while Real County has no significant mineral values but does have
beef cattle operations. Real County is also a recreational center for hunting, fishing, and
camping.

Presidio County is located in West Texas with an economy based on ranching and
tourism. Like the other counties, it has a diversified economy given its size. It contains an
international border crossing and serves as a sector headquarters for the U.S. Border Patrol. It
is home to the Big Bend Ranch State Natural Area as well as the mysterious Marfa Lights,
that add to its tourism value. In addition, Presidio County is in a remote locale and a majority
of its population is not afforded reasonable access to any surrounding counties’ airport
facilities.

These counties as a group have agribusiness-based economies with the additional
elements of oil, gas, and/or tourism, which includes hunting and other recreational activities,
to further diversify their economic base. This points to the significance of agriculture,
minerals, and tourism as an important component of the state’s economy and as an important
consideration in the need and value of transportation systems including airports. Further, it
points to the value of a diversified economy, especially in light of smaller populations.
Despite not meeting the three established criteria, these counties have operating airports. In
addition, it should be noted that two of the above-mentioned counties have populations that
are included in the category where they may be able to support an airport based on the
population criteria alone. Nevertheless, all of these counties have several factors that
contribute to their ability to support an aviation facility.

POPULATION SERVICE COVERAGE

State aviation agencies often have goals or objectives of providing access to general
aviation airports measured by driving time to the airport. Depending on the geological and
geographic make-up of the state and the constraints present, this may or may not be possible.
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Ideally, it is preferable to provide this type of access to the population, but it is not always
possible or financially feasible.

In the identification of the “ideal” system in Texas, the population coverage areas
were determined for all of the airports in the current system. This was accomplished by
calculating the population within a 25-mile driving radius of the particular airport. Table 5
lists the coverage areas for the 27 MSAs/PMSAs located in the state. The research team
determined these coverage areas and attempted not to double count the population in
neighboring areas. Population coverage was calculated in a hierarchical fashion so the largest
population centers were determined first, followed by the non-overlapping population of the
next largest area.

For example, the Houston MSA population was calculated first because it was the
largest area defined. When calculating the Beaumont-Port Arthur population service area, the
area that overlapped between the two areas was subtracted from the Beaumont-Port Arthur
population because it was already counted in the Houston population service area.

TABLE 5
Population Service Areas For MSAs/PMSAs
MSA/PMSA Population Service Area % of State Population
(Cumulative)

Houston 4,012,397 21%
Dallas 3,303,354 38%
Fort Worth- Arlington 1,349,155 45%

San Antonio 1,488,741 53%
Austin-San Marcos 984,726 58%

El Paso 669,129 62%
McAllen-Edinburgh- 567,157 63%
Mission

Beaumont-Port Arthur 363,942 67%
Corpus Christi 375,817 69%
Brownsville-Harlingen-San 248,235 70%
Benito

Killeen-Temple 321,577 72%
Galveston-Texas City 133,470 72%
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TABLE §
Population Service Areas For MSAs/PMSAS (continued)

MSA/PMSA Population Service Area % of State Population
(Cumulative)
Odessa-Midland 241,053 73%
Lubbock 235,243 75%
Brazoria 133,638 75%
Amarillo 207,985 77%
Longview-Marshall 272,531 78%
Waco 186,001 79%
Laredo 177,147 80%
Tyler 165,144 81%
Wichita Falls 143,334 82%
Bryan-College Station 162,401 82%
Abilene 136,883  83%
Texarkana 85,080 83%
San Angelo 105,826 84%
Sherman-Denison 101,644 85%
Victoria 88,435 85%
Total 16,076,626 85%

After exhausting the MSA/PMSA service areas, the state’s counties were calculated.
If a particular county had more than one airport, the population within a 25-mile area was
calculated for all of the airports eliminating double counts or overstating the population. This
was conducted similarly to the MSA/PMSA analysis to avoid a discussion concerning which
airport in the area was more significant than the other(s). The populations listed in the table
are the populations within a 25-mile driving radius and if the area overlaps a larger area, it is
the additional population served. The percentages are the cumulative percent of state
population served. It is evident that the majority of the population resides in the urban areas
of the state.
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When the research team built the “ideal” system by applying the criteria, the
population coverage or service area increased. As the criteria were applied, the marginal
increase in coverage area decreased. This was expected considering that 85% of the
population is covered in the 27 largest urban areas in the state. The population criteria
accounted for 97% of the state’s population. Adding the retail sales, oil and gas, and
agriculture criteria increased the coverage to 98%. Table 6 shows the population coverage for
all of the population categories as a percentage of the state’s total population. The population
coverage areas are, again, the populations within a 25-mile radius of the airports in those
respective counties whose populations are in the given category. The specific coverage
populations, or percentages, for a particular county or airport are listed in the Appendices.

TABLE 6
State Population Coverage of Airports in Population Categories
MSA/PMSA/County Population | Population Coverage as a Percent of State Total
27 MSAs/PMSAs 85%
50,000-100,000 86%
25,000-50,000 92%
10,000-25,000 97%
Below 10,000 98%
ADDITIONAL INDICATORS

To better illustrate the optimization of the airport system, it is advantageous to
examine other resources and economic indicators that fall within the 25-mile service areas of
the system’s airports. Further, it is important to examine aviation-related measures as well.
The aviation measures analyzed were based aircraft and airport operations. The other
economic and resource related elements include oil and gas property tax, total property tax,
retail sales, employment, and agricultural net cash return. Some of these variables were used
in the analysis above as criteria for developing an “ideal” airport system. Illustrating the
magnitude of these factors present within the 25-mile service area of the state’s airports will
clearly point out their significance to the state’s economy and future.

Table 7 shows the aviation measures for the 27 MSAs/PMSAs in the state. A total of
76% of the state’s based aircraft are based at airports in the 27 MSAs/PMSAs while 83% of
the state’s aircraft operations occur at airports located in those same areas.
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TABLE 7
Aviation Measures for the MSAs/PMSAs As a Cumulative Percent of State Totals

MSA/PMSA Based Aircraft Airport Operations

Houston 13% 15%
Dallas 30% 27%
Fort Worth- Arlington 41% 48%
San Antonio 41% 52%
Austin-San Marcos 47% 57%
El Paso 51% 59%
McAllen-Edinburgh-Mission 52% 60%
Beaumont-Port Arthur 54% 61%
Corpus Christi 55% 63%
Brownsville-Harlingen-San 56% 65%
Benito

Killeen-Temple 57% 66%
Galveston-Texas City 59% 67%
Odessa-Midland 62% 69%
Lubbock 63% 71%
Brazoria 65% 72%
Amarillo 66% 74%
Longview-Marshall 67% 75%
Waco 69% 77%
Laredo 69% 78%
Tyler 70% 78%
Bryan-College Station 71% 79%
Wichita Falls 72% 80%
Abilene 73% 81%
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TABLE 7

Aviation Measures for the MSAs/PMSAs As a Cumulative Percent of State Totals

(Continued)
Texarkana 74% 82%
San Angelo 75% 83%
Sherman-Denison 76% 83%
Victoria 76% 83%
Total 76% 83%

While it is clear that the majority of aviation activity occurs in the largest urban areas
of the state, Table 8 provides an indiction of the remaining aviation activity in the state with
respect to the county population categories. Despite the heavy activity in the urban areas,
there is no indication that the remaining aviation activities lack importance or significance to
the state or its rural communities. Airports play a significant role in rural communities as well
as regions outside of the 27 MSAs/PMSAs.

TABLE 8
State Aviation Activity with Respect to Population Categories
MSA/PMSA/County Population Based Aircraft Airport Operations
27 MSAs/PMSAs 76% 83%
50,000-100,000 78% 84%
25,000-50,000 87% 91%
10,000-25,000 95% 96%
Below 10,000 100% 100%

Table 9 shows the additional economic/resource elements mentioned above while
Table 10 shows the breakdown of these elements with respect to the population categories.
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TABLE 9

Economic/Resource Measures for the MSAs/PMSASs
As a Cumulative Percent of State Totals

MSA/PMSA Oil & Gas Property | Retail | Employment | Agriculture
Property Tax Tax Sales Cash Return

Houston 4% 23% 24% 24% 2%
Dallas 5% 43% 46% 46% 3%
Fort Worth- Arlington 5% 44% 48% 47% 4%
San Antonio 5% 50% 55% 55% 4%
Austin-San Marcos 6% 57% 61% 61% 5%
El Paso 6% 59% 64% 64% 6%
McAllen-Edinburgh- 8% 60% 65% 66% 8%
Mission
Beaumont-Port Arthur 8% 63% 67% 67% 8%
Corpus Christi 10% 64% 68% 69% 9%
Brownsville- 10% 65% 69% 70% 9%
Harlingen-San Benito
Killeen-Temple 10% 66% 71% 71% 10%
Galveston-Texas City 10% 67% 71% 72% 10%
Odessa-Midland 16% 68% 73% 73% 10%
Lubbock 17% 69% 74% 74% 11%
Brazoria 17% 69% 74% 75% 11%
Amarillo 17% 70% 75% 76% 13%
Longview-Marshall 22% 71% 76% 77% 14%
Waco 22% 71% 77% 78% 15%
Laredo 24% 72% 78% 78% 15%
Tyler 24% 73% 79% 79% 15%
Bryan-College Station 25% 74% 79% 80% 16%
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TABLE 9
Economic/Resource Measures for the MSAs/PMSAs
As a Cumulative Percent of State Totals (Continued)

Wichita Falls 25% 74% 80% 81% 17%
Abilene 26% 75% 81% 81% 17%
Texarkana 26% 75% 81% 82% 18%
San Angelo 26% 75% 81% 82% 18%
Sherman-Denison 26% 76% 82% 83% 18%
Victoria 26% 76% 82% 83% 19%
Total 26% 76% 82% 83% 19%

As shown in Table 9, the preponderance of property tax, retail sales, and employment
in the state is found in the larger urban areas. The majority of the oil and gas and agricultural
activity, however, is not found in these areas. Table 10 clearly articulates the parts of the
state, with respect to size, where these activities are more prominent. This indicates the
magnitude of these resources in rural parts of the state and stresses the importance of
providing access to these areas through airports. Approximately 20% of oil and gas property
tax and 30% of the agricultural net cash return emanate from counties with populations less
than 10,000. This is illustrated by looking at the additional or incremental percentages in the
cumulative table below for counties less than 10,000 in population. For example, oil and gas
property tax for the counties of population 10,000 and larger comprises 71% of the state’s
total. By adding in counties with populations less than 10,000, the cumulative percentage
jumps to 91% of the state total. Aside from the development and application of system
optimization criteria, the activity shown here ocurring in the state’s smaller counties is a
compelling argument for providing access to the rural parts of the state. Tables 9 and 10 show
cumulative percentages and do not add to 100% because only those counties with airports are
included. The remaining activity ocurrs in the counties where there are no airports which tend
to be rural as well. Therefore, the economic impacts of rural communities are somewhat
understated despite their already determined significance.
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TABLE 10

State Economic/Resource Activity As a Cumulative Percent of State Totals for
Population Categories

MSA/PMSA/ Oil & Gas Property Retail | Employment | Agriculture
County Property Tax Tax Sales Cash
Population Return

27 MSAs/PMSAs 26% 76% 82% 83% 19%
50,000-100,000 27% 77% 83% 84% 20%
25,000-50,000 36% 83% 89% 88% 37%
10,000-25,000 71% 89% 92% 91% 64%
Below 10,000 91% 92% 93% 93% 93%

OPTIMIZATION

The best method to view optimization of the current system is to examine it
juxtaposed to the system developed here using the Texas Highway Trunk System
methodology. That ideal system, presented in the appendices of this report, shows the ideal
system and the criteria used to build it in a hierarchical manner. In addition to the
MSA/PMSA/County, the airport name is presented along with its based aircraft and
operations data. Further, additional resource/economic elements are included along with their
values. These represent the resource/economic element’s value within a 25-mile radius of
particular airports. Table 11 presents a comparison between these two systems in terms of
percentages of the state totals of these various aviation and economic/resource measures that
are within the 25-mile service area of the airports. The systems are nearly identical except for
some airports in counties with populations below 10,000.

TABLE 11
Comparison of Current and ldeal Systems As Percent of State Totals
System | Based Aircraft Qil & | Property | Retail | Employ- | Agriculture
Aircraft | Operations Gas Tax Sales ment
Current 100 100 91% 92% 93% 93% 93%
Ideal 99 100 91% 92% 93% 92% 92%

Both systems serve approximately 98% of the state’s population. The current system
serves just under 20,000 additional people with 10 additional airports than the ideal system
identified above. The current system, in terms of the state as a whole, is similar to the “ideal”
system. When special consideration is given on an individual basis for unique situations,
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some of those counties and airports not included using the developed criteria may be capable
of supporting an airport on their own merits.
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CHAPTER 6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

General aviation includes all the flying that is not conducted by the airlines or the
military. While less visible than the commercial air carriers, it is no less important. The
literature shows that the general aviation airport concept is not well understood simply
because it is not marketed as widely as other products or services. General aviation airports
are often overlooked and taken for granted despite playing vital roles in many communities.

These airports are important in several industries including agriculture, mining,
fishing, emergency services, and oil and gal exploration and production. They also play a role
in larger urban areas where they serve as economic hubs and relieve the larger air carrier
airports of smaller traffic thus increasing system capacity. The users are not limited to
recreational flyers and wealthy individuals, but include all industries both large and small,
which often require adequate aviation facilities before making business location decisions.

Funding continues to be a problem as there simply is not enough money to operate
and maintain these airports adequately. Airport managers are very concerned and some have
turned to innovative financing methods. Consequently, these managers have become more
attuned to public relations to develop support for their airports.

Access to rural communities is of particular concern. Small rural communities are
often more dependent on these aviation facilities than other communities. They are essential
in attracting and maintaining businesses so the community can remain competitive. They are
also critical to certain industries such as agriculture that has special needs and contributes
greatly to the economy. Agriculture is big business in Texas and other states and this industry
relies on these facilities to operate.

Interviews with several state aviation offices revealed that none have taken steps to
optimize their state airport systems. While several states have completed or are in the process
of undertaking classification studies, none have sought to define an “ideal” airport system.
Not all of the states interviewed are having difficulty funding their needs, but there does
appear to be a consensus that it is becoming more difficult. It is expected that these functional
classification studies will help states prioritize airports and specific projects for funding.
However, they will not define an optimal or “ideal” system.

To identify an “ideal” system, specific criteria were developed based on the
methodology used to create the Texas Highway Trunk System. These criteria included
population, retail sales, oil and gas property tax, and agricultural net cash return values. An
“ideal” system was developed and it was similar in size and coverage as the current state
airport system. Both systems were analyzed in terms of the amount of state economic and
natural resources, as well as the aviation activity that occurred within a 25-mile driving radius
of the state’s airports. The service areas in the two systems are nearly identical.

This analysis strengthened what was already known and highlighted other important
aspects of the airport system usually not considered. As expected, the analysis showed that
most of the state’s economic activity occurs in the larger urban areas while the state’s mineral
and agricultural production occurs largely in the more rural areas. The challenge in the study
was to ascertain a county’s or community’s ability to support an airport where the population
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totaled less than 10,000. While other criteria were established and applied to identify areas
capable of supporting an airport, it is not always straightforward.

There is no magic number below the 10,000-population benchmark for airport support
capability because communities and counties are unique. Some have small populations, and
low economic activity, but survive or are capable of supporting an airport for a number of
reasons. Some have large tourism industries, some have economies based on industrial or
manufacturing whose activities have not been clearly captured here, while others benefit from
their geographic proximity to other counties that do meet established criteria.

Nevertheless, determining the viability of smaller communities to support an airport is
a challenge. Their capabilities do not emerge clear and convincingly from the established
criteria, but they provide access to parts of the state that generate a tremendous amount of
economic activity through mineral and agricultural activity. They often contribute in more
ways not articulated in this analysis.

This research explored not only the economic, resource, and aviation characteristics
of the state, but characteristics of the current airport system as well in an effort to identify an
“ideal” system. This resulted in the following:

. The identified “ideal” airport system is nearly identical to the current airport system.
The specific differences have been discussed in Chapter 5 (pages 23-27).

. Difficulty remains in clearly determining support capabilities among smaller
communities whose economic profiles are not standard. This allows them to be
overlooked when considering typical indicators or criteria.

. A focus is needed on understanding the needs and contributions of agricultural
airports and those that serve the oil and gas industry in the rural parts of the state. The
economic activity that they generate is significant, yet the importance of the facilities
in rural, low-populated areas is not often realized when using typical socioeconomic
criteria.

. A focus is also needed on understanding the role each airport plays in the system and
in the community. This would clearly identify not only the benefits derived by the
facility, but also the cost involved with providing the type of facility needed or
required by the community regardless of population size. This would also help
identify the special or unique situations in a particular region or community that are
not readily apparent when reviewing standard socioeconomic criteria for the
capability of supporting an airport. Often, the extent or magnitude of a unique factor
such as tourism or oil and gas exploration and production is not sufficiently known
and makes it difficult to determine whether it should be given special consideration.

In the final analysis, it is clear that the current airport system provides adequate

airport access to the people of the state. Approximately 98% of the state’s population is
located within a 25-mile driving radius of an aviation facility. More than 90% of the state’s
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property tax, retail sales, employment, oil and gas, and agricultural activity occurs within a
25-mile radius of an airport. Access to the system is sufficient and the economic activity of
the state, as measured in several ways, has ready access to the system.
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Application of ldeal System Critena

n ti:

Pop Cumulative Property Agricuiture

Criteria Pogulation 25-Mils Population Oil & Gas Tax Net Cash
Used Category MSAPMEACOUNTY NAME Alrport Radius Coverage Property Tax {in Milllon$) Rotail Sales Employmant Return

Popuiation 11 mmson + HOUSTOM Marrls £ast Grand Parkway{Naw) O 4,012,397] $1,093,452,402 $186,359 § $52,787,342,720 1,862,932 $24,187.817

Population {1 Mison + Harris David Wayne Hooks Memornial 407,543

Pogulation {1 Mison + {Harris Eilington Field 1,887,813

Population |1 Mislon « Harris Houston intercontinental 331,122

Poputation |1 milon » Harris west Houston 1,361,756

Poputation {1 Millon + Harrls Houstor Westside{New)} [*]

Population |1 mmon Harris William P, Hobby 2,549,833

Population |1 Mo « Harris La Porte Municipal 1,037,926

Populations |1 mmion » Chambers Chambers County 2B,814

Population |1 Mitlen + Chambers Chambers County-Winnie Stowell 22,092

Poputation |1 Mison + Fort Bend Sugar Land Municipat 1,516,110

Poputatidn {1 Mision + Fort Bend Houstor-Southwest 1,384,887

Population {1 muson Liberty Cleveland Municipal 32,718

Popuiation {1 mmsen « Liberty Liberty Municipst 44,052

Pogutation 1 Mison » Montgomery Montgomery County 230,012

Pogulation |1 smaion » Watler

Pogulation |1 Makon +

Poputation |1 Mison + DALLAS Ballas Addison 2,400,634 3.303,3%4 $351 564,433 157,227 | $48,634,598,808 1,827,687 $22.075,071

Populaticn |1 Muson « Dallas Dalias Love Field 1,850,172

Population 1 Mikon « Dallas Redbirg 2,755,405

Population |1 Mison + Dailas Lancasigr 1,601,393

Popuiation 1 MR * Datlas Phil L Hudson Municipal 429,505

Popuiation |1 Mion « Collin McKinney Municipal 412,101

Poputation {1 Mison + Denton Denton Municipat 372,824

Popuiation {1 Mimon + Ellis Ennis Municipal 78,483

Popuiation {1 Mweon + Eils Midlathian/Waxahachie Municipal 264,124

Population |t masga Henderson Athens Municipal 67,571

Population |1 Mison « Hunt Cadoo Mills Municipal 56,893

Populatiors |1 mMimion » Hunt Commerce Municipal 55,624

Population |1 millon + Hunt Majors 83,172

Poputation 11 mMmion + Haufman Tertell Municipal 72,728

Poputation |1 mimon ~ Rockwall Rockwall Municipal 485,211

Population {1 mimon «

Population |1 mision » FT, WORTH-ARLINGTON PMSA Tarrant Aslington Municipal 1,921,165 1,349,155 $106,078,003 $12,758 $3,237,924,435 111,483 $11,401,832

Population |1 misen + Tarrant Dallas-Fort Worth International 2,913,268

Poputation |1 Mmon + Tarrant Fort Worth Alliance 1,847,966

Population |1 mmon + Tarrant Fort Worth Mascham 1,327,538

Population |1 mason + Tarrant Fort Worth Spinks 1,072,228

Population |1 mmmon + Tarrant Fort Worth Carswel! 1,220,737

Population |1 Mamos » Tarrant Grand Prairie Municipal 2,347,638

Populdtion |1 Milon + Hood Granbury Municips! 38,911

Poputation {1 Mion Johnson Cleburne Municipat 117.588

Popuiation |1 muion + Parker Mineral Wells 63,108

Popuiationn |1 mimon + Parker Weatherford {New) O

Popuiation |1 mimon >

Population |1 mimon + SAN ANTOMIO MSA Bexar San Antonio International 1,346,131 1,488,741 $55,263,096 $47,980 1 $17,234,561 545 622,378 $9,244 947

Population |1 mmson «+ Bexar Stinson Municipat 1,301,291

Population |1 Misen Comai

Population |1 mimon Guadalupe New Brauntels Municipal 166,752

Population |1 Misen + Wilson

Population |1 mmmon

Population |1 mimon « AUSTIN-SAN MARCOS M5A Travis AustiniNew} C 984,726 $125,319,211 $50,982 | $12,541,144,0680 528,655 $11,784,391

Population |1 mmsa « Travis Austin Executive Airpatk 740,307

Populationn 1 Mimon » Travis Robert Muelier 778,955

Population |1 Millon « Bastrop Srnithvifte Municipal 51,846

Population |1 milion « Caldwell Lockhart Municipsl 31,266
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Application of idesl System Criteria

s 120l

F C 18t Property Agticultute
Criteria Poputation 25-Mile Population Oit & Gas Tax Net Cash
Used Category MEAPMSALOURTY NAME Ajrport Radius Coverage Praperty Tax {in Million3} Hetail Sajes Employment Rsturn
Popylaton {1 Mision » Caldwell The Carter Memonial 31.218
Population |1 mimon « Catdwall San Marcos Municipal 133,847
Population |1 Mison + Hays
Population |1 mison « Williamson Georgetown Municipal 159,106
Popuistion |1 miion + Willlamson Tayior Municipal 105,313
2% 20001 B 3 VR S 32 i R 5 S e
Poputation  |250,000 e 1,000,000 EL PASD MSA El Paso El Paso International 661,477 669,129 $172,118 $17,818 $5,170,417,469 230,189 $11,464,501
Population | 250,000 10 1,000,000 E| Paso West Texas 654,553
Poputation  §250.000 to 1,000,000 £l Paso Fabens 363,497
Population  [250.000 10 1.000.000
Population  [250,000 1a 1,000,000 MCALLEN-EDIN. . MISSION MSA Hidalgo Edinburg Rio Grande Valiey Regional 415,118 567,157 $573,713,060 $11,737 $4,069,207,.814 155,622 $31,727,663
Poputation  [250,000 10 1,000,000 Midalgo McAllen Miller international 417,675
Population | 250,000 te 1,000.000 Hidalgo Mid Valley 388,630
Population  §250.000 to 1,000,000
Population  1250.000 1o 1,000,000 BEAUMONT-FT. ARTHUR MSA Hardin Hawthorne Figld 154,918 363,842 $259,451,883 $17,612 $3,153,825,492 145,182 $2,432,986
Papulaupn  |250,000 to 1,000,000 Jefferson Beaumont Municipal 297,666
Poputation  |250.000 to 1,000,000 Jetterson Jetterson County 287,965
Popuiption  {250.000 16 1,000,000 Orange Orange County 358,238
Population ] 250.000 to 1,000,000
Population | 290,000 10 1.000.000 CORPUS CHRISTI M3A Nueces Bishop Municipal 55,718 375.817 $423,352,248 $14.217 $3,520,495,859 148,016 $3.444 857
Population | 250.000 o 1,000,000 Nueces Corpus Chrisu Internatonal 350,836
Population [ 250.000 to 1,000,000 Nueces Mustang Beacnh 320,829
Poputation | 250,000 te 1,000,000 Nueces Nueces County 369,301
Population [ 250,600 <o 1,000,000 Dan Fatricio Aransas bass 413,378
Population  [250.000 w0 1,000.000 San Patriclo T.P. McCampbeti 320,829
Population {250,000 10 1,000,000 San Patricio San Patricio County 37,693
Population {250,000 to 1,000,000
Population ] 250,000 to 1,000,000 BROWN.-MARL..SAN BEN. MSA Cameron Brownsville/South Padrea Istand int). 204,523 248,235 $112,958,544 $5,266 $1,631,708,682 73,966 513,922,035
Poputation  |250,000 10 1,000.000 Cameron Ric Grande Vatiey Internaticnal 248,235
Poputation 250,000 1w 1.000.000 Camaeron Port Isabel-Cameron County 213,617
Population 250,000 10 1,000,000 Cameron San Benito Municipal 315,289
Population  |250,000 10 1.000.000
Poputation  |250,000 w0 1,000,000 KILLEEN-TEMPLE MSA Ball Killeen Municipal 188,761 321,877 $109,400 $7,785 $3,611,126,155 97,091 $2,872,683
Population {250,000 ie 1,000,000 Bell Draughan Miller Municipal 242,229
Population 250,000 to 1,000,000 Coryell Gatesville City-County 42,228
o - T e T O . e % RS
Population {100,000 1o 250,000 GALVESTON.TEXAS CITY PMSA Galveston Galveston Municipat/Scholes Field 241,981 133,470 $26,163,746 56,388 $960,817,088 47,057 $186,576
Population [ 10¢,000 to 250,000 Galveston Houston Guif 550,489
Poputation 100,000 1o 280,000
Populstion | 100,000 1o 250,000 ODESSA-MIDLAND MSA Ector Odessa-Schiemevyer Field 228,565 241,053] $1.884,410,078 48,590 $2,827.316,279 101,317 $10,247,473
Population ] 100,000 to 250,000 Midiand Midiand Airpark 212,563
Population 100,000 10 280,000 Midiand Midland Internationa! 216,481
Populatiort 100,000 to 250,000
Population {100,000 10 280,000 LUBBOCK MSA Lubbock Lubbock internationat 232,974 235,243 $52,036,154 $7,204 $3,012,168,243 110,427 $14,083,768
Population | 100,000 w0 280,000 Lubbock Siaton Municipal 224,07
Population {100,000 1o 250,000
Poputation  [100,000 16 280,000 BRAZORIA PMSA Brazoria Brazoria County 219,898 133,638 $15,756,171 $887 $117.639,540 5,101 $263,599
Popuiation | 100,000 to 260,000 Brazoria Clover Field 2,436,823
Popuiation 100,000 1o 250,000
Population | 100.000 1 280,000 AMARILLO MSA Potter Amaritio international 202,834 207,985 $219,557,178 §7,852 $2,476,339,130 89,587 $26,588,091
Population 100,000 10 250,000 Randalt Tradewind 203,277
Population 100,006 1o 250,000
Population 100,000 1o 250,000 LONGVIEW-MARSHALL MSA Gregg Gladewater Municipal 87,756 272.531] $1,334,023,188 $8,177 $2,233,578,053 82,780 $1%,196,503
Population  ]100.000 10 280,000 Gregg Gregg County 183,380
Popuiation  ]100.000 to 260,000 Harrison Harngon County 60,249
Population  [100,000 e 250,000 Upshur Gilmer-Upshur County 83,534
Populaticn {100,000 te 250,000
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Appicaton af ideal System Critenia

Population

Cumulative

Property Agticuiture
Critaria Pogutmtion 25-Mils Population Qil & Gas Tax et Cash
Used Category MSAPMSA/COUNTY NAME Airport Radius Coverage Property Tax {in Miltions} Ratail Sales Employment Return
Poputation {100,000 10 250,000 WALO MSA Mct.ennan McGregor Municipal 190,258 186,001 $8,913,292 $5,348 $1,903,841.734 80,078 510,131,579
Foputation 100,000 to 250,000 Mclennan TSTC Waco 197,106
Population  [100,000 to 250,000 McLennan Waco Regional 205,081
Population  §100.000 o 250,000
Population  1100.000 10 250,000 LAREDO MSA Webb Laredo International 177,147 177,147 $584,863,150 $5,494 $1,639,011,289 58,644 54,137,000
Poputation  [100.000 te 250,000
Population 100,000 t¢ 250,000 TYLER MSA Smith Tyler Pounds Field 186,153 165,144 $100,125,174 $6,372 $1,943,802,229 74,801 $4,327.553
Poputatron  1100.000 10 250,000
Papylation {100,000 10 250,000 BRYAN.COLLEGE STATION MSA Brazos Couiter Fielg 146,467 162,401 $293 678,597 35,858 $1,585,59%,327 73,823 57,606,791
Papulaton  ]100,000 10 250.000 Brazos Easterwood Fieio 158,037
Population 100,000 t0 250,000
Population 100,000 to 250.000 WICHITA FALLE MSA Archer 143,334 $114,036,301 $4,720 $1,234,002,643 55,527 $11,360,820
Population 100.000 to 250,000 Wichita Kickapoo Downtown Airpark 140,076
Population 100,000 1o 250,000 Wichita Sheppard AFB/Wichita Falls Municipal 141,876
Population 100,000 v 250.000
Population  }100,000 10 250,000 ABILENE MSA Taylor Abilene Regional 136,887 136,883 $32,400,196 $3,77% $1,452,116,355 53,982 59,851,796
Poputaton  ]100.000 10 250,000
Popuiation  [100.000 to 250,000 TEXARKANA MSA Bowie New Boston (new) 85,080 36,911,630 32,583 $882,199,120 33,538 $4,20%,000
Popuiation 100.000 10 250,000 Bowie Texarkana Regional-Webb Feid 85,080
Poputation 100,000 1 250.000 Mitler,Co,AK
Poputation 104,000 to 250,000
Pagylation  1100,000 o 250,000 SAN ANGELO MSA Tom Green Mathis Freld 105,826 105,826 $106,547 899 $3,236 $995,559,180 41,744 54,175,100
Populaton  £100.000 1 250,000
Papulation 100,000 to 250,000 SHERMAN-DENISON MSA Grayson Sherman Municipal 95,307 101,644 $68,066,156 $3,568 $1,062,524,57% 42,237 53,466,668
Poputaton 100,000 1o 250,000 Grayson Graysen County 100,611
pE e o s g ey orsrpns ase : s 5

Population 180,000 o 106,000 VICTORIA MSA Victoria Vigtona Regional 88,435 88,435 560,090,314 $4,207 $1,025,320,599 37,564 55,830,188
Poputation £0.000 10 100,000
Populaton  [50.000 10 100,000 Angeiina Angelina Angehna County 75.924 75,824 51,182,177 51,220 $392,200,932 177N 5732,589
Population 50,000 10 100,000
Populalion 150,000 10 100,000 Nacogdochas Nacogdoches AL Mangham Ji Regiona: 108,032 59,321 $B8,444 001 $1,950 $6549,730,356% 22 343 518,672,776
Population {50,000 0 100,000
Papulation  150.000 10 100,000 Walker Walker Huntswitie Municipat 56,2593 55,211 $1,976,943 $1,214 $405,353,595 21,510 53,164,004
Populatipn 50,000 to 100,000
Fopulation 150,000 10 100,000 Anderson Anderson Paiestine Municipal 50,833 $63.067,777 $3,367,428,027 $1,079,416
T T S S 57 e TN i = - RS
Populauon  [25.000 10 50,000 Starr Starr Starr County 46,627 43,610 295,921,103 $1,101 $188,978,839 7.32% $1%,271.09
Populauon 25.000 10 $0.000
Papulation 25,000 1w 50,000 tLamar Lamar Cox Field 52,008 51,753 $16,967,237 $488 $79,178,265 3.710 $5,561,84%6
Populauon {25,000 0 50,000
Population 25 000 to 5,000 Rusk Rusk Rusk County 68,038 20,507 $B2.467,791 $790 $132,999,777 6672 $4,718,902
Poputation  {25.000 1o 50.000
Population  §25.000 10 50,000 Mavaerick Maverick Eagie Fass (New! $0 $0 $Q Y $0
Popuiaton 25,000 10 50,000
Populaton 25,000 to 50,000 Cherokee Cherokee Cherokee County 74,518 29,349 $36,760,691 8946 $481,119,490 11,937 518,532,769
Population 25,000 to 50,000
Population 125,000 to 50,000 Val Verde Val Verde DQel Rio international 35,872 35,972 $20,543,498 $795 $243,314,418 8,890 $492,382
Population 25,000 te 50,000
Population {25,000 to 50,000 Navarro Navarro C. David Camphell Field-Corsicana M 45,425 43,125 341,337,530 $1.620 $344,695,913 15,450 $3,309.838
Population 25,000 to 80,000
Population  ]25,000 to 50,000 Kerr Kerr Kerrvilie Mumcipal/Louis Schreiner Fig 38,636 38,636 $19,636 $1,830 $418,112,687 12,704 18922,913;
Foputation 25,000 10 50,000
Poputation 125,000 te 50,000 Van Zandt Van Zandt Witls Point Mumcipal 44,988 13,154 $26,247,460 $472 374,483,388 2,542 $1,522,745%
Population 125,000 to 50,000
Poputation  ]25,000 o $0.000 Polk Polk Livingston Municipat 40,544 34,583 $4159,529,943 81,394 $218,936,865 7,468 $123,049
Papuiation {25,000 o 50.000

opulation 126,000 1o 50,000 on Wharton Yharton Municipal 51,865 50547 $183,207,610 52,248 $3497,500,422 16,355 519,216,744
Population 125,000 te 50.000
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Apphcanon of ideal Syswem Critens

Population

Cumulative

Property Agricultute
Criteria Poputation 25-Mile Papulation Ol & Gas Tax Net Cash
Used Category MSAPMSATOUNTY NAME Alrport Radius Coverage Property Tax {in Million$} Retail Sales Employment Retuen
Fopulation 125,000 to 50,000 Wise Wisa Bridgeporl Municipsl 21,878 42,647 $212.972,700 §1,8Q0 §2984,930,071 10,551 Sp.o04, 350
Population 25,000 w 50,000 Wise Wise Decatur Municipat 39,462
Populstion 28,000 1o 50,000
Population 125,000 to 50,000 Jim Wells Jim Weils Alice Internastional 51,455 32,660 $56,387 112 $765 $210,422,638 10,328 $4,357,486
Population  25.000 to $0.000
Population  125.000 o 50,000 Matagorda Matagorda Bay City Mumcipal 45,988 41,188 $91 445 865 $4,576 $268,608,749 13,529 §%,501,352
Population  [25.000 10 $0,000 Matagorda Matagorda Palacios Municipal 20,153
Population  [25.000 1o 50,000
Poputation {25,000 te 50.000 Brown Brown Brownwood Municipal 38,303 38,303 58,505,781 31,253 $328,214.217 14 353 $4.254 080
Population 25,000 10 50,000
Population  [25.000 te 50,000 Hale Hale Abernathy Municipat 122.401 39.660 528,864 627 $1,320 $2,153,729,607 16 474 20,837,044
Populaton 125,000 te 50,000 Hale Hale Hate County 34,287
Poputation 25.000 10 50,000
Population  [2%.000 1s 50,000 Atascosa Alascosa Pleasanton Mumdipal 30,502 25,473 S15,.887 256 $186 $26,311,034 1162 $1.195,5%)
Popuwiation 25,000 to 50,000
Papuiation  ]25.000 0 56,000 Jasper Jasper Jasper County-Bell Freld 34,684 48,035 $103,303,724 $2,478 $401,871,182 12,637 151,420,354
Population 125,000 10 50,000 Jasper Jasper Kirbywviiie 23,132
Populauon  [2%.000 10 50,000
Poputation  |25.000 so 50,000 Medina Medina Castroville Muricipat 1,186,758 53,310 $29,375,703 $761 $149,265,419 6,840 $7,202,969
Population  125.000 1o 50,000 Medina Medina Devine Muynicipal 23,242
Population  25.000 o 50.000 Medina Medina Hondo Municipal 23,5786
Population 25,000 10 $0,000
Population  }125.000 o 50.000 Wood wood Mingota-Quitman 59,169 50,104 $298,120,85C $2,183 $353,005,759 13.087 $23.283.848
Population  125.000 (0 50,000 Wood wood Winnsboro Mumcipal 32,481
Popuiation 25,000 10 50,000
Population {26,000 1o 50,000 Howard Howaro Big Spring McMahon-Wrinkle 37.401 34,834 $392,707,956 $1,508% 5274,917,373 11.780 $6,612,780
Population  |25,000 to 80,000
Population 125,000 te 50,000 Cooke Cooke Gainesvile MuniCipat 45,147 38,526 $52,086,228 $1,560 $419,079,690 13,977 $3,468,907
Population 25,000 10 50,000
Population 125,000 1o 50,000 {Kieberg Kleberg Kiaberg County 62,921 5,659 313,880,794 $142 $36,679,218 1,783 $550,688
Population  |25,000 16 50.000
Population {25,000 19 50,000 Hopkins Hopkins Suiphur Springs Municipal 42,875 3,618 $2.053,335 $142 $44,840,705 1.287 $3,186,089
Popuiation 25,000 10 50,000
Population {25,000 o 50,000 Erath Erath Dublin Municipal 37,236 40,515 $9,526,451 $2,943 $350,981,477 15,207 545 598,650
Population 125,000 to 50,000 Erath Erath Clark Fielg Munmicipal 37.481
FPopulation  ]25.000 to 50,000
Population 125,000 e $0,000 Cass Cass Atlanta Muaicipal 31,080 31,080 $52,844,802 $1,217 $242,953,758 3,145 1,911,211
Population 25.000 10 50000 .
Population 25,000 w0 50,000 Hiil Hilt Hillsbore Municipai 34,152 19,131 $42,744 $715 $188,522,713 5,248 $3,526,416
Populatian  |25.000 s 50,000
Population  ]25,000 16 $0,000 Burnet Burnet Burnet Municipal Kate Craddock Field 35,878 35,878 $298,182 $1,783 $314,362,953 39,755 $658,00%
Popuiation  }25,000 1w 50,000
Popuiation 125,000 to $0.000 Washington Washington Branham Municipat 56,485 53,733 $173,844,513 $2,993 3528,894,339 20,177 $2,825,834
fopulation 125,000 10 50,000
Popuiation  [25.000 10 50,000 Ree Bee Beevitle Municipal 25,356 22,887 $49,318,942 $627 $120,332,883 CEEE] $1,308,195
Population  125.000 te 50.000
Population  {25.000 te 50,000 Fannin Fannin Jones Figlg 31,760 24,462 $1,893,794 $778 $154,819,366 6,782 $1,328,974
Population 125,000 10 50,000
Population 25,000 to 50,000 Palo Pinto Palo Pinto Possum Kingdom 6,308 3.098 $7,397,911 $3119 $25,982,234 965 $80,379
Population [ 25.000 to 50.000
Popuiation  [25,000 10 50,000 Thus THus Mount Pleasant Municipal 60,777 46,208 $566,029.17 52,414 $416,038,931 21,420 $11,142,071
Population  §25.000 to 50,000
Fopulation 25,000 10 50,000 Hutchinson Hutchinson Hutchinson County 30,365 30,365 $302,900,958 $1,802 $180,812,938 . 11,9861 $17,519,216
Population | 25,000 te 50,000
Fopulation  §25.000 to 50,000 Garner Fielg 24,263 $1,809.817 $943 5189,447,970 $9,930,923

o e
Mclean

Ba
{ Gray County

$766.858,017

518,391,725
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Apphcanon of ideal System Critena

Popuiation Cumuiative Property Agricutture
Criteria Poputation 25-Mite Population Oit & Gas Tax Net Cash
Used Category MSAPMSACOUNTY NAME Alrport Radius Coverage Property Tax (ins Million$} Retail Salea Employment Return
Popylation | 10,000 te 25,000 Gray Gray Perry Lefors Field 22,335
Papulation 10,000 to 25,000
Population 16.000 10 25,000 Mitam Mitam Cameron Municipal Arpark 29,008 21.443 $33,74%5 488 SHEZ $114,208,877 4,837 $4,245,129
Pepulation  [10,000 te 25,000 Milam Mitam H.H. Coffield Regional 25,461
Population 110,000 10 28,000
Popuiation 110,000 1o 25,000 Mockiey Hockley Levaliand Municipal 33,467 31,095] $3,122 052,704 $2,341 $199,768,892 10,771 324,232,148
Pogulaton 10,000 to 25.000
Popuiation  [10.000 te 25.000 Austin Austin Sealy (new) $0 $0 30 ¢ 30
Population 10,000 to 25,000
Population 110,000 1o 25,000 Sheltby Sheiby Center Municwpal 22,857 22,857 §22.050,460 $727 $158,924,021 7.085 $15 872,000
Poputation 10,000 10 25,000
Poputation | 10,000 10 25.000 Panola Panota Panota County-Sharpe Fielg 25,664 15,871 $658,232.067 $1,322 $86,230,051 4,486 51,926,348
Population 10,000 to 25,000
Poputation  §10,000 ta 25.000 Fayetts Fayetie Fayette Regonal Air Center 23,581 15,795 $19%5 248 567 $1.215 $183,708.426 G677 44,213,704
Population 10,000 1o 25.000
Poputation 110,000 o 25,000 Grimes Grimes Nawasota Municipal 31,787 10,343 347,565,230 $536 $135,873.246 3084 51,308,662
Popuiation 10.000 o 25,000
Poputauon | 10.000 te 25.000 Houston Houston Houston County 21,734 21,734 $32,380,045 $1,031 $120,668,548 6637 $2,236,350
Populaton 10.000 19 25.000
Fopulation  §10.000 10 25,000 Limestone Limestone Mexia-Limestone County 26,318 24,007 $157,289,679 $1,713 $167,322,793 7536 $2,245,557
Population 10.00¢ 1o 25.000
Populanon 10,000 10 25,000 Aransas Aransas Aransas County 45,415 20,854 $29.152,270 $927 $189.454 678 5128 $57,000
Popuiauon 10,000 to 25,000
Populauon 10,000 to 25,000 Qe Wit De Witt Cuero Municipal 14,296 13,69% $27, 615,438 $572 586,238,348 4382 $3.003,272
Fopulauon 10.000 1o 25,000
Population 110,000 e 25,000 Calhoun Cathoun Calnoun County 74,925 6,787 $17,.717,546 51,106 $43,664,212 3280 $437,251
Population 10,000 to 25.000
Population 10,000 to 25,000 Lavaca Lavaca Halietsvitle Mumicipal 19,032 21,4286 $130,679.326 $1,152 $148,843,244 6012 54,941,335
Population | 10.000 10 25,000 Lavaca Lavaca Yoskum Municipal 28,187
Population 10,000 to 25,000
Population 10,000 w 25,000 Kendall Kendall Kendall Co-Boerne{new) $O $0 30 0 30
Population 10,000 1o 25,000
Poputauon 10,000 o 25,000 Moore Moore Moore County 18,176 18,176 $378,088,368 $1,275 $108,257,851 7615 §37.679,668
Population 10,000 10 25,000 Moore Moore Sunraylnew)
Papuiation 10,000 (o 25,000
Population  F10.000 w 25,000 Gillesple Gillesple Gillespie County 48,032 16,052 $30,234 $1,274 $166,007,960 5627 $1,163,151
Population  £10,000 to 25,000
Population  [10,000 ta 25,000 Tyler Tyler Tyler County 23,119 20,803 $44,743.107 $838 $107,050,263 4,145 {$955,379%
Population 10,000 10 25,000
Population 110,000 10 25,000 Witlacy me Charles R, Johnson 3,608 3,608 $28,854,363 $121 $11,355,812 701 $1,567,312
Population  [10.000 to 25,000
Pogpulation 10,000 10 25,000 Cotorado Colorado Acbert R, Wetis, JR 17,129 17,447 $77,149,112 51,055 $162,440,363 5423 $3,191,908
Popuiation  [10,000 w 25,000 Colorade Colorado Eagle Lake 18,089
Population 110,000 to 25,000
Population  [10,000 10 25,000 Eastiand Eastland Cisco Municipat 20,899 24,546 $57.949,615 $847 $158,173,333 6,976 $8.421,978
Population  ]10.000 te 25,000 Eastiand Eastiand £astland Municipal 10,183
Population 10,000 10 25.000
Population 10,000 1 25,000 Deaf Smith Deaf Smith Heretord Muricipat 20,202 20,202 $3,294 $860 $160,268,932 7.945 $65,904,302
Population 110,000 w0 25,000
Population  |10.000 1o 25.000 Scurry Scurry Winston Field 25,170 25170f $217,666,047 $1,099 $153,237,080 8,379 57,636,795
Population {10,000 10 25,000
Poputation 110,000 10 25,000 San Jacinte San Jacinto S0 0O $0 o] $O
Poputation 10,000 10 25,000
Poputation 110,000 to 25,000 Fails Falls Martin 27,540 27,540 $17.629,287 $946 $217,747,494 9,711 $3,694,172
Population 10,000 10 25,000
Pogulation  110.000 16 28,000 Jones Jones Hamlin Municipal 16,463 23,065 $99,333,565 $9086 $180,431,008 6,277 $10, 838,360
Population  [12.000 1w 25,000 Jones Jones Arledge Field 17,142
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Apphcanon of ideal System Criteria

Population Cumulative Property Agticutture
Criteria Pogulation 25-Mile Population Qil & Gas Tax Net Cash
Usad Catagory MSAPMSACOUNTY NAME Airport Radius Coverage Property Tax {In Million$} Retait Sales Employment Return
Popuiation 10,000 16 25,000 i
Poputationt {10,000 © 25.000 Montague Montague Bowe Municipat 19,692 24,09 530,046,178 5467 $83,942 811 2,858 32,748,818
Popuiation 10,000 10 25.000 IMontague Montague Nocona Municipal 15,546
Population 10,000 (0 25,000
Populauaon  ]10,000 10 25,000 Young Young Graham Municipal 12,903 20,698 $70,162,316 5792 $143,036,630 6,538 55,862,965
Population 10,000 1o 25.000 Young Young Qiney Municipal 8,785
Popuiation 10,000 to 25,000
Papulation 10,000 «0 25000 Freestone Freastonse Teague Municipal 30,311 0,849 $106,195,738 §708 $61,.381,361 2,445 15181 743
Populauon  ]10.000 w 25.000
Population 110,000 16 25.000 Gonzales Gonzales Gonzales Munwipal 25,746 8,494 $4,877,044 $403 54,414 024 2.610 $12,187,5686
Populaton 10,000 10 25,000
Population 10,000 10 25,000 Nolan HNolan Avenger Figlg 18,939 17,811 $86,223,696 $825 $134,004.173 5,927 $8.082,198
Population 10,000 15 25,000
Population 10,000 10 25,000 Lampasas Lampasas Lampasas 12,140 10,389 552,647 5401 $66,9071,023 2,353 $456,97%
Populauon 10,000 10 25,000
Population  [10.000 10 25,000 Bosque Bosque Clitton Municipal/isenhower 20,636 12,224 $1,106 $603 544,994,621 2523 $3.197 106
Papulation 10.000 10 25,000
Poputanon  110.000 10 25,000 Pecos Pecos Fort Stockton-Pecos County 16.51% 16,515] $2,030,373,350 32,938 $98, 944 7117 5038 $4,793 000
Population 10,000 10 25.000
Population 110,000 10 25,000 Wilbarger VWitbarger Wiibarger County 16,815 16,815 534,125,219 $889 $97,93%,125 §248 $5,699,305
Population  [10.000 10 25.000
Population 10,000 to 25.000 Frio £rio Diley Aspark 6,762 7,798 516,884 485 5326 $34,043,804 1,923 $3.702,998
Populanon 10,000 1o 25,000 Frio Frio McKintey Fielg 13,561
Papulation 10,000 to 28,000
Population  |10.000 to 25,000 Robartson Robertson Mearne Municipai 91,821 13,515 $89,591,498 $1.170 $50,907.413 3.034 33,046,560
Poputation 10,000 to 25.000
Poputaton 10,000 10 25.000 Reeves Reeves Pecos Municipal 15,474 15,474 $153,115,930 $486 $76.073,405 5068 $5 838,959
Popuiation  }10,000 10 25,000
Popufation 110,000 1o 25,000 Karnes Karnes Karnes County 21,139 19,465 384,430,374 $1.155 $176,558,757 10,599 $3,262,715
Population  §10,000 te 25,000
Population 10,000 10 25,000 Lamb Lamb Littietield Municipal 13,088 3,787 53,467,060 $252 $18,072,219 1.224 $4,071,000
Paputation 10,000 10 25.000
Popufation {10,000 to 25,000 Burieson Burieson Caldwell Mumcipal 41,866 8,738 §72,360,184 $516 $61,253,793 2,244 $1,089,401
Population 10,000 (o 25.000
Poputation  }10.000 18 25,000 Dawson Dawson Lamaesa Municipal 14,488 14,486 $222 616,448 647 $113,073,525 5,150 513,777,305
Popuiation 10,000 t0 25.000
Population  }10,000 1o 25,000 Gaines Galnes Gaines County 24,303 24,303 $2,395,039,110 $3,398 $167,9684,062 7.807 $37.290,934
Poputation  §19.000 to 25,000
Population  [10,000 10 25,000 Red River Red River Clarksville-Red River County 13,208 10,968 511,551,488 $378 $96,362,840 2.714 33,306,160
Popuiation 10,000 10 28,000
Population  [10,000 to 25,000 Andrews Andrews Andrews County 13,842 2,029 $155,830,076 $219 516,365,661 637 5284,720
Population  §10,000 1 25,000
Population  }10.000 10 25,000 Bandera Bandera 30 O SO QO $0
Papulation 10,000 1o 25,000
Population  [10.000 10 25,000 Jackson Jackson Jackson County 16,880 5,845 517,134,065 3574 $66,889,202 2,06% $§2,462 BES
Popuiation 10,000 t6 25,000
Papulation  §10,000 to 25,000 Newton Newton Newton Municipal 23,115 3,686 $10,275,218 §191 $18,996,388 574 (§187,516)
Papulation 110,000 10 25,000
Population 10,000 to 25,000 Lee Lea Gidgings-Lee County 30.081 11,991 £66,102,111 5611 $110,417, 812 3,780 51,671,026
Population 10,000 to 28,000
Poputation 110,600 10 28,000 Comanche Comanche Comanche County-City 17,187 3.871 $245,863 $164 $26,800,127 380 $6,468,625
Population {10000 10 25,000
Population 10,000 ts 25,000 l.eon Leon Leon Countyinew) $0 $0 50 ) 30
Fopulation 10,000 10 25,000
Poputation  [10.000 1s 25,000 Duval Cuval Duval-Freer 5,356 5,358 $95, 068,658 $370 513,617,784 1338 $1,118,696
Papuiation 110,000 te 25,000
Poputation 110,000 1o 25,000 {Morris Morris Greater Mortis County 50,032 20,419 522,071 $142 $12,883.470 1,345 $537,264
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Application of ideal System Critena

Population Cumulative Propetty Agriculture
Critaris FPoputation 25-Mils Population Oil & Gas Tax Net Cash
Used Catagory MSAPMSACOUNTY NAME Airpaort Radius Coverage Property Tex {in Million$} Retail Sales Employment Return
Poputation 110,000 1o 25,000
Foputation 10.000 to 25.000 Terry Terry Terry County 16,518 15,8688 $158,135,455 $723 $110,389.778 5.084 $17 108,660
Population  ]10,000 10 25,000
Poputation 10,000 10 25,000 Ward ward Roy Hurd Memorial 15,608 11,116 $275,16%5,362 $6as $56,150,139 3,137 $316,664
Popuiation 10.000 o 25.000
Popuiation 110,000 to 75.000 Llano Llano Liano Municipat 11,493 11,493 $214,232 §1,247 $78,285 218 3,232 51,157,730
Population  110.000 10 25,000
Population  {10.000 1o 25,000 Trinlty Trinity Geoveron-Trnnty County 18,835 12,539 $25,262,165 $558 $72,77%,493 2,487 $278,064
Population 10.000 1o 25,000
Poputation  {10.000 to 25.000 Catlahan Catlahan $O $0 $0 ] 50
Population 10,000 10 25,000
Population  [10.000 15 25,000 Madison Madison Madisonville Municpal 20,388 10,354 $42,986, 646 5548 558,484,192 3.20% 53,154 655
Popuistion 10.000 w0 25,000
Poputaton 10 000 10 25 000 Zavala Zavala Crystal City Mumcipal 16,312 16,123 $34,694 078 $§593 345,936 590 3,120 34 650,091
Populauon 10,000 w0 25,000
Poputaton 110,000 w 25,000 Runneis Runnels Bruce Field 11,946 12,330 $27.013.773 $478 $73,399 256 3,974 4.086,21U
Populaton 110,000 1o 25,000 Runnels Runnels winters Municipal 11,819
Population 10,000 to 25,000
Poputation  }10.000 1o 25,000 Camp Camp $O $0 sO Q $O
Popuiation 110,000 to 25,000
Poputation 10,000 10 25,000 Sabine Sabine Pinetandg Municipal 13,231 2,802 $38,917,.803 $337 $49.527,823 1,965 $238,088
Population 10,000 10 25,000
Population 15,000 10 25,000 Dimmit Dimmit Qimmyt County 18,858 3.678 $6,179,698 $107 §9,968,904 5286 1845 671)
Popuiation 19,000 10 26,000
Popuialion | 10.000 to 25.000 Zapata Zapata 2apata county 10,662 10,682 $662,371,610 $965 $39,642.802 2.258% 51,842,000
Population  {10.000 1o 25000
Popuiation 10,000 10 25,000 Clay Clay $0 30 3O o} 50
Papulation 10,000 10 25,000
Population  ]10,000 to 25,000 Live Oak Live Qak Live Oak County 3,811 9,811 $84,921.517 $885 $79,875.879 2.32% 1$500.434)
Population 10,000 to 25,000
Population  }10,000 w 28,000 Marlon Marion Cypress Biver 46,757 6,466 510,050,007 $26% $33,850,842 1,384 $2,470,070
Population 18,000 o 25,000
Population {10,000 10 26,000 Parmer Parmer Benger Aipark 24,322 50 $350 3,510
—

YOOREIIRY

$34,801,053

§$29,260,468

Ret Sales  [BELOow 10,000 Brewster Brewster Atpine-Caspans Muricipal 10,358 $135,225 $69,242,868 3,622 $3,104,181
Ret Sales BELOW 10,000 Brewster Brewster Laptas 369 369 50 s0 o S0
Ret Sales  JBELOW 10,000 Ochiitree Qchiitree Perryton Qunatree County 9,967 9,867 5189,220.431 $588 $71,863,779 3.941 518,409,765
Ret Sales BELOW 10.000 Stephens Stephens Stephens County 10,341 8,102 $127.106,999 $483 562,047,352 2,998 $1.661,061
Ret. Sates BELOW 10,000 Haskall Haskell Haskett Municipal 11,108 2,364 $10,218,984 §136 $23,021, 188 612 $2.767 090
Ret Saies BELOW 10,000 Hemphiit Hemphili Hemphil County 4,186 4,013 $386.912,802 $701 $60,933,7358 1411 $13.652,024
Ret. Sates BELOW 10,000 Childress Childress Chaldress Mumcipal 7,438 7,438 $732.482 5180 $63,203,777 2311 55,608,749
Ret Sates BELOW 10,000 Bailiey Bailey Muleshoe Municipal 13,038 12,384 54 354,627 $633 $85,430,571 4,445 $21,117,528
Ret Sates  8fLow 10,000 Daliam Daltam $0 50 $0 O $o
Ret. Sales  }BELOw 10,000 MeCulloch McCulloch Curtis Field 8,468 8,468 $4,140,768 $439 555,600,383 2,632 $3,243,708
Ret. Sales  |BELOw 10,000 Castro Castro Dimmit Municipai 8,835 £,988 S0 $408 $48,280,695 2,749 551,788,672
Ret Sales  [BELOW 10,000 Coleman Coleman Coleman Municipal 9,112 8,112 $13,923,748 $396 $583,214,3086 2 488 $3,121,892
Ret Sales  |BELOW 10,000 Crosby Crosby Crosbyton Municipal 12,864 2,863 $6,972,144 $111 $22,842,825 943 $2,098,728
Rel. Sales BELOW 10,000 Yoakum Yoakum Denver City 11,519 11,206} $1,215,632,234 $1,77% $68,913,967 3,835 $13,184,749
Ret. Sales  |serow 10,000 Yoakum Yoakum Yoakum County 9,843 50 $0 50 £ 50
Ret. Sales  |BeLow 10,000 Franklin Franklin Frankhn County 19,518 4,823 $11,130,212 51396 $35,972,847 1,384 $2,936,810
Ret. Sales  BELOW 10,000 Swishar Swisher City of Tulia/Swisher County Mumcip 11,287 10,324 $8,753 §$405 560,360,971 2,724 $26,477,140
Ret. Saies BELOW 10,000 Brooks Brooks Brookes County 13,787 7,578 $108,026,655 $492 $42,544, 970 1.675 $1,661,660
Ret. Sales  8ELOW 10,000 Refuglo Refugio Rocke Field 24,907 4,282 $37,827,688 $134 $9,377,859 425 $673,208
Ret. Sales BELOW 10,000 Kimble Kimble Kimbie County 4,078 4,078 $227,044 $412 $40,680,418 1,423 $344,507
Ret. Sates BELOW 10,000 Floyd W Floydada Municipal 7,680 5,070 $16,3%6 8204 $26,840,681 1,634 $9,392,804
Ret. Sales  |BELOW 10.000 Hamitton Hamilton Hamilton Municipal 12,512 7,844 $40%,135 $429 $43,197,893 2,221 $11,873,127
Ret. Saies  I8ELOW 10,000 San Augustine San Augustine | San Augustine County 12,570 2,576 $2,478,097 $106 $13,034,462 621 $248,374




(43

Apphcation of 1deal System Craens

Population Cumuiative Property Agriculture
Criteria Poputation 25-Mile Population Ol & Gas Tax tet Cash
Used Catagory MSA/PMSACOUNTY NAME Airport Radius Coverage Property Tax (ln Million$) Retail Saies Employment Retuen
Ret. Sates  [BELOW 10,000 Mitchell Mitchelt Ceolorado City 25,660 7.046 $72,986,867 $392 $32,641,419 1,839 $3,827.925
Ret. Sales  IBELOW 10,000 Culberson Culberson Culberson County 2,920 2,820 $23,962,470 $240 $34,978.961 1038 $220,880
Ret Sales  |BELOW 10.000 Martin Martin Stanton Muricipai 66,815 1,245 $166,117,427 $288 $3,275,086 313 $5,445,418
Rer Sales BELOWY 10,000 Winkier Winkler Winkler County 8,978 8,978 $347,585,193 $532 $40,921,497 2.4632 $709,964
Fet Sales  1B£LOW 10,000 Jin Hogg Jim Hogg Jim Hogg County 5,877 5,577 $64,627,517 $414 $36,373.420 1,457 151595, 750
Rey Sates BELOW 10,000 Wheealer Wheeler Snamrack Municipat 4,862 4,231 $124,515 469 $310 $31,091 532 1,420 $7,253,871
Ret Saies  [86L0wW 10.000 Wheeler Wheeier Wheeler Mumicipal 6,087 $0 $O $C Q0 50

PR

$0

i R

On & Gas Crane Crang county 6,781 6,781 $853,701.341 51,161 $34,904, 505 2417 S1,183,615

Ol & Gas BELOW 10,000 Kent Kent County 1,088 1,088 $506,146,325 $693 $11,603,788 5314 51,526,992

Qi & Gas BELOW 10,000 Upton Uptan Upton County 7,353 92 $10,283,878 $15 $396,899 28 336,124

Qs & Gas BELOW 10,000 Crockett Crockett Qzona Muricipal 3.984 3,985 $334,052,334 $686 $27,881,260 1,327 $961 545

Ol & Gas 8ELOW 10,000 Carson Carson Panhandie-Carson County 22,380 30 $10,323,540 528 $1,102,493 194 $352.636

Od & Gas BELOW 10.000 Reagan Reagan Reagan County 4,246 4,089 $207,924, 627 $401 $27,853,355 1.128 52,014,274

Oil & Gas BELOW 10,000 Sutton Sutton Sanots MumCipal 6,363 6,363 $232 698,587 $730 $30,249,206 2,221 $1.661.53%

Od & Gas BELOW 10.000 Glasscock Glasscock 39 $Q $0 Q $C

G & Gas BELOW 10.000 Garza Garza Post-Garza County Mumcipa! 5,264 5,264 $192,463,028 $380 $26,32% 418 T2 54 368,628

On & Qas BELOW 10,000 Borden Borden 30 50 50 G S0

O & Gas BELOW 10,000 Cochran Cochran Cochran County 4,322 3,454 $143,843 606 $284 $18.439,168 915 $% 141,573

O & Gas BELOW 10,000 Lipscomb Lipscomb Fotiet/Lipscomd County 2,240 1,227 565,569,028 $133 33,994,119 271 51121170

O & Gas BELOW 10,000 Lipscomb Lipscomb Higgins-Lipscomb County 1,183 50 $0O $0 ¢ ]

On & Gas BELOW 10,000 Sherman Sherman Stratford Fieldinewi 2,941 2,941 $157,878,866 $398 $12,746,978 269 $34,049,29%

Ot & Gas BELOW 10.000 McMutien McMullen $0 $O $0 5] S0

O & Gas SELOW 10,000 Terrell Terrell Tersell County $02 502 $57.786,128 $112 $1,361,979 10 {$90,800)
Qi & Gas BELOW 10.000 irion iron 50 $0 $0 *] 50

Qi & Gas BELOW 10,000 King King $0 $C 30 4] $0

Ot & Gas BELOW 10,000 Mansford Hansford Gruver Municipal 5,146 3,881 $133,582 656 $530 $48,104,401 2675 $30,773,394

Qu & Gas BELOW 10,000 Hanstord Hansford Spesrman Municipal 5,960 $O $O $0 ¢} S0

Cil & Gas BELOW 10,000 Stecling Sterling $0 (30 50 O 50

O & Gas aELOW 10,000 Roberts Roberts Miami-Roberts County 1.547 52 $6,.650,407 $12 $1186.762 [ 5158,41%

O & Gas BELOW 10,000 Kenedy Kenedy $0 50 30 ¢ 50
Gt & Gas BELOW 10,000 Hardeman Hardeman Cuanah Mumicipal 5133 5,133 $24 059,204 $70 $4,788.211 337 $272,108

O & Gas BELOW 10,000 Loving Loving $0 0 $Q O 50
O & Gas BELOW 10,000 Jack Jack Jacksboro Municipal 10,871 1,383 $12,248,425 $96 $4,744,570 343 5404 768
Oit & Gas BELOW 10,000 Stonewall Stonewall Stonewalt County 1,652 162 35,530,816 $16 $871,485 54 $188,168
O & Gas BELOW 10,000 Coke Coke Robert Lee 2,974 2.974 $52,119,385 $244 $21,386,656 84% $1,095 057
Od & Gas BELOW 10,000 Gollad GoHad $Q $0 $O G 50
O & Gas BELOW 10,000 Schisicher Schigicher Eldotado 6,126 508 $8,27%5,5589 $50 $1,282,805 132 $158,688
Ol & Gas BELOW 10,000 Edwards Edwards Edwards County 2,503 2,503 $41,569,328 3341 $8,366,653 370 {$263,018)
QO & Gas SELOW 10,000 Throckmaorton Throckmoricn $0 $O <] SO

: e s s e S : B

Agricullure  JEELOW 10,008 Hartley Hartley Galhart Municipal 10,860 $.8967 $29,474,158 5734 $77,790,091 4,008 593 367,516
Agncultute  |BELOW 10,000 Lynn Lynn T vat £,948 1,455 $1,125,381 $69 $5,612. 876 382 52,755,870
Agriculture  JBELOW 10,000 Armstrong Armstrong 30 $Q $0 0 SO
Agriculiure  1BELOW 14,000 Fisher Fisher Fisher County 18,064 543 $4,671,576 $38 $1,450,142 117 $702,720
Agnculture  [BELOW 10,000 Oldham Oldharn Qidham County 3,088 2,097 $2,961,347 $123 $9,871,878 784 $5,149,108
Agriculture  |BELOW 10,000 Hail Hall Memphis Municipal 4,568 3,314 $258,799 $128 $13,944,553 771 $3,837,933
Agnculture  IBELOW 10,000 Sant Saba San Saba San Saba County Municipal 8,900 7.228 $1,489 $582 $33,959,035 2.263 33,663,231
Agriculture  [8£L0W 10,000 Hudspeth Hudspeth Qell City Municipal 995 2,333 $1,111,247 $206 $5,875.521 487 $3,318,904
Agricuttute  |BELOW 10,000 Hudspath Hudspath Mile High 1,338 50 $O 30 ) 30
Agnculture  [BELOW 10,000 Concho Concho Eden-Concho Countyinew) $0O $0 $0 [¢] $0
Agnculture  |BELOW 10,000 Rains Ralns Rains County 66,371 985 $3,812,431 538 $4,794,661 167 $541,464
Agriculture  {BELOW 10,000 Baylor Baylor Seymour Municipat 4,883 4,883 $7,915,590 $264 $37,621,405 1.398 54,360,434
Agriculture  |BELOW 10,000 IMason Mason Mason County 4,908 3.211 $0 $420 514,402,593 780 $3,282,123
Agricullure  |BELOW 10,000 Knox Knox Knox City Municipal 8,318 3,161 $239,040,596 $189 $31,142,399 1,118 $3,308,838
Agricuiture  |8ELOW 10,000 Knox Knox Munday Municipat 8,697 $0 30 $0 4] $Q
Agriculture  |BELOW 10,000 Dickens Dickens Sput Municipat 2.678 1,851 $28 686,468 $120 §7.461,530 467 $2,345 583




€S

Application of igeat System Criteria

P, a4

€ Tath

Pop L] Property Agticulture
Criteria Poputation 25-Mile Population Oft & Gas Tax Neot Cash
Used Camwgory MEAPMEACOUNTY NAME Alrport Radius Coverage Property Tax {in Million$} Ratall Sales Employment Return

BELOW 10,000 Prasidio Presidic Marfa Municipat 4,071 3,946 $2,118 $141 314,143,819 562 $1,628,710
BELOWY 10,000 Presidio Presidio Presidia Lely international 3,766 $0 30 $0 [¢] $0
BELOW 10,000 Donley Donley Clarendon Municipal 3,677 2,650 $92,759 $150 $12,863,800 873 52,406,645
BELOW 10,000 Briscoe Briscoe $0 30 $0 [§] 30
BELOW 10,000 Shackelford Shackelford Albany Municipal 9,787 2,854 $32,027,208 $21% $10,696,272 725 $2,184,468
SELOW 10,000 Cottle Cottle {Oan E. Richards Municipat 2,242 2,153 36,012,691 $63 $5,591,556 252 51,196,828
BELOW 10,000 Collingsworth Collingsworth  |Marian Airpark $2,324,357 $47 $4,901,394 353 $952,661
BELOW 10,000 Motiey Motley $0 50 $0 0 50
BELOW 10.000 Jeff Davis JJeft Davis 50 $0 $0 [ 30
BELOW 10,000 Menard Menard Menard County 4,229 4,229 $23.016,871 $406 $19,007,899 1,085 $3,706,668
BELOWY 10,000 Blanco Blanco $0 $0 $0 & 30
BELOW 10,000 Foard {Foard Foard County 5,669 1,585 $4,693,827 $83 $4,712,232 375 $762,048
BELOW 10,000 Real Real Real County $135%5,749 $381 $23,051,945 1,029 $898,370
SELOW 10,000 Dealta Delta $0 $O $0 [} SO
BELOW 10,000 La Salle La Salle Cotulta-La Salle County 7,658 1,548 $6,173,760 $9%9 $6,308,748 313 $122,878
BELOW 10,000 Somerveli Somervell 30 $0 30 Q 39
BELDW 10,000 Kinney Kianey $0 30 $0Q Q $0
BELOW 10,000 Mills Mills Mills County (New} $0 $0 30 0 $0

TOTAL 18,815,6661$27,807,774, 689 $738,697 |$203,539,253,409 7,667, 7171$1,391,729,651
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Application of ideal System Criteria - Cumulative Percentages of State Totals

Popuiation Cumulative  Percent of Percent of Percent Percent Percent Percent of

Criterin Popuistion 25-Mite Popuistion State State of State of State of State State Agric.
Used Categacy MSAPMSACOUNTY NAME Airport Radius Coveraga Poputation  Oif & Gas Tax  Prop, Tax Retsil Sates Employment Net Cash Return

Population |1 Mison + HOUSTON Harris East Grand Parkway{New) Of 4,012,397 21% 4% 23% 24% 24% 2%

Population Harris Qavid Wayne Hooks Memorial 407,543

Popultation Harris Eltington Field 1,987,813

Population Harris Houston intercontinental 331,122

Population Harris west Houston 1,351,756

Populauon Harris Houston Westside(New} C

Popuylation Harrls witham P robby 2,549,833

Population Harris La Porte Municipal 1,037,926

Population Chambers Chambers County 28,814

Paoputation Chambers Chambers County-Winnme Stowel 22,092

Poputation Fort Bend Sugar Land Mumcipat 1,516,110

Poputaton Fort Bend Houston-Southwest 1,384,887

Population Liberty Claveland Municipal 32,718

Foputauon Liberty Liberty Municipat 44,082

Population Montgomery Montgomery County 230,012

Population Waller

Population DALLAS Dallas Addison 2,400,5341 3,303,354 8% 5% 43%

Population Dailas Danas Love Freld 1,950172

Population Dailas Reabird 2,755,409

Fopulaton Datias Lancaster 1,601,383

Populaton Dallas Phit L Hudson Municipat 429,505

Population |1 Mmon » Collin mMeKinney Municipal 412,101

Popuiation {1 mision Denton Denton Municipal 372,824

Popuiation |1 Mason Ellis Ennis Municipat 78,483

Population |1 Mison + Ellis Midlothian/VWaxahachie Municipal 264,124

Population |1 Mimon + Henderson Athens Municipal 67,671

Population |1 Mion + Hunt Cadao Mitls Municipal 58,893

Population |1 Mo + Hunt commerce Municips) 55 624

Population 1 misen + Hunt Majors 83,172

Population |1 Mison + Kaulman Terrell Municipal 72,728

Population |1 Mimos « Rockwall Rockwall Municipal 485,211

Poputation |1 Mison «

Population |1 Mmion « FT. WORTHARLINGTON Pmsa, | Tarmant Arlington Municipal 1,821,165 1,349,155 45% 5% 44 % 48% 47% 4%

Population |1 mison + Tarrant Oasltas-Fort Worth Internationsl 2,913,268

Population |1 mioa « Tamant Fort Worth Alliance 1.547,966

Population |1 Mion » Tarrant Fort Worth Meacham 1,327,538

Poputation |1 Mmeen » Tarrant Fort Worth Spinks 1,072,228

Popufation [t MilNoa Tarrant Fort Worth Carswetl 1,220,717

Populaton |1 Mikon « Tarrant Grand Prairie Municipal 2,347,638

Population |1 Mmon Hood Geanbury Municipal 38,911

Popuiation 11 Mtkon « Johnson Cleburne Municipal 117,589

Population ) mmen - Parker Mineral Wells 63,109

Poputation |1 mison « Parker Weathertard (New) Q

Populations |1 midon «+

Population {1 mion + SAN ANTONIO MSA Bexar San Antonio International 1,346,131 1,488,741 £3% 5% 50% 55% 55% 4%

Population |1 Mition » Baxar Sunson Municipal 1,301,297

Population {1 Mg « Comal

Population |1 Mison + Guadalupe New Brauntels Municipal 166,752

Population {1 Mmmon + Wihison

Population |1 Mison

Population |1 mmon + AUSTIN-SAN MARCOS MSA Travis AustiniNew] ¢ 984,728 58% 6% 57% 61% 61% 5%

Population |1 Mmoo + Travis Austin Executive Airpark 740,307

Population |1 mison - Travis Robert Muelter 779,955

Populgtion |1 mmon « Bastrop Smithvitte Municipal 51,948

Populstion |1 Mmon + Caldwell Lockhar Municipal 31,266
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Applicaton of igeal System Critena -

Cumulative Parcentages of State Totals

Poputation Cumulativa  Percent of Parcent of Percent Parcent Percant Parcent of
Criteria Pogidation 25-Mite Population State State of State of State of State State Agric.
Used Category MSAPMSACOUNTY NAME Aitpart Radius Coverage Population Oil & Gas Taa  Prop. Tax  Retall Sales Employment  Net Cash Return

Poputsuon |y Mmon Caidwall The Carner Memorial 31,218
Population |3 mikon Caldwell San Marcos Municipat 133,847
Popuiation |1 Mioa « Hays
Popuiaton {1 Mition + Willlamaon Georgetown Municipal 159,106
Poputation |1 Misen « Willlamson Taylor Municipal 105,313

CERRER R % X % 5 SRR 2 RO E S e 3 Ak e
Population  |250.000 to 1,000,000 EL PASO MSA El Paso El Paso International 661,477 669,129 62% 6% 53% 64% 64% 6%
Population 250,000 to 1,000,000 El Paso West Texas 654,553
Population  1250.000 1e 1,000,000 El Paso Faberns 363,497
Popuistion 250,000 o 1,000,000
Popuiation 250,000 s 1,000,600 MCALLEN-EDIN,-MSSION MSs  [Hidalgo Edinburg Rio Grande Valley Regionat 415,116 $67,1567 65 % B% 50% 65 % 66% 8%
Poputation  }250,000 to 1,000,000 Hidaigo McAllen Miller International 417,675
Populauon 250,000 10 1,000,000 Hidaigo Mid Vailey 388,630
Population  ]250,000 te 1,000,900
Poputation  |250.000 te 1.000,000 BEAUMONT-PT, ARTHUR MSA [Hardin Hawthorne Fielg 154,818 363,942 67 % 8% €3% 67 % 67% 8%
Poputation 250,000 te 1,000.000 Jetierson Beaumont Municipal 297,666
Popuiaion  ]250,000 o 1,000,000 Jefterson Jetterson Coumy 287,965
Poputation  ]2%0,000 to 1,000,000 Orange Orange County 358,238
Population 250,000 10 1,000.000
Popuiation  ]260.000 1 1,000,000 CORPUS CHAISTI MSA Nueces Bishop Munigipat 55716 375,817 68 % 10% 84% 68% 69% 9%
Populauon  |250.000 1o 1,000,000 Nueces Corpus Chost Intetnational 350,836
Poputation  1250,000 1o 1,000,000 Nueces Mustang Beach 320,829
Population  [250.000 to 1,000,000 Nueces Nueces Courty 369,301

opulaticn  1250.000 10 1,000,000 San ratricio Aransas Pass 319,378
Population 1250000 10 1,000,000 San Patricio T.P. MeCampbelt 320,829
Population  }250.000 to 1,000,000 San Patricio San Patricio County 37,691
Papulation 240,000 0 1,000,000
Population  1250,000 10 1,000,000 BROWN -MARL.-SAN 8EN. Msa [Cameron Brownsville/South Padre Islangd iny. 204,523 248,238 70% 10% §5% 69% 70% 2%
Population 250,000 10 1,000,000 Cameron Rio Grande Valley international 248,235
Popuiation  1250,000 e 1,000,000 Cameron Port isabel-Cameron County 213,617
Popuiation {250,000 16 1,000,000 Cameron San 8enito Municipal 315,289
Population  {250.000 to 1,000,000
Poputation 250,000 te 1,000.000 KILLEEN. TEMPLE MSA Bell Killeen Municipal 186,761 321,577 72% 10% 66% 71% 71 % 10%
Population [ 250,000 to 1,000,000 Bell Draughan Milier Municipal 242,228
Poputation  |250,000 t0 1,000,000 Caoryell Gatesville City-County 42,228
T o e R g ; ; % 3 e 3 e :
Fopulation {100,000 to 250,000 GALVESTON-TEXAS CITY PMSA |Galveston Galveston Municipal/Schales Field 241,981 133,470 10% 67% 71% 72%
Papulation  |100,000 1o 250,000 {Galveston Houston Guif 550,489
Poputaton 100,000 to 250,000
Population  [100,000 10 250,000 ODESSA-MIDLAND MSA Ector Qdessa-Schiemeyer Fietd 225,565 241,083 73% 16% 68% 73% 73% 10%
Population 100,000 to 250,000 Midland Midland Airpark 212,563
Poputation 104,000 to 256.000 Midiand Midland international 216,481
Population {100,000 to 250.900
Population 100,000 ts 250,000 LUBBOCK MSA Lubbock Lubback international 232,874 235,243 75 % 17% 63% 74% 74% 11%
Population  [108.000 16 280.000 Lubbock Slaton Municipal 224,071
Population  1100,000 1o 286,000
Population 100,000 to 250,000 SRAZORIA PMSA Brazora Brazoria County 219,898 133,638 75% 17% 63% 74% 75% 11%
Population 100,000 to 250,000 {Brazoria Clover Field 2,436,823
Papulation 100,000 to 250,000
Poputation  ]100,000 to 250,000 AMARRLO MSA Potter Amarillo international 202,834 207,985 77% 17% 70% 75% 76% 13%
Population 100,000 1w 250,000 Randall Tradewind 203,277
Poputaton  ]100,000 w 250,000
Poputation | 106,000 10 250,000 LOMGVIEW-MARSHALL MSA Gregg Glagewater Municipal 87,756 272,531 78% 22% 71% 76% 7% 14%
Popuialion 100,000 to 250,000 Gregg Gregg County 183,380
Population 100,000 tu 250,000 Harrison Harrison County 60,249
Population  1100,000 to 250,000 Upshur Gilmer-Upshut County 83,534
Population  1100,000 10 250,000
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Application of Ideat System Criteria - Cumulative Percentages of State Totals

Population Cumulative  Parcent of Parcent of Percent Percent Percent Parcent of
Criteria Poputation 26-Mile Population State State of State of State of State State Agric.
Used Category MSAPMSALCOUNTY NAME Airport Radlus Caverage Population  Oil & Gas Tax  Prop. Tax  Retail Sales  Employment  Net Cash Retun
Population 100,000 10 250000 WACO MSA McLennan McGragor Municipal 190,258 186,001 79% 22% 71% 7% 78% 5%
Population 1100000 to 250,000 Mcl.ennan TSTC waceo 197,106
Popuiatuon | 100,000 te 250,000 Mecleanan waco Regionat 205,081
Poputavan | 100,000 o 250.000
Poputaton 100,000 10 250,000 LAREDO MSA Webb Larego international 177,147 177147 80% 24% 72% 78% 78% 15%
Population 100,000 10 256,000
Population {100,000 1o 250,000 TYLER MSA Smith Tyter Pounds Figid 186,153 165,144 81% 24% 73% 79% 5% 15%
Population 100,000 10 250.000
Population {100,000 10 250,000 BRYAN-COLLEGE STATION MSA {Brazos Coulter Figld 146.467 162,401 B82% 25% 74% 79% 80% 16%
Poputation  ]100.000 16 250.000 Brazos Easterwood Field 158,037
Pogulation  1100,000 ts 250.000
Popuiauon {100,000 1o 256,000 WICHITA FALLS MSA Archer 143,334 82% 25% 74% 80% 81% 17%
Population  [100,000 10 290,000 Wichita Kkapoo Downtown Aipark 140,076
Papulanon 100,000 o 250,000 Wichita Sheppargd AFB/Wichita Falls Muniipal 141,876
Populauon 100,000 10 250,000
Populauon 100,000 (o 250,000 ABILENE MSA Taylor Abidene Regwonal 136,883 136,883 B83% 26% 75 % B1% B1% 17%
Populalion 100,000 to 250,000
Pogutalion | 100,000 to 250.000 TEXARKANA MSA Bowie New Boston (new) 85,080 83% 26% 75% 81% 82% 18%
Poputation [ 100,000 to 256,000 Bowie Texarkana Regional-Webb Field 85,080
Populatian | 100,000 to 250,000 Miller, Co,AK
Population 100,000 10 250,000
Population 100,000 10 250,000 SAN ANGELO MSA Tom Green Mathis Field 105,826 105,826 B4% 26% 75% 81 % 82% 18%
Population 100,000 10 250,000
Population  1100,000 ta 250,000 SHERMAN-DENISON MSA Grayson Sherman Municipal 95,307 101,644 85% 26% 76% B2% 83% 18%
Population  ]160.000 te 280,000 Griyson Grayson County 100.611
S s AR S B B Sy R S e b o b i

Population 50,000 te 100,000 VICTORIA MSA Victoria Victonia Regional 88,435 88,435 85% 28% 76% 82% B3% 19%
Poputation 4,000 to 100,000
Poputation  |%50,000 to 100,000 Angelina Angelina Angeihina County 75,924 75,924 85 % 26% 77% 83% £4% 19%
Population  [50.000 w0 100,000
Population {50,000 1o 100,000 Hacoguoches Nacogdoches A.L.Mangham Jr. Regionai 105,032 598,321 8E6% 27% 77% 83% 84% 20%
Popuiation  [50.000 10 100,000
Populstion  §50,000 1o 100.000 Waiker ‘Waiker Huntsville Municipal 56,253 58,211 86% 27% 77% B83% 84% 20%
Population | %0.000 te 100,000
Population  [50.000 10 100,000 Anderson Anderson Palesune Municipal 50,833 44,522 86% 27% 77% 85%

D SR T ST T 2% e ne = o TR " % o T
Population  [25,000 1o 50,000 Starr Starr Stare County 46,527 43,610 86% 28% 77% 85% B4% 21%
Poguation 25,000 10 80,000
Popuiation  ]25.000 10 30,000 Lamar Lamar Cox Fietd 52.008 $1,763 87 % 28% 7% 85% Ba4% 22%
Population 25,000 16 50,000
Population  §25,000 w 50,000 Rusk Rusk Rusk County 68,038 20,507 87% 28% 77% 85% 84% 22%
Population 25,000 v 50,000
Poputation | 25.000 w 50.000 Maverick Maverick Eagle Pass (New) 28% 77% 85% 84% 22%
Poputation  §25.000 10 30,000
Population 125,000 10 50.000 Cherokes Cherokee Cherokee County 74,518 29,349 87% 28% 78% 85% 85% 23%
Populaton 25,000 te 50,000
Population 125,000 1o 50,000 Val Verdas Vai Verde DOei Rio international 35,972 35,972 87% 28% 78% 85 % 85% 23%
Population 25,000 te 80,000
Population  [25.000 1 50,000 Navarro Navamo C. David Campbell Field-Corsicana M 45,425 43,125 87% 28% 78% 85% 85% 23%
Population 125,000 10 50,000 —
Population {28,000 1o 50,000 Keorr Kerr Kerrvile Municipal/Louis Schreiner Fid 38,636 38,636 88% 28% 78% 85% 85% 23%
Population  |15,000 1 80,000 -
Populstion 25,000 1o 50,000 Van Zandt Van Zandt Wills Point Municipal 44,988 13,154 88% 29% 78% 45% 85% 23%
Population 126,000 10 80,000
Population 128,000 te 80,000 Polk Polk Livingston Municipal 40,544 34,583 88% 29% 78% 86% 85% 23%
Populstion 25,000 to 50.000

opuiation  |25,000 e 50,000 Wharton Yharion YWharion Munmcipal 21,036 0,427 B8 % SU% 19% 86% 05 % 5%

opulalion  §25.000 to 50,000
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Application of Ideal System Crtena

- Cumuiative Percentages of State Totals

Population Cumutative  Percent of Parcent of Percent Percent Parcent Percent ot
Criteria Poguiition 25-Mile Sopulation State State of State of State of State State Agric.
Used Category MEAPMSACOUNTY NAME Altport Radius Coverage Population O & Gas Tax  Prop. Tax Retail Sates Employment Neot Cash Raturn
Populanion 125,000 10 50,000 Wise Wise Bridgeport Mumeipal 21878 32,527 o % 0% 75% BE% BE% 5%
Population  ]25,000 1o 50.000 YWise Wise Decatur Municipal 39,462
Popuiation 25,000 to 50,000
Poputation | 25.000 w 50,000 Jim Wells Jim Wells Alice Internationat 51,458 32,660 BY % 3% 79% 86% 86% 25%
Fopulauon  }25,000 10 50,000
Population 25,000 to $0,000 iMatagorda Matagorda Bay City Municipal 45,986 41,188 8%% N% BO% 56% B86% 26%
Popuisuon  §2%,000 10 50.000 Matagorda Matagorda Patacios Mureipat 20,153
Population 125,000 10 80,000
Poputaton  §25.000 10 50,000 Brown Brown Brownwood Municipal 38,303 38,303 89 % 3% 80% 86 % 86% 26%
Poputation  125.000 te 50,090
Populaton 125,000 1o 50,000 Hale Haie Abernathy Mumcipal 122,401 39,660 B9% 31% 80% 87% B86% 7%
Poputaton 125,000 1o 50.000 Hale Hale Hale County 34,267
Popuiaton | 25,000 16 50,000
Poputaton 125,000 0 50.000 Atascosa Atascosa Pleasonton Munwipal 30,502 25473 89% 3% 80% 87% B6% 28%
Population 2%,000 to 50,000
Poputation 125,000 to 50.00Q Jasper Jasper Jasper County-Bell Figlg 34,684 48,035 90 % 3% BO% B87% 86% 27%
Population 25,000 10 50,000 Jasper Jasper Kitbywitie 23,132
Population 25.000 10 50,000
Populatien  125.000 te 50.000 Medina Medina Castovile MumCipal 1,186,758 63,310 90 % 31% 80% 87 % B6% 28%
Populatson 25,000 1w 50,000 Medina Medina Devine Mumcipal 23,242
Populatuon 125,000 10 50.000 Medina Medina Hando Municipal 23,576
Population {25,000 to $0,000
Population  ]25,000 to 50,000 Wood Wwood Mineola-Quitrman 59,166 50,104 30% 32% 81% 88% 87% 29%
Population  ]25,000 1o 30,000 Wood Wood winnsboro Municipa! 32,487
Population 25,000 10 50,000
Population 25,000 1o 50,000 Howard Howard Big Spring McMahon-Wrinkle 37,401 34,834 90 %: 34% 81% B8% 87% 30%
Poputauon 25,000 12 80,000
Popuiation  [25.000 1o 80,000 Cooke Cooke Gainaswvilie Municipal 45,747 38,526 F0% 34% 81% 88% 87% 30%
Population 25,000 10 80,000
Population  ]25,000 10 $0,000 Klaberg Kieberg Kieberg County 62,921 5,659 30% 34% B1% 88% B7% 30%
Population | 25.000 1w 59,000
Population  [25,004 10 50,000 Hopkins Hopkins Sulphur Springs Municipal 42,975 3,618 90% 34% 81 % 88% 87% 30%
Population {25,000 te 50,000
Population 25,000 o 50,000 Erath Erath Dublin Mumicipal 37,236 40,515 1% 34% 81% BB% 87% 33%
Population  §25.000 10 $0,000 Erath Erath Clark Figld Municipal 37,481
Population {25,000 te 50,000
Populaison 125,000 w 56,000 Cass Cass Atlanta MuniCipal 31,080 31,080 91% 34% 81% 88% 87 % 384%
Populaton 25,000 1o 50,000
Population 125,000 te 50,000 Hill Hill Hitlsboro Mumicipal 34,152 19,131 1% 349% B2% BE% 87% 34%
Populauon 25,000 o 80,000
Population 125,000 10 $0.000 Burnet Burnet Burnet Municipal Kate Craddock Fetd 35,878 35,878 1% 34% 82% 88% 87% 34%
Population 125,000 10 50,000
Populauon 125,000 1o 50,000 washington Washington Brenham Municipal 56,485 53,733 91% 35% B2% 89% 88% 34%
Population  125.000 to 50,000
Population  [25.000 to $0,000 Bee Bee Beeville Municipal 25,356 22,687 2% 35% 82% 89 % B8 % 34%
Population  25.000 10 50,000 .
Poppulauon 25,000 w $0,000 Fannin Fannin Jones Fieid 31,760 24,462 92% 35% 82% 89% 88% 34%
Population 125,000 to 50,000
Population 125,000 to 50,000 Palo Pinto Palo Pinte Possum Kingdom 6,308 3,098 92% 35% B2% 89% 88% 34%
Population  [25,000 to 50,000
Population 125,000 10 80,000 Titus Titus Mount Pleasant Municipal 60,777 46,208 92% 35% 83% 89% 88% 35%
Population | 25.009 1o 50,000
Population {25,000 10 50,000 Hutchinsorn Hutchinson Hutchinson County 30,365 30,365 92% 36% 83% 89% 88% 36%
Population 125,000 to 50,000
Population  |2%,000 to 80,000 Uvaide Uvalde Garner Field 25,955 24,263 92 % 36% B83% B89% B8% 37%
Population 110,000 15 25,000 Gray Gray Mctean / Gray County 6,746 28,184 92% 7% 83% 89% 88% 8%
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Application of ldeat Systern Criteria - Cumuistive Percentages of State Totals

a1

Parcent
Critecia Poputation 25-Mite Populstion of State State Agric.
Used Categocy MSAPMSACOUNTY NAME Airport Radius Covsrage Employment  Nat Cash Return
Population 10,000 to 28,000 Gray Gray Perry Lefors Field 22,335
Population 110,000 w 25,000
Population  [10,000 1 25,000 Milam Milam Camaecon Municipal Airpark 29,008 21,443 88% 36%
Popuiation {10,000 o 25,000 Milam Milam H.H. Cottield Regional 25,459
Poputation 110,000 s 25,000
Population 110,000 to 28,000 Hockley Hockiey Leveliand Municipat 33,467 31,085 89% 40%
Poputation  ]10.000 10 25.000
Populauon 110,000 to 25.000 Austin Austin Sealy (new} 89% 40%
Poputaticn  }10.000 10 28,000
Poputation | 10,000 1o 25,000 Sheiby Shelby Center Municipal 22,857 22.857 §9% 41%
Poputation 110,000 10 23,000
Popuiation 10,000 o 25.000 Panola Panola Panola County-Sharpe Figig 25,664 15871 B9% 4% %,
Pogpuiation 10,000 to 25,000
Population  §10.000 15 25,000 Fayette Fayette Fayatie Regonal Aic Center 23,581 15,785 89% 41%
Population 10,000 10 25.000
Poputation 10,000 10 25,000 Grimes Grimes Navasota Mumcipa) 31,787 10.343 89% a2%
Population 10,000 10 25,000
Poputation  [10.000 w 25,000 Houston Houston Houston County 21,734 21,734 89% 4 2%
Popuigtion 10,000 1o 25,000
Population 110,000 1o 25,000 Limestone Limestone Mexia-Lunestone County 26,318 24,007 89% 47%
Population  §10.000 0 25,000
Poputation 110,000 1o 25,000 Aransas Aransas Aransas County 45,415 20,854 BS9% 47%
Poputation 10,000 to 25,000
Poputation | 10.000 w 25.000 De Witt De Witt Cuero Murucipal 14,296 13,695 £89% 47 %
Papulation 10,000 10 25,000
Population 110,000 10 25,000 Calhoun Calhoun Cathoun County 74,925 6,787 B9% 42%
Poputation  [10.000 o 25,000
Popuiation 110,000 1o 25,000 Lavaca Lavaca Halletsville Municipal 19,032 21,426 89% A2%
Population  §10.000 10 25,000 Lavaca Lavaca Yoakum Municipai 28,187
Poputation 10,000 1 25,000
Papulation  §10,000 1o 25,000 Kendalt Kendail Kendall Co-Boerneinew) 89% 42%
Popuiation  §10.000 1o 25,000
Population 10,000 te 25,000 Moore Moore Maoore County 18,176 18,176 B9% 45 %
Popuiation  {10.000 to 35,000 Maore Maoore Suaray{new)
Pogutation 34,000 10 25,000
Population  [10,000 1o 25,000 Glliespie Gillesple Giflespie County 48,032 16,052 89% 45%
Population 110,000 to 25,000
Population 10,000 1o 25,000 Tyler Tyler Tyiler County 23,119 20,803 B89 % 45%
Population  ]10,000 te 25.000 — —
Population  }10.000 10 25,000 Willacy Willacy Charles R, Johnson 3.608 3.608 89% 45%
Popuistion  [10,000 10 25,000
Popuiatian 110,000 10 25,000 Colorado Colorado Robert R. Wells, JR 17,128 17,447 0% 35%
Population  §10.000 1o 25,000 Colorado Colorado Eagle Lake 16,089
Popuiation  {10,00¢ to 25.000
Population 110,000 to 25,000 Eastland Eastland Cisco Municipal 20,899 24,546 90% 46%
Poputation  [10.000 10 25,000 Eastiand Eastland Eastiand Municipai 10,183
Popuiation  |10,000 te 25,000
Poputation 10.000 to 25,000 Deat Smith Deaf Smith Mereford Municipat 20,202 20,202 0% 50%
Population 10,000 10 25,000
Popuiation 110,000 1o 28,000 Scurry Scurry winston Field 26,170 25,170 90% 61%
Population 110,000 1o 25,000
Population 110,000 1w 28,000 San Jaclato San Jacinto 0% 51 %
Population 110,000 1o 28,000 }_
Population 110,000 10 26,000 Fails Falls Marlin 27,540 27,540 S0% 51%
Poputation 10,000 10 28,000
Fopulation 10,000 1 35,000 Jones Jones Hamiin Municipal 16,463 23,055 0% 52%
Population [N0.000 10 25,000 Jones jJones Atledge Field 17,142
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Application of ldea!l System Criera - Cumulative Percentages of State Totals

Population

Cumulative

Percent of Percent of Percent Percant Petcent Parcent ot
Criteria Popuistion 25-Mils Population State State at State of State of State State Agric.
Used Category MSAPMSA/COUNTY NAME Altport Radius Coverage Populstion  Oit & Gas Tax  Prop. Tax Ratall Sajes Employment Nat Cash Return
Population {10,000 1o 25,000
Population  §10.000 to 26.000 Montague Montagua Bowie Municipal 19,692 24,081 95 % A8% 86 % 31% S0% 52%
Population 10,000 to 25,000 Montague Montague Nocona Municipal 15,546 95 %
Poputation 10,000 10 25,000
Population 10,000 to 25,000 Young Young Graham Munigpal 12,903 20,698 95 % 49% 86% 91 % 90% 52%
Popuiation  }10,000 1o 25,000 Young Young Otney Mumgipa! 3,765 95 %
Populaton {10,000 to 25,000
Poputation 10,000 to 25,000 Freestone Freestone Teague Municipal 30,31 4,849 95 % 49 % 86% 91 % 90% 52%
Popuiation 10,000 to 25,000
Population 110,000 16 25,000 Gonzales Gonzales Gonzates Municipal 25,746 6,494 95 % 49% B86% 91% 90% 53%
Fopulation 10,000 to 25,000
Population {10,000 10 25,000 Notan Nolan Avenger Fieid 18,938 172.811 85 % 49% 86% 91% 0% 84%
Popuiation {10,000 te 25,000
Population  [10.000 10 25,000 Lampasas Lampasas Lampasas 12.140 10,389 35 % 49% 85% 91% 0% 54,
Populatton 110,000 e 25,000
Population 10.000 1o 28,000 Bosque Bosque Chifton Municipaiisenhower 20,836 12,224 3% % 43% 87% 91 % 90% 54 %
Populavon 10,000 o 25.000
Popuiation {10,000 to 25.000 Pecos Fecos Fort Stockton-Pecos County 16,515 16,615 95 %% 56% $7% % 90% 54%
Popuiation 110,000 to 25.000
Fopuiation 10.000 0 25,000 Wilbarger Wilbarger Wiibarger County 16,815 16.815% 98 % 56% 87% 91 % 90% 55%
Popuiation 10,000 10 25,000
Populaton 110,000 o 25.000 Frio Frio Oiitey Aurpark 6,762 7,799 95 % 56% 87% 91% 90 % 55%
Popuiation 110,000 w 25,000 Frio Frio McRiniey Fielg 13,561 95 %
Population 10,000 10 25,000
Population 110,000 10 25,000 Robertson Robertson Hearne Municipal 91,921 13,515 95% 56 % B7% 31% 91 % 55%
Papuiation {10,000 1o 25,000
Population  [10.000 te 25,000 Reeves Reeves Pecos Municipal 15,474 15,474 95 % $7 % 87 % 91 % 91 % 55%
Poputation {10,000 o 25.000
Population | 10.000 10 25,000 Karnes Karnes Katnes Coynty 21,1398 19,465 96% 57 % 87% 91% 91% 96%
Poputation 10,060 10 25,000
Populanon  ]10.000 10 25,000 Lamb Lamb Littlefield Municipal 13,089 3.787 56 % 57% 87% 91 % 91% 56%
Pogulation 10,000 10 25.000
Populauon 10,000 1o 25,000 Burleson Burleson Caldwell Municipal 41,866 8,738 96% 57% 87% 91% 91% 56%
Population | 10.000 to 25,000
Population 110,000 te 25,000 Dawson Dawson Lamesa Municipal 14,486 14,486 96% H589% B38% 31% 91% 57%
Population 10,000 1o 25,000
Population {10,000 e 25,000 Gaines Galnes Gaines County 24,303 24,303 96% 66 % 88% S1% 91 % 59%
Population 110,000 s 25,000
Population  [10,000 to 25,000 Red River Red River Clarksville-Red River County 13,208 10,968 96% B86% 88% 91% 1% 59%
Population 10,000 1 25,000
Population  [10,000 to 28,000 Andrews Andrews Andrews County 13,842 2,029 96% 67% EEES 91% 91% 56%
Population  [10,000 10 25,000
Poputation  ]10,000 10 25,000 Bandera Bandera 96 % 67 % B8% 91% 91% 59%
FPopulation  |10,000 to 25,000
Population {10,000 to 25.000 Jackson Jackson Jackson County 15,880 5 545 96% 67% a8a% 81% 91% 59%
Population 10,000 to 25,000
Population 110,000 w 25,000 Newton Newton Nawtan Municipal 23,115 3,686 6% £7% 88% 21% 91% 59%
Population 10,000 te 25,000
Population  [10.000 w 25,000 Les Lee Giddings-Lee County 30,081 11,991 96% 67% 88% % $1% 59%
Population  ]10,000 to 25,000
Population 10,000 to 25.000 Comanche Comanche Comanche County-City 17.187 3,871 96% 67 % 88% 92% 91% 60%
Population {10,000 to 25,000
Populanion  |10.000 o 25,000 Leon Leon Leon County(new!} 96 % 67% BB8% 92% 91% 650%
Population 10000 10 28,000
Poputation 110,000 ts 25,000 Duval Duvail Duvai-Freer 5,356 5,356 26% 67% 88% 92% 91% 60%
Populauon 10,000 to 25.000
Population  [10,000 1 28,000 Morris Morris Greater Morns County 50,032 20,419 96% 67 % B8% 92% 91% 60%
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Applicauon of ioeal Sysiem Critetia - Cumulative Percentages of State Totals

Population

Cumulative

Percent of Percent ot Percent Percent Percant Percent of
Critaria Pogusation 25-Mite Population State State ot State of State of State State Agtic.
\Used Category MSAPMSA/COUNTY NAME Airport Radius Coverage Population  Oit & Gas Tax  Prop. Tax  Retail Sales Employment Net Cash Return
Population 10,000 to 25,000
Population 110,000 to 28,000 Terry Terry Teery County 16,518 15,688 96 % 68% 88% 92% 31% 61%
Population {10,000 to 25,000
Population 10,000 te #%,000 Ward Ward Roy Hurd Memorial 15,608 11,116 96% £9% 88% 92% S1% 61%
Population 10,000 10 25,000
Popuiation 10000 s 25.000 Llano Liano Llano Municipal 11,493 11,483 96% 69% 89% 92% S1% 61%
Popuiation 10.000 w0 25,000
Popiation 110,000 to 25,000 Trinity Trinity Groveton-Trinty County 18,93% 12,539 36% £3% 89% 32% 31% 61%
Popuiation 10,000 to 25,000
Poputation  110.000 0 25.000 Caillahan Catlahan 96% £9% 89% 32% 91% H19%
Poputation 10,000 to 25,000
Population 110,000 te 25,000 Madison Madison Madisonville Municipal 20,388 10,354 37 % £9% 89% 32% 1% 61
Population 10,000 o 25,000
Population 10,000 to 25,000 Zavala Zavala Crystal Ciy Municipal 16,392 16,123 97 % £69% £9% G2% 9% 524,
Population HLO00 10 28,000
Population 10.000 10 25.000 Runnels Runnels Bruce Feld 11,946 12,330 97 % 69% 89% 92% 91% 62 %
Population 110,000 1o 25.000 Runnels Runnels Winters Municipal 11,519 97%
Populauon 10,000 w0 25,000
Popuidtion 110,000 10 25,000 Camp Camp 97% 59% 89% 92% 91 % 62%
Population 10,000 10 25,000
Populauion 10,000 10 25,000 Sabine Sabine Pingiand Municipal 13,231 2,802 97 % 69% 89% 92% 91 % 62%
Population  [10.000 10 25,000
Population  [10.000 10 28,000 Dimmit Dimnmit Dimmit County 18,858 3,678 97 % 69% B9% 92% 91 % 62 %
Population  |10.000 1o 25,000
Poputation 10,000 1o 25.000 Zapata Zapata Zapats county 10,662 10,662 97% 71% 89% 92% 9} % 624y
Population 10,000 1o 25,000
Populatson (10,000 w 25,000 Clay Clay 97% T1% B89% 92% 99 % 672%
Poputation 10,000 10 25,000
Poputation  ]10.000 10 28,000 Live Oak Live Qak Live Oax County 8,911 9,911 97% 71% 89% 92% 93 % 62%
Papulation 16,000 to 25,000
Popuiaion {10,000 1 28,000 Marion Marion Cypress River 486,757 8,466 97% 71% B89% 92% 91% 82%
Population {10,000 10 25,000
Population  |10,000 10 28,000 Parmer Parmer Benger Airpark 24,322 7,604 97% 71% 89% 92% 91 % 84%
oo — T e R 2 o0 S Semwepses s e DRomsos o :
Ret. Saies BELOW 10,000 Brewster Brawster Alpine-Caspans Municipal 10,358 10,727 897% 71% B3% 2% 82% 4%
Ret. Sales  [s610w 10,000 Brewster Brewster Lajitas 369 369 97 % 71% 89% 92 % 92% 64%
Ret. Sales  seLow 10,000 Cchitres Ochiitree Perryton Ochiltree County 9,967 9,867 97 % 72% £9% 92% 92% 65%
Ret Sales  [BELOW 10,000 Stephens Stephens Stepnens County 10,341 9,102 37 % 72% B89% 92% 92% 66%
Ret. Sales  |8ELOW 10.00¢ Haskel! Haskell HMaskell Municipai 11,108 2,364 97 % 72% 89% 92% 92% 66%
Ret. Sales BELOW 10,000 Hemphil Hemphili Memphill County 4,156 4,013 97 % 74% 90% 92% 92 % 67%
Ret. Sales  [8ELOW 10,000 Chiidress Childress Childress Municipal 7,438 7,438 87% 74% 90% 92% 92% 67%
Ret. Sales  [AELOW 10,000 Balley Bailey Muleshoe Municipal 13,038 12,384 87 % 74% 950% 92% 2% 68%
Aet. Sales BELOW 10,000 Dallam Dallam 97 % 74% 90% 92% 92% 68%
Ret. Sales BB OW 10,000 McCulloch McCulloch Curtis Field 8,468 8,468 97% 74% $0% 92% 92% 69%
Ret. Sales  |skLow 10,000 Castro Castro Dimmit Muricipal 8,835 6,988 97% 74% 90% 92% 92% 72%
Ret. Sales  |seLow 10,000 Coleman Coleman Colernan Municipai 9,112 9,112 97% 74% 90% 92% 92% 72%
Ret. Sales  |eeLow 10.000 Crosby Crosby Crosbyton Municipsl 12,864 2,983 97% 74% 0% 92% 92% 73%
Ret. Sales  |seLow 10,000 Yoakum Yoakum Denver City 11,519 11,208 97 % 78% 0% 92% 92% 73%
Ret. Sales  |sELOW 10,000 Yoakum Yoakum Yoakum County 9,843 97 % 78% 90% 92% 92% 73%
Ret. Sales  |8ELOW 10,000 Franktin Frankiin Frankiin County 19,518 4,823 97 % 78% S0% §7% B2 % 74%
Ret. Sales  |eELOW 10,000 Swisher Swisher City of Tulia/Swisher County Munigip 11,291 10,324 97% 78% 30% 7% 92% 75%
Rel. Sales  JS6LOW 10,000 Brooks Brooks Brookes County 13,787 7.578 87% 78% S0% 92% 2% 75%
Ret. Sales  [BELOW 10,000 Refuglo Refugio Rooke Fietd 24,907 4,292 98% 78% 30% 92% 32% 76%
Fet. Sales  |BELOW 10,000 Kimble Kimble Kimble County 4,078 4,078 88% 78% 30% 92% 92% 76%
Ret. Sales  {aELOW 10,000 Floyd Floyd Floydada Municipal 7.880 5,070 96 % 78% 0% 92% $2% 76%
Ret. Sales  JaELow 10,000 Hamiiton {Hamiiton Hamitton Municipal 12,512 7.844 8% 78% 90% 92% 2% 77%
Ret. Sales  |BeLOw 10,000 San Augustine San Augustine San Augustine County 12,570 2,576 98% 78% 90% 92% 92% 77%
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Application ot ideal System Craera - Cumulative Percentages of State Totals

Population Cumulative  Percant ot Parcent of Parcent Parcent Parcant Percent of
Critaria Poputation 25-Mile Populstion State State of State of State of State State Agric.
Used Catngoey MSAPMSALCOUNTY NAME Airport Radius Coverags Population Qi & Gas Tax  Prop, Tax  Retall Sales Employment Net Cash Return
Ret, Sales  [BELOW 10,000 Mitchet! Mitcheli Colorado City 25 660 7.048 98% 78% 0% 92% 92% 77%
Ret. Sales  [RELOW 10,000 Culberson Cuiberson Culberson County 2,920 2.820 98% 78% 90 % 92% 92% 77%
Ret. Sales  {BELOW 10,000 Martin Martin Stanton Municipat 66,815 1,245 98% 79% 90% 92% 92% 78%
Ret. Sales  [BE.0wW 10,000 Winkler Winkier Winkler County 8,878 8,978 98% 80% 1% 92% 92% 78%
Ret. Saies  [SELOW 10.000 Jim Hogg Jim Hogg Jim Hogg County 5,577 8,577 98% 80% 91% 32% 92% T8%
Aet. Sales BELOW 10,000 Wheeler Wheeler Shamrock Municipal 4,862 4,231 38% 81% 91 % 92% 92% 8%
Ret. Sales  [sELOW 10,000 Wheeler Wheeler Whester Municipal 6,057 $8% 81% 9t% 92% 92% 78%
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On & Gas BELOW 10,000 Crane Crane Crane county 6,781 6,783 98 % 84%, 91% 92% 92% 8%
O & Gas BELOW 10,000 Hent Kent Kent County 1,088 1,088 98% 85 % 91% 92% 92 % 78%
Oi & Gas BELOW 10.000 Upton Upton Upton County 7,353 92 98 % BS % 91% G2% 92% 78%
Od & Gas BELOW 10,000 Crockett Crockett Qzona MyniCipat 3,984 3,984 98% 85% 91% 92% 92% 78%
O & Gas BELOW 10,000 Carson Carson Panhanale-Carson County 22,330 M 98% 86% 91% 82% 92% 78%
Od & Gas SELOW 10,000 Reagan tReagan Reagan County 4,248 4,089 98% B87% G1% 32% 92 % 79%
O & Gas BELDW 10,000 Sutton Sutton Sonora Municipal 5,363 6,363 $8% 88% 91% 92% 92% 79%
Qi & Gas BELOW 10,000 Glasscock Glasscock 98 % 88% By% 92% 92 % T9%
Qu & Gas BELOW 10,000 Garza Garza Post-Garza County Murucipat 5 264 5,264 Q8% B9% 91% 92 % 82% DN
Od & Gas BELDW 16,000 Borden Borden 8% 89% 91% 92% G2% TG %,
O & Gas BELOW 10,000 Cochran Cochran Cocnran Counity 4,372 3,454 98% 89% 91% 32% S2% 75 %
Oit & Gas BELDW 10,000 Lipscomb Lipscomb Folet/Lipscomb County 2,240 1,227 98% 89% 91% 92% 32% 79%
O & Gas BELOW 10,000 Lipscomb Lipscomb Higgins-Lipscomt County 1,183 98% Bi% 81% 92% 892% 79%
Qit & Gas BELOW 10,000 Sherman Sherman Strattord Figldinew; 2,841 2,941 98% 90% 91% 92% 92% 82%
On & Gas BELOW 10,000 McMulilen McMullen 98% 90% 91 % 92% 92% g%
O & Gas BELOW 10.000 Terrall Terrell Terrelt County 502 502 98 % 30% 91% 92% 92% 81%
Qu & Gas BELOW 10,000 irion irion 88% 30% 91% 92% 32% 81 %
Qil & Gas BELOW 10,000 King King 98% 0% 31% 92% 92% 81%
O & Gas BELOW 10,000 Hanstord Hansford Gruver Municipal 5,146 3,981 8% 30% $1% 2% 32% 84%
On & Gas BELOW 10,000 Hansford Hansford Spearman Municipal 5,960 98% 80% 91% 92% 2% 84%
Od & Gas BELOW 10,000 Sterling Sterling 98% 80% 91% 2% 92% BA%
Ol & Gas BELOW 10,000 Roberts Roberts Miami-Roberts County 1,547 52 98% 90% 91% 92% 92% 84%
Ot & Gas BELOW 10,000 Kenedy Kenedy 98% 30% 9% 92% 92% 84%
Qi & Gas BELOW 10.000 Hardeman Hardeman Quanan dMumcipal 5,133 5,133 98% 90% 91% 92% 92% 84%
Cu & Gas BELOW 10,000 Laving Loving 88% S0% 91% 92% 92% B4 Y%
Od & Gas BELOW 10,000 Jack Jack Jacksboro Mumicipat 10,871 1.353 98% 91% S1% 92% 92% 84 %
Qi & Gas BELOW 10.000 Stonewatl Stonawall Stonewall County 1,852 162 98% 91 % 91% 92% 92% B84%
O & Gas BELOW 10,000 Coke Coke Robert Lee 2,974 2,974 98% 91 % $1% 92% 92% B4 %
O & Gas BELOW 10,000 Gollad Goliad 98 % §1% 91% 92% 92% 84%
Ot & Gas BELOW 10,000 Schieicher Schislcher Eldorade 6,126 806 98% 91 % 91 % 92% 92% 84%
O & Gas BELOW 10,000 Edwards Edwards Edwardgs County 2,503 2,503 88% 91% 91 % 92 % 92% B4 %
O & Gas BELOW 10,000 Thrackmorton 9B % 81% 91 % 92% 92%

B84%

Agrculture  [BELOW 10,000 Hartley Dalhart Municipat 9,967 98% S1% 91% 93% 92% 0%
Agricultute  {BELOW 10,000 Lynn Lynn T-bat 6,948 1,455 98% 91 % $1% 93% 92% 0%
Agriculture  [BELOW 10,000 Armstrong Armstrong 98% 91% 91% 93% 92% 80%
Agriculture  BELOW 10.000 Fisher Fisher Fisher County 18,061 543 98% 91 % 91% 93% 92% 0%
Agriculture  [BELQW 10,000 Qldham Cldham Otdham County 3,089 2,097 38% 91% 82% 93% 32% 1%
Agriculture  JBELOW 10,000 Hall Hail Memphis Municipal 4,568 3.314 98% 91% 92% 93% 82% 91%
Agncuiture  |BELOW 10,000 San Saba San Saba San Saba County Municipat 8,900 7.228 98 % 91% 92% 93% 92% 91%
Agrnculture  1BELOW 10,008 Hudspeth Hudspeth Deil City Municipat 995 2,333 98 % 91% 92% 53% 92% 91%
Agnculture  JHELOW 10,000 Hudspeth Hudspeth Milg High 1,338 98% 91% 92% 93% 92% 91%
Agticulture  |BELOW 10,000 Concho Concho Eden-Concho County(new) S58% 91% 92% 93% 32% 91%
Agriculture  [8ELOW 10.000 Rains Rains Raing County 66,371 985 98% 91 % 92% 93% 92% 91%
Agniculture  [BELOW 10,000 |Baylor Baylor Seymout Municipal 4,883 4,883 98 % 21% 92% 93% 92% 92%
Agriculture  JBELOW 10,000 {Mason Mason Mason County 4,305 3.21 98% 91 % 92% 93% 92% 32%
Agriculture  |BELOW 10,000 Knox Knox Knox City Munigipal 8,318 3,161 98% 919 92% 93% 32% 92%
Agriculture  |BELOW 10,000 Knox Knox Munday Municipai 8,697 98% 1% 2% 93% 32% 2%
Agriculture  |SELOW 10,000 Dickens Dickens Spur Municipat 2,678 1,661 98% 91% 92% 93% 92% 92%
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BELOW 10,000 Presidio Marfa Municipa 4,073 3,846 SE% 1%

BELOW 10,000 {Presidio Presidio Presidio Lely international 3,768 98% 1%

HELOW 10,000 Donley Donley Clargndon Munigipal 3,677 2,650 98% 1%

BELOW 10,000 jBriscoe gﬂscoo S8% $1%

BELOW 10,000 Shacketford Shackelford Albany Municipal 9,767 2,854 98% 1%

BELOW 10,000 Cottle Cottle Oan E. Richards Municipat 2,242 2,153 98% 91%

BELOW 10,000 Collingsworth Collingsworth  |Marian Airpark 98% 91 % 92% 93% 93% 83%

SELOW 10,000 Motley Motley 98% 91 % 92% 93% 93% 93%

SELOW 10,000 Jeff Davis Jetf Davis 98% 91% 92% 93% 33% 93%

BELOW 10,000 Menard Menard Menard County 4,228 4,229 $8% 91% 92% 93% 93% G3%

BELOW 10,000 Blanco Blanco 88% 91 % 92% 3% 3% 93%

BELOW 10,000 Foard Foard Foard County 5,669 1,595 98% 91% 92% 93% 93% 93%

BELOW 10,000 Real Real Real County 98 % 91% 92% 93% 33% 3%

BELOW 10,000 Deita Delta 98 % S1% 92% 93% 83% 93%

BELOW 10,000 L.a Salie La Salie Cotutta-La Salie County 7.668 1,548 98% % 92% 93% Q3% 93%

BELOW 10.000 |Somerveli 1Somervell 98% 91% 92% 93% 93% 93%

BELOW 10,000 [Kinney Kinney 98% 91% 2% 93% 3% 93%

BELOW 10,000 Miiis Mills Mills County (New) 98% 91% 92% 93% 92% 93%
TOTAL 18,815,686 98% S1% 92% 93% 83% 93%
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Paopulation Cumulative Percent 1996 Percent 1886 Percant of
Criteria Pogutation within 25-Miie Popuiation of State Based of State Aireraft State
Used Caregory MSAPMSACOUNTY NAME Alrport Radius Coverags Popuistion Ajrcraft Based Aircraft Cperations Cperations

Population 1 Mimon HOUSTON Harris East Grand Parkway{New} 0 4,012,397 21% O 0% 8] Q%
Population » P Marris David Wayne Hooks Memorial 407,543 285 2% 148,870 2%
Population B Harris Eihngton Field 1,887,813 120 3% 94,495 3%
Populaton - Harris Housten intercontinental 331,122 48 4% 313,753 7%
Population . Harrls west Houston 1,351,786 207 8% 81,000 B%
Population N Harris Housten Westside(New) Y 0 6% [+ 8%
Poputation . Harris Witham P. Hobby 2,549,833 210 7% 240,606 11%
Population . Harris La Porte Municipal 1,037,926 146 9% 116,549 12%
Population B Chambers Chambers County 28,814 16 3% 6,900 12%
Populaton Chambers Chambers County-Winnie Stowell 22,092 [ 9% 1,800 12%
Population . Fort Bend Sugar Land Municipat 1,516,110 135 10% 75,041 13%
Poputation . Fort Bend Houston-Sauthwest 1,384,887 178 11% 53,500 14%
Population Liberty Cleveland Municipal 32,7118 a5 12% 10,600 14%
Poputation ” Liberty Liberty Municipat 44,052 22 12% 10,025 14%
Population ’ Montgomery Montgomery County 230,012 AR 13% 57,560 15%
Population Walter
Popylation Dailas Addison 2,400,534] 3,303,354
Population . Dabas Dallas Love Fieid 1,850,172 294
Popuylations |1 mision « Dallas Redbird 2,756,405 136
Poputation |1 Mallon + Dallas Lancaster 1,601,393 125
Populanon |1 Mison ~ Dallas Phii L Hudson Municipal 429,505 207
Popuiation {1 Mison o Collin McKinney Municipal 412,101 143
Population |1 Mison « Denton Denton Municipal 372,824 114
Population |1 Mikkon Eliis Ennis Municipal 78,483 29
Population |1 mitien « Elfls Midlothian/Waxahachie Municipal 264,124 27
Population |1 Mo Henderson Athens Municipal 67,571 16
Popuialion 11 Mison « Hunt Caddo Mills Municipai 56,893 15
Population |1 mimon Hunt Commerce Municipal 55,624 4
Population |1 mision » Hunt Majors 83,172 27
Population 11 Miion » Kaufman Terred Municipal 72,728 76
Population |1 midon + Rockwall Rockwall Municipat 485,211 80 30% 38020 27%
Poputation |1 Mo «
Popuiation [t Miion « £T. WORTHARLINGTON PMSA  [Tarrant Arlington Municipal 1,821,165] 1,349,155 45% 290 33% 148,000 29%
Population 14 Mison - Tarrant DOallas-Fort Worth International 2,813,268 0 33% 851,185 8%
Paopulation |1 mition » Tarrant Fort Worth Alliance 1,547,968 [ 33% 140,655 A1%
Population 1 mison « Tarrant Fort Worth Meacham 1,327,638 382 36% 314,983 45 %
Population {1 mimon « Tarrant Fort Worth Spinks 1.072,228 88 37% 55,300 45%
Population |1 Mision + Tamant Fort worth Catswell 1,220,717 37% 45 %
Papulation |1 Misien + Tarrant Grand Prairie Munitipat 2,347,838 253 39% 150,000 47%
Population |1 mikon + Hood Granbury Municipal 38,911 29 39% 8,000 47%
Population 11 mision « Johason Cleburne Municipal 117,589 103 40% 29,804 48 %
Population |1 milon « fParker Mineral Wells 63,109 68 41% 22,216 48%
Population |1 Mmon + {Parker Weatherford (Naw) Q 0 41% 0 48%
Population |1 mmon + ]
Population 11 Mision « SAN ANTONID MSA {Bexar San Antonio international 1,346,131f 1,488,741 53% O 41% 215,169 51%
Population 11 mition « Bexar Stinson Municipal 1,301,231 53 41% 49,248 51 %
Population {1 mison » Comal 41% 51 %
Popuiation {1 Mison + Guadalupe New Braunfels Municipal 166,752 58 41% 24,000 52%
Poputation |1 mmon Wiisan 41% 52%
Population |1 Miion «
Population 1 Mimons + AUSTIN-SAN MARCOS MSA Travis AustiniNew)] C 984,726 58% ] 41% O 52%
Population 11 mmon + Travis Austin Executive Airpark 740,307 100 42% 84,080 53%
Population |1 Mison - Travis Robert Mueller 779,985 286 45% 186,962 55%
Popuiation |1 mmon Bastrop Smthvilie Municipsi 51,848 21 A5 % 6,050 55%
Popuiation |1 mmon + Caldwel} Lockhart Municipat 31,266 39 45% 11,950 55%
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Criteria Popuiation within 25-Mile Population ot State Based of Stata Alrceatt State
Used Category MSAPMEATOUNTY NAME Alrport Radius Coverage Population Alrcratt Based Aircraft Opatations Operations
Population {1 mmon « Caldwelt The Carter Mamorial 31,218 7 45% 2,100 55 %
Population |1 Mikon + Calaweil San Marcos Municipal 133,847 100 46% 50,000 56%
Population |1 mMason « He_ys 46%
Popuigtion {1 mMiion « Willlamson Georgetown Municipal 159,108 133 47% 57%
Population |1 mason + Willamson Taylor Municipal 1(,5 313 30 47% 57%
22

opulation | 250.000 10 1.000,006 €L PASO MSA El Paso El Paso internationa 661,477 669,129 62% 329 148,374 53%
Population  1250.000 w0 1,000,000 €1 Paso west Texas 654,553 70 51% 18,600 55%
Population  1250,000 to 1,000,000 El Paso Fabens 363,497 20 51% 13,000 59%
Popuiation 250,000 e 1,000,000
Population  1250.000 10 1,000.000 MCALLEN.EDIN .MISSION MSa  |Hidalgo Edinburg Rio Grande Valley Regional Frt 415116 567,157 65% 0 51% 800 59%
Population | 250.000 1o 1,000,000 Hidalgo McAllen Miller international 417,675 92 52% 61,297 HU%
Populations | 250.000 to 1.000.000 Hidalgo Mid Vailey 388,630 80 52% 24,200 B50%
Population 250,000 t0 1,000,000
Population  [250,000 (o 1,000,000 BEAUMONT.PT. ARTHUR MSa  [Hardin Mawtharne Field 154,918 363,942 67% 12 52% 4,206 60%
Population  |250.000 10 1.000.000 Jefferson Beaumont Mumicipal 297,666 61 53% 18,800 60%
Population  {250.000 10 1,000,000 Jetterson Jetferson County 287,965 76 4% 45,406 61
Populaion  1250,000 1o 1,000,000 Qrange Orange County 358,238 30 54% 9,532 61%
Population  |250,000 to 1,000,000
Population  {250.000 o 1,000,000 CORPUS CHRISTI MSA Nueces Bishop Municipal £5,718 375,817 69% 17 54 % 5,600 61%
Population  |250,000 to 1,000,000 Nueces Corpus Chnisti International 350,836 69 55% 136,507 62 %
Popylation  |250,000 1o 1,000,000 Nueces Mustang Beach 320,829 0 55% 7,000 63%
Poputation  1250.000 10 1,000,000 Nueces Nueces County 369,301 23 55 % 8,700 63%
Fopuiation  1250,000 o 1,000,000 San Patricio Afansas Pass 319,378 2 95 % 6,100 03 %
Population | 280,000 to 1,000,000 San Patricio T.P. MeCampbell 320,828 5 55% 1,200 63%
Population 250,000 1o 1,000,000 San Patricio San Patricic County 37,693 39 55% 10,300 £3%
Population  1280,000 to 1,000.000
Papulation {250,000 to 1,000,000 BROWN..HARL -SAN BEN, MsA  [Cameran Brownsville/South Padre tsiand int. 204,523 248,235 70% 65 56% 68,908 64%
Population | 250,000 to 1,000,000 Cameron Rio Grande Vatigy {nternational 248,23% 31 56% $4,914 £5%
Population 1250000 1o 1,000,000 Cameron Port sabel-Cameron County 213,617 20 $6% 8,000 65%
Population 250,000 1o 1,008,000 Cameron San Benito Municipal 315,288 18 56% 5,400 65%
Population 250,000 to 1,000,000
Poputaton  1250,000 to 1,000,000 KILLEEN- TEMPLE MSA Bel Kitleen Municipal 185,761 321,877 72% 42,800 65%
Population  1250,000 to 1,000,000 Bell Oraughan Mitles Municipal 242,229 47 531 66%
Pogulation | 250,000 te 1,000,000 Coryell Gatesville Ciy-County 42,228 3,600 66%

, : 38 ER s

Popu!auon 100, ooo [ 250 ooo mvasmmsxas cmr sasa (Gaiveston Galveszon Mnmcnpa!ﬁSchotes F-e 981 133,470 62,639 67 %
Poputation  1100,000 w 250.000 Galveston Houston Guit 550,489 24,300 £7%
Popuiation 100,000 10 250,000

Populstion 100,000 10 250,000 ODESEAMIDLAND MSA Ector Qdessa-Schiemayer Field 225,565 241,053 73% 170 B60% 45,360 68%
Population 100,000 10 250,000 Midiand Midlang Airpark 212,863 83 51 % 31,700 68%
Population 100,000 te 250,000 Midiand Midland international 216,481 83 62% 108,782 65%
Poputation  [100,000 te 250,000

Populationi  [100,000 to 250,000 LUBBOCK MSA Lubbock Lusbbock Internatonat 232,974 235,243 75% 124 83% 104,574 71%
Population  [100,000 1o 260,000 Lubbock Siaton dMunicipal 224,074 12 83% 9,700 1%
Population 100,000 0 250,000

Population 100,000 to 250,000 BRAZORIA PMSA Brazoria Brazona County 219,898 133,638 75% 78 64% 60,000 21%
Population  |100,000 1e 250,000 Brazoria Clover Field 2,436,823 146 85% 75,280 72%
Population 1100000 te 250,000

Poputation  [100,000 to 280,000 AMARILLO MSA Potter Arnarillo internationat 202,834 207,985 T7% 36 65% 88,989 73%
Popuiation  [100,000 o 250,000 Randait Tragewind 203,277 84 66% 32,9258 74%
Population  ]10¢,000 10 250,000

Population | 100,000 to 250,000 LONGVIEW-MARSHALL MSA Gregy Gladewater Municipal 87,756 272,531 78% EL] 66% 16,600 74%
Population  1160.000 10 250,000 Gregg Gregg County 183,380 84 67% 88,688 75%
Population | 100,000 1o 250.000 Hamigson Rarrison County 60,249 38 67% 11,400 75%
Population  [100.000 1o 250,000 Upshur Gilmer-Upshur County 83,534 21 67% 6,300 75%

Population

100,000 to 250.000
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Popuistion Cumulative Petcent 1996 Percent 19496 Porcent of
Criteris Poputation within 25-Mile Population of State Based of State Alreratt State
tsed Catagory MSAPMSACOUNTY NAME Alrport Radlus Coverage Poputation Ajrcratt Based Aircratt Qparations Operations

Papulation 100,000 1o 250,000 WACQ MSA McLennan McGregor Municipal 190,258 186,001 79% £5 68% 33,750 76%
Poputation 100,000 te 250,000 MeLennan TSTC Waco 197,106 18 88% 51,880 76%
Population  ]100.000 (0 280,000 Mclennan Waco Regional 205,081 E1) 59% 60,769 77 %
Population  §100,000 to 250,000
Population {100,000 te 250,000 LAREDO MSA Webh Laredo international 177,147 177,147 80% 89 69% 54,861 T8%
Populations 100,000 o 250,000
Population  [100.000 to 250,000 TYLER MSA Smith Tyler Pounds Field 186,183 165,144 81% 121 70% 10,442 78%
Population  ]100,000 1o 280,000
Pogulation  [100.000 te 250,000 BRYAN-COLLEGE STATION MSA {Brazos Coulter Figid 146,467 162,401 B2% 50 T1% 14,100 78%
Population 100,000 to 280,000 Brazos Easterwood Field 168,037 49 71% 62,762 79%
Population 100,000 to 280,000
Population  [100,000 1o 250,000 WICHITA FALLS MSA Archer 143,334 B2% 9 71% QO T9%
Poputation  [100,000 to 250,000 Wichita Kickapoo Downtown Awrpark 140,076 76 72% 25,350 T9%
Populaton 100,000 10 250,000 Wichita Shepparg AFB/Wichita Falls Mumicipal 141,876 72% 53.829 H0%
Poputatign 100,000 1 250,000
Poputation  1100,000 1o 250.000 ABILENE MSA Taylor Abilene Regional 136,883 136,883 83% 160 713% 102,232 51w
Popuiation 104,000 10 250,000
Population 100,600 1o 250,000 TEXARNANA MSA Bowie New Boston (new} 85,080 83% Q 73% O Bl
Poputation {100,000 to 250,000 Bowie Texarkana Regionai-Webb Figig 85,080 76 74% 58,246 B2%
Popniation 100,000 1o 280,000 Milter,Co,AK 74% B9
Poputatien {100,000 10 280,000
Population 100,000 10 250,000 SAN ANGELO MSA Tom Green Mathis Fielg 105,826 105,826 84% 135 75% 70,134 83%
Populauon 100,000 10 250,000
Population  [100.000 10 250,000 SMERMAN.DENMISON MSA Grayson Sherman Municipal 95,307 101,644 85% 27 T8% 6,000 83%
Population 100.000 10 250,000 Grayson Grayson County 100,611 74 76% 27,600 83%
R as % Booce R RuRs 3RBoR55R B3 o R 3 B SRR iRy Sk S
Population VICTORIA MSA Victoria Victana Regronal 88,435 88,435 B5% 61 76%
Populatian 50,000 to 100,008 76% 83%
Population 50,000 to 100,000 Angelina Angelina Angelina County 75,924 75,824 B5% 51 77% 37,250 Ba%
Poputation 150,000 0 100,000
Population  }50.000 10 100,000 Nacogdoches Nacogdoches A.L.Mangham Jr. Regional 105,032 59,321 BE% 47 77% 18,200 84%
Population  [50.000 te 100.000
Population  }50.000 w 100,000 Walker Walker Huntsville Municipal 56,253 55,211 88% 38 T7% 34,650 84%
Population $0,000 te 100,000
Population 50,000 to 100,000 Anderson Anderson Palestine Municipal 50,833 44,522

ST s s oo iR se = o TR i
Population 125,000 to 50,000 Starr Starr Starr County 46,527 43,810
Popudation {25,000 10 50,000
Population {25000 10 50,000 i.amar Lamar Cox Field 52,008 51,753 7% 27 78% 10,824 85%
Poputation  [25.000 v 80,000
Population  |28.000 10 50,000 Rusk Rusk Rusk County 68,038 20,507 B87% 20 78% 9,400 85%
Population  125.000 to §0,000
Population 125,000 1 $0.000 Maverick Maverick Eagle Pass {New} Q 78% [¢) 85%
Population  ]2%5.000 1e 50,000
Population {25,000 to 50,000 Cherokee Cherckee Cherokee County 74,518 29,349 87% 28 78% 8,450 85%
Population 125,000 to 50,000
Population  125.000 to 50,000 Val Verde Val Verde Oel Rio international 35,872 35,872 B7% 35 79% 28,380 85%
Poputation  [25.000 to 50,000
Population 125,000 10 80,000 Navarro Navarra C. David Campoell Field-Corsicana Mumni 45,425 43,125 87% 42 79% 12,420 85%
Population [ 25000 to 50,000
Population 25,000 to 0,000 Kerr Kermr Kerrvilie Municipal/Louis Schreiner Fid. 38,636 38,636 88% 57 £Q0% 34,100 B6%
Population 25,000 te 50,000
Population  |25.000 1o 80,000 Van Zandt Van Zandt Wwills Point Municipal 44,998 13,154 88% 4 80% 1,200 86%
Population 25,000 to $0,00¢
Papulation | 25,000 10 $0,000 Polk Potk Livingston Municipal 40,544 34,583 BB% 10 80% 4 8OO 86%
Population {25,000 to 50,0080

opulation | 25,000 to 80,000 Wharion Wharton Wharton Municipar 51,610 50,427 R 78 T BO% T, 100 56 %
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Used Category MSAPMSAZCOUNTY NAME Airport Radius Coverage Population Alrcraft Based Aircraft QOperations Operations

[Sopulation  ]25,000 te 50,000
Fopulation 125,000 1o 50,000 Wise se Briigeport Mumicipal pAI:REd 32.627 BE%R 35 0% 3,400 %
Population 126,000 e 50,000 Viise Wisa Decatur Muncipai 38,462 20 BO% 8,000 B6%
Population  [25,000 w0 50,000
Populatuon 25,000 to 50,000 Jim Wells Jim Wells Alice international 51,455 32,660 89% 30 81% 24,490 H6%
Popuiation 125,000 te 50,000
Population  §25.000 1o 50,000 Matagorda Matagorda Bay Cay Municipal 45,986 41,188 89 % 55 81% 16,000 B87%
Poputation 125,000 1o $0.000 Matagorda Matagorda Patacios Municipal 20,183 8 81% 4,460 87 %
Population 125,000 10 50,000
Population  ]25.000 10 50,000 Brown Brown Brownwood Municipal 38,303 38,303 89% kX 81% 12,990 87%
Population 25,000 10 80,000
Population 25,000 to 50,000 Hale Hale Abernathy Municipat 122,401 39,660 89% 1 B81% 4,000 B7%
Population 125,000 10 50,000 Hale Haie Hale County 34,267 29 82% 35,748 87%
Populaton 25,000 to 50,000
Populabon  §25,000 to 50,000 Atascosa Atascosa Pleasonton Murnicipal 30,502 25,473 89% 16 B2% 4,060 Y
Population 25,000 to 50,000
Populanon 25,000 10 50.000 Jasper Jasper Jasper County-Bell Fielg 34 684 48,035 90% 12 B3% £.000 5t
Population  [25.000 10 56.000 Jasper Jasper Kirbyville 23,132 3 8% 300 B
Population 125,000 10 $0.000
Population  }25,000 o 50,000 Medina Medina Castroville Municipat 1,186,758 53,310 0% 56 83% 25,000 88%
Population 125,000 10 50,000 Medina Meadina Devine Municipal 23,242 21 B83% 5.600 88%
Population  [25.000 te $0.000 Medina [Medina Hondo Municipat 23,576 36 84% 161,370 0%
Populaton 125,000 1o 50,000
Fopulaton  ]25.000 10 50,000 Wood Wood Mineota-Quitman 58,165 50,104 90% £ 84% 2,700 0%
Popuiation {25000 10 50.000 Wood Wood Winnsboro Mumicipal 32,481 9 84% 3.000 0%
Poputation 25.000 1o 50.000
Population 25,000 to 0,000 Howard Howard Big Spring McMahon-Wankje 37,401 34,834 90% 43 Ba% 14,7’50 0%,
Paputation  |25,000 w 50,000
Popuiation 125,000 te 50,000 Cooke Cooke Gamnesville Municipal 45,147 38,526 90% 49 84% 10,300 90 %
Poputation 125,000 18 50,000
Population 125,000 to 50,000 Kleberg Klaberg Kleberg County 62,921 5,659 90% 17 85% 9,420 90%
Population  ]25.000 to 50,000
Population 125,000 to 50,000 Hopkins Hopkins Sulphut Springs Municipal 42,97% 3,618 S0% 28 B5% 8,890 0%
Population {26,000 10 50.000
Populstion 25,000 0 50,000 Erath Erath Oublin Municipal 37,236 40,515 1% 7 85% 2,550 90%
Population 25,000 v $0.000 Erath Erath Clark Fielg Municipal 37,481 21 85% 7,500 30%
Population 125,000 1o 50,000
Papulation 123,000 10 50,000 Cass Cass Atianta Municipal 31,080 31,080 1% 27 859% 8,200 0%
Bopulauon  |25.000 to $0.000
Poputahion 125,000 10 50,000 Hitt Hill Hillsboro Municipal 34,152 19,131 51% 4 B5% 1,200 GC%
Population  |25,000 10 50,000
Popuiation 125,000 1o 50,000 Burnet Burnet Burnet Municipal Kate Craddock Field 35,878 35,878 91% 33 86% 13,900 91%
Population  ]28,000 10 50,000
Population  ]25.000 t0 50,000 Washington Washington Brenham Municipat 56,485 53,733 91% 27 B86% 8,650 91%
Population  ]25.000 10 50.000
Population 125,000 to 50,000 Bee Bes Beaville Municipal 25,356 22,687 92% 15 86% 6,000 91 %
Population 25,000 10 50,000
Population {25,000 to $0,000 Fannin Fannin Jones Field 31,760 24,462 92% 28 86% 5,700 1%
Population [ 25,000 w $0,000
Population 25,000 ts 50,000 Palo Pinto Palo Pinto Possum Kingdom 5,308 3,098 97 % 3 86% 2,300 1%
Population | 25,000 to 50,000
Population 25,000 1o 80,000 Titus Titus Mount Pleasant Municipal 60,777 46,208 92% 26 B&% 7,850 91%
Population 125,000 to 50,000
Population {25,000 10 50,000 {Hutchinson Hutchinson Hutchinson County 30,365 30,365 S2% 21 87% 7.016 91%
Population 25,000 to 50,000
Population  [25,000 10 Uvaide Uvalde Garner Field 25,955 24,263 92% 37 87% 19,750 91%
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Papulation {10,000 to 25,000 Gray Gray Mcigan / Gray County 8,748 28,184 92% 1 87% 500 91 %

Population 10,000 to 25,000 Gray Gray Perry Letors Field 22,335 30 87% 9.520 1%

Population  [10,000 o 25,000

Population 10,000 \u 25,000 Milam Milam Cameron Municipal Airpark 28,008 21,443 92% 8 87% 2,400 914g

Poputation | 10.000 10 25,000 Mifam Milam H.H. Cotfigid Regional 26,451 6 87% 1,800 92%

Poputation 10,000 to 25,000

Population  [10,000 to 25,000 Hockley Hockley Leveliand Muricipal 33,467 31,085 83% 42 88% 15,525 2%

Population 10,000 to 25,000

Population  |10.000 10 25,000 Austin Austin Sealy (new) 93% [*] B8% [+ Y2%

Population 110,000 t0 25,000

Population 110,000 10 25,000 Shelby Shelby Lenter Municipai 22,857 22,857 93% 23 88% 6,630 92%

Population  [10,000 10 25,000

Populativn  [10.000 1o 25,000 Panola Panala Panola County-Sharpe Field 25,664 15,871 93% 18 88% 22,000 92%

Population 10,000 10 25,000

Poputation 110,000 10 25,000 Fayette Fayette Fayette Regional Aw Center 23,581 15,785 93% [ B88% 2,700 2%

Papulation 10,000 10 25.000

Population | 10.000 w 25.000 Grimes Grirmes Navasoia Municpal 31,787 10,343 83% 5 88% 1,500 G2 %

Populat:on 110,000 w 25,000

Populauon 110,000 10 25,000 Houston Houston Houston County 21,734 21,734 93% 20 88% 8,000 92%

Poputation {10,000 v 25,000

Poputation 110,000 10 25,000 Limestone Limestone Mexis-Limestone County 26,318 24,007 93% 20 88% 5,700 92%

Population 10,000 o 23,000

Population  §10.000 to 25,000 Aransas Aransas Aransas County 45,415 20,854 $3% 57 89% 68,720 93%

Population 110,000 to 25,000

Population 10,000 to 25,000 De Witt De Witt {uero Municipal 14,296 13,695 93% 3 B89% 1,200 33%

Population  |10.000 1o 25.000

Population 10,000 10 25,000 Calhoun Cathoun Cathoun County 74,925 6,787 93% 18 83% 3,000 93%

Populauon 110,000 o 25,000

Poputation 110,000 to 25,000 Lavaca Lavaca Halletswille Murmicipal 18,032 21,426 $4% 2 89% 300 3%

Populatian 110,000 10 25.000 Lavaca Lavaca Yoakum Municipat 28,187 7 89% 1,580 93%

Pepulation 10.000 10 25.000

Popuiation  [10.000 to 25,000 Kendal Kendall Kendall Co-Boernelnew} 94% 4] 89% [+ 93%

Poputaton  ]10.000 10 25.000

Population {10,000 10 25,000 Moore Moore Moote County 18,176 18,176 4% 11 89% 5,080 93%

Population 10,000 10 25,000 Moore Moore Sunrayinew) O 89% 4,000 93%

Poputation 10,000 to 25,000

Population  |10.000 to 25.000 Gillespie Gillesple Gillespie County 48,032 16,052 S4% 25 BY% 8.875 33%

Poputation 10.000 to 29,000

Population  [10,000 10 25.000 Tyler Tyter Tylee County 23,119 20,803 94% 2 59% 800 93%

Population 10,000 10 25,000

Population  [10.600 v 25,000 Willacy Willacy Charles R, Johnson 3,608 3,608 94% [ 89% 1,100 S3%

Papulaton 1¢,000 to 24,000

Population 10,000 to 25,000 {olorado Colorado Robert R. Wells, JR 17,129 17,447 84% 12 0% 2,800 93%

Population 110,000 to 25,000 Colorada Colorado Eagle Lake 16,089 94 % 11 90% 3,600 93%

Population  [10,000 1 25.000

Fopulation {10,000 1o 25,000 Eastiand Eastland Cisco Munigipal 20,899 24,546 34 % 6 90% 1,800 93%

Papuiation  [10,000 te 25,000 Eastland Eastland Eastland Municipal 10,183 B4% 15 90% 5,600 94%

Population  §10,000 10 25,000

Poputation 110,000 to 24,000 Deat Smith Deaf Senith Hereford Municipal 20,202 20,202 949% 22 90% 6,690 94%

Population  [10,000 0 25,000

Population 110,000 10 28,000 Scurry Scurry Winston Fisld 25170 25,170 94% 27 S0% 8,100 84 %

Population 110,000 10 25,000

Population  [10,000 10 25,000 San Jacinto San Jacinto 94% [4] 90% 3] 94 %

Population 110,000 o 25,000

Population 110,000 to 25,000 Falls Falls Marlin 27,540 27,540 94% [} 90% 2,400 94%

Population 110,000 to 23,000
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Application of ideal System Critenia - Aviauen Activity Measures

Papulation Cumulative Percent 1996 Percent 1996 Peicent of
Criterla Fopuiation within 25-Mile Populstion of State Basad of State Aijrcraft State
Used € atagory MSAPMSACOUNTY NAME Airport Radius Coverags Pogulation Alrcraft Based Aircraht Operations Cpearations

Population 110,000 10 25.000 Jones Jones Hamhn Municipal 16,463 23,055 95% 4 90% 3,000 94 %
Population 10,000 to 25,000 Jones Jorres Ariedge Field 17,142 95% 15 S0% 11,200 94 %
Popuiation  }10,000 to 25,000
Poputation {10,000 1o 25,000 Montague Montague Bowig Municipal 18,682 24,091 G5 % 15 91% 5,580 94%
Population  |10.000 to 25,000 Montague |Montague Nocona Municipal 15,548 95% 0 81% 500 S4%
Population  [10,000 te 25,000
Populauon 110,000 w0 25,000 Yourg Young Graham Municipal 12,903 20,698 95% 33 91% 9,300 94%
Populavon 110,000 10 25,000 Young Young Qiney Municipal 8,768 95 % 8 91% 15,500 34%
Populaon 10,000 10 25,000
Populaton 10,000 10 25.000 {Freestons Freestone Tesgue Municipal 30,311 9,949 95% 5 91% 1,000 Ghie
Populauon 10,000 10 25,000
Population 110,000 to 28,000 Gonzales Ganzales Gonrates Mumcipal 25,746 8,494 95% 7 S1% 1,500 4%
Population 10,000 1o 25.000
Pogulauon  [10,000 10 25,000 Nolan Nolan Avenger Field 18,8939 17.841 5% 22 91% 2.100 4%
Popuiation 110,000 1o 25,000
Popuialion 10,000 to 25.000 Lampasas jLampasas tampasas 12,140 10,388 95 % 16 91% 4,600 949
Population 16,000 1a 2%,000
Population 10.000 tv 25,000 Bosque Bosque Cufton Mumcipal/isenho wer 20,836 \F¥eFL 95 % 22 92% 6,600 FEE
Popuiation 110,000 te 25,000
Population 110,000 ro 25,000 Pecos Pecos Fort Stockton-Pecos County 16,516 16,918 95% 27 S2% 8,350 95 %
Popuiation 10,000 10 25.000
Popuiation  110.000 10 25.000 Wmarger Wilbarger Witbarger County 16,815 16,81% 95 % 25 2% 11,600 95%
Population 110,000 1e 25,000
Poputation 110,000 o 25,000 Frio Frio Dilley Awpark 6,762 7.799 95% 4 92% 300 5%
Poputation 110,000 16 25,000 Frio Frio McKintey Field 13,561 95% 10 92% 2,000 95%
Population 10,000 1o 25,000
Poputation 10,000 1o 25,000 Robertson Robertsen Hearne Municipal 91,921 13,518 95 % 18 92% 5,400 95 %
Population 10,000 o 25,000
Population 10,000 to 25,000 Reeves Reeves Pecos Municipal 16,474 15,474 95% 19 92% 7,800 95 %
Population  ]10,000 to 25,000
Population 16,000 to 25,000 Karnes Karnes Karnes County 21,139 19,465 96% 11 92% 11,524 95 %
Poputation 10,000 10 28,000
Population 10,000 to 28,000 Lamb Lamb Littletield Municipal 13,098 3,787 96% 15 93% 7,100 95 %
Population 10,000 1o 28,000
Population 110,000 10 25,000 Burleson Burleson Caldwell Municipat 41,866 8,738 36 % 11 3% 3,300 95%
Population 110,000 to 25,000
Population  110.000 1o 25,000 Dawson Dawson Lamesa Municipal 14,486 14,486 36% 26 83% 12,800 95%
Population  [10.000 to 25,000
Poputation 110,000 to 25,000 Gaines Gaines Gaines County 24,303 24,303 36% 23 93% 12,250 959
Poputation 10,000 10 25.000
Population 10,000 15 285,000 Red River Red River Clarksville-Red River County 13,208 10,968 96% 12 93% 3,300 9%
Population 10,000 10 25.00¢
Population  110.006 10 25,000 Andrews Andrews Andrews County 13,842 2.028 6% 20 93% 6,000 6%
Poputation {10,000 o 25,000
Populaton 10,000 1o 25,000 Bandera Bandera 56% 0 3% 4] 96 %
Population  [10.000 1o 25,000
Population 110,000 o 25,000 Jackson Jackson Jackson County 15,880 5,545 36% 23 84% 8,420 96%
Population 110,000 o 25,000
Population {10,000 ts 25,000 |Newton Newton Newton Municipat 23.11% 3,686 96% & 4% 1,500 96%
Population  110.000 10 25,000 ]
Population | 10,000 ts 25,000 Lee ﬁ.eo Giddings-Lee County 30,0814 11,991 26% 8 94% 2,920 96%
Population  |10,000 1o 25,000
Population 110,000 1 25.000 Comancha Comanche Comanche County-City 17,157 3,871 96% 15 94% 5,400 $6%
Population  }10.000 to 25,000
Population  [10,000 10 25,000 Leon Leon Leon Countyinew] 96% [ 94% [ 96%
Population 10.000 10 25,000
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Application of Ideal Systemn Criteria - Aviauon Activity Measu/es

o, )

P Tt

Pop Parcent 1336 Percent 1996 Percent ot

Criterla Population within 26-Mile Populetion of State Based of State Alreraht Stats

Used Caagory MSAPMSACOUNTY NAME Alrport Radius Coverage Population Alrcraft Based Alrcrakt Operations Opsrations
Population  }10,000 10 25,000 Duval Cuval Duwval-Freer 5,356 5,356 38% s] 4% 1,400 8%
Population 10,000 1o 35,000
Population 10,000 1o 25,000 Morris iMorris Greater Morns County 50,032 20,419 96% [+] 4% 300 S6%
Population 110,000 10 25,000
Population 10,000 w 25,000 Terry Terry Terry County 16,518 15,688 96% 17 94% 11,000 96%
Population {10,000 to 25,000
Population  [10.000 w 28,000 Ward Ward Roy Hurd Memorial 15,609 11,118 6% g 94% 2,700 S6%
Population 10,000 to 25,000
Population 10,000 10 28,000 Llano Llano Llano Municipal 11,493 11,493 96% 24 A% 7.200 96%
Population 110,000 10 25,000
Population  [10.000 1o 25,000 Trinity Trinity Groveton-Trinity County 18,93% 12,539 96% 0 34 % 100 96%
Population 19000 to 25,000
Population 10,000 12 25,000 Callahan Callahan 9€% 94% 96 %
Population 110000 to 25.000
Population 10,000 10 25,000 Madison Madison Maoisonvilie Municipa! 20,388 10,354 97 % 3 94 % 900 96%
Populason 110,000 10 25,000
Populaton 110,000 o 25,000 Zavala Zavala Crystal City Municipal 16,312 16,123 97 % 2 945 200 96 %
Population 110,000 6 25,000
Fopulation 110,000 10 25,000 Runnels Runnels Bruce Fielg 11,946 12,330 97 % 3 94% 7.250 Y69
Popuiation  §10,000 1 25,000 Runneis Runneis Wintérs Municipat 11,519 7% 8 94 % 2,400 6%
Poputation 110,000 1 25,000
Poputaton  }10.000 10 25,000 Camp Camp 97 % G4% 6%
Populaton 10,000 ta 25.000
Fopulation  [10,000 w0 25,000 Sabine Sabine Pineland MumCipat 13,231 2,802 37% 2 94 % 1,100 6%
Papulation {10,000 1 25.000
Population  [10.000 10 25.000 Dimmit Oimmit Oimm« County 18,858 3.678 97% & 94% 3,000 6%
Poputation {10,000 o 25,000
Population  |10.000 to 25,000 Zapata Zapata Zapata county °Q,862 10,662 97 % 8 95% 2,676 6%
Papulation 10,000 to 25,000
Poputation  ]10.000 to 25,000 Cla Clay 7% 95% 96%
Populaton 10,000 10 25,000
Population  ]10.000 e 25,000 Live Qak Live Oak Live Oak County 9,911 9,911 97 % 2 95% 830 96%
Population 10,000 15 25,000
Population  |10.000 10 25,000 Marion Marlon Cypress River 46,757 6,466 97 % °] 95% 300 96 %
Poputation 10,000 10 25,000
Population  ]10.000 10 25,000 Parmer Parmer Benger Airpark 24,322 7,604 7% 5 95 %
2 g SIS R 2 AR TR R R e 2 RN 5 i

Ret. Sales |BELOw 10,000 {Grewster Brewster Alpine-Casparis Municipal 10,358 10,727 97% 30 5% 8,350 96 %
Ret. Sales  |BELOW 10,000 {Brewster Brewster Lajitas 369 368 97% [ 95% 100 96%
Ret, Sales  |ecLow 10.000 Ochiltres Qchiltree Perryton Ochiltree County 38,867 9,867 97 % 22 95% 6,600 97%
Ret. Sales  |Bewow 10.000 Stephens Stephens Stephens County 10,341 8,102 97% 53 95% 15,800 97%
Ret, Sales BELOW 10,000 Haskell Haskell Haskell MuniCipal 11,109 2,364 97% 7 38% 7.80Q 47 %
Aet. Sales BELOW 10,000 Hemphill Hemphill Hemphill County 4,156 4013 7% 9 896% 7,800 37 %
Ret. Sales  |eeLow 10,000 Childress Childress Childress Municipal 7,438 7,438 97 % g 36% 3,892 97%
Ret. Sales BELOW 10,000 Balley Balley Muleshoe Municipal 13,038 12,384 97% 8 6% 2,700 97%
Ret. Sales  |BELOW 10,000 Daliam Datlam 97 % $6% 97 %
Ret. Sales |eeLow 10,000 MeCulloch McCulloch Curus Freld 8.468 8,468 97% 9 96% 3.900 97 %
Ret. Sales  |BELOW 10,000 Castro Castro Dimmit Municipal 8,835 6,988 97 % 3 96% 11,200 G79%
Ret. Sales  JeELOW 10,000 Coleman Coleman Coteman Municipal 9,112 9,112 97% Fi: 96% 7,800 97 %
Ret. Sales BELOW 10,000 Crosby Crosby Crosbyton Municipal 12,864 2,863 7% 6 96% 4,700 97 %
Ret. Sales  |seLow 10,000 Yoakum Yoakum Denver City 11,519 11,206 7% 9 36% 4,500 97 %
Ret. Sales  {8ELOW 10,000 Yoakum Yoakum Yoakum County 9,843 97% 11 96% 8.700 97 %
Ret. Sales  |BELOW 10,000 Frankiin Franklin Frankiin County 19,518 4,823 97 % 16 96% 5,700 98 %
Ret. Sales BELOW 10,000 [ Swisher Swisher City of Tulia/Swisher County Municipal 11,291 10,324 97% 198 97% 18,500 88%
Ret. Ssles  [BELOW 10,000 Brooks |Brooks Brookes County 12,787 7,578 97% 3 97% 4,100 S8 %
Ret. Safes  |BELOW 10.000 Refuglo [Refugio Rooke Field 24,907 4,292 98% 16 37% 4,500 98 %
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Application of ideal System Criteria - Aviation Activity Messures

Py P

Percent

Pop 1988 Pearcent 1998 Percent of
Criterla Poputetion within 25-Mile Population of Stats Based of State Alrcraft Stats
Used Cat MSAPMSACOUNTY NAME Airport Radius Coversge Papulstion Aircratt Based Alrgraft Operations QOperations
Agriculture |BELOW 10,000 [anlor IBaylor Seymour Municipal 4,883 4,883 98% 11 99% 9,000 100%
Agriculturs | BELOW 10,000 Mason Mason Mason County 4,908 3,211 S8 % 3 29% 1,200 100%
Agricuiture | BELOW 10,000 Knox Knox Knox City Municipal 8,318 3,161 98% 9 99% 500 100%
Agricuiture | SELOW 10,000 Knox Knox Munday Municipal 8,697 98% 5 99% 2,000 100%
Agricuiture | BELOW 10,000 Dickens Dickens Sput Municipal 2,678 1,651 38% 1 99% 300 100%
BELOW 10,000 Presidio Presidio Marfa Municipal 4,071 3,946 98% 18 100% 6,000
BELOW 10,000 Pregidio Presidio Prasidio Lely Internationat 3,786 98% 3 100% 1,200 100%
SELOW 10.000 Donley Donley Clarendon Municipal 3.677 2,660 98% 8 100% 2,400 100%
BELOW 10,000 Briscoe Briscos 98% 100% 100%
BELOW 10,000 Shackelford Shackefford Albany Munitipai 9,767 2,854 98% 6 100% 2,200 100%
BELOW 10,000 Cottle Cottle Dan €. Richards Mumcipal 2,242 2,153 98 % 5 100% 1,500 100%
BELOW 10.000 Collingsworth Collingsworth  [Matian Airpark S8% 10 100% 3,060 100%
BELOW 10.000 Motley Motley 9B% 100% 100%
BELOW 10,000 Jeit Davis Jofl Davis 98% 100% X 160%
SELOW 10,000 Menard Menard Menard County 4,229 4,229 38% 1 100% 800 100%
BELOW 10.000 Blanco Blanco 98% 100% 100%
BELOW 10,000 Foard Foard Foard County 5,668 1,595 98% ] 100% 500 100%
BELOW 10.000 Real Real Resl County 8% 2 100% 800 100%
BELOW 10,000 Delta Deita $8% 100% 100%
BELOW 10,000 La Salle La Salle Cotwla-La Sslle County 7,658 1,548 8% 9 100% 7,900 100%
BELOW 10,000 Somervell Somervell 98 % 100% 100%
BELOW 10,000 Kinney Kinney 98% 100% 100%
BELOW 10,000 Mitls Miils Mills County (New) 98% 0 100% Q 100%
TOTAL 18,815,666 98 % 11,880 100% 8,271,458 100%
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Data Sources for Criteria Used in the OQptimization Analysis
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Data Sources for Criteria Used in the Optimization Analysis

Based aircraft 1996
Total number of operations 1996

Population served
by the airport

County assessed property value
County Population July 1, 1996
Agricultural Net Cash Return
Minerals-Oil & Gas Property Tax
By County

Retail Sales by County

Total Employment by County

Based on data collected by FAA on individual state
(FAA Form 5010)

Based on data collected by FAA on individual state
(FAA Form 5010)

Estimate based on incorporated cities within 25 miles of
an Airport and percentage of the unincorporated area

within this radius

Annual Property Tax Report , Tax Year 1996,
John Sharp, Comptroller of Public Accounts

Most current population data from the Texas State Data
Center

U.S. Department of Commerce, Census of Agriculture,
1992. (Latest available)

Comptroller of Public Accounts, 1996

Comptroller of Public Accounts, 1997

Texas Workforce Commission, 1997
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