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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. 
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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! 
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 
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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 Q) 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. 

TABLE2 
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 30.91 

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: ITI 

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 
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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. 
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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) (:1). 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 (.~, .Q). 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(§.). 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 (2). 
"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" (~). 

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. 
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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" (2). 

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" (Q). 

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" Q). 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. 
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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 (1). 

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 modem navaids and land, 
and airport rescue and firefighting equipment acquisitions ~). 

In addition to the public investment, airports need private investment. "Private money 
is what makes an airport successful and success is contagious" ~). 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" (2). 

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 (TTI) study examined the rural air 
transportation system in Texas QQ). 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 (I 0). 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 QQ). The study concluded that 
four attributes were highly correlated with the success of rural airports in Texas. They are: 1) 
the number ofregistered 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 QQ). 

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 
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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 (lQ). 

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" (ll). 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 ofreasons 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 (.Ll.). 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" (ll). 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 
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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" (1l). 

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 forthe 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 (11). 

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 
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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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Illinois 
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 I 0 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 
mcrease. 

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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CHAPTER3.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 IDGHWAY 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 ill). 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 I 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 (12). 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 

17 



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; I 00,000 to 250,000; 50,000 to 100,000; 25,000 to 
50,000; I 0,000 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: I million or larger; 
250,000 to I 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 (1:) 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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TABLE3 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSA) and Primary Metropolitan 

Statistical Areas (PMSA) in Texas 

MSAIPMSA 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 

Beawnont-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 

20 



TABLE3 
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 
l 50/5050-3B) 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" (1). 

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 (1). 
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 oil 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. 

TABLE4 
Counties Not Included Using Developed Criteria 

County Population Airport Currently 
Located in County 

Blanco 7,352 No 

oe 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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TABLE4 
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 
camp mg. 

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. 

TABLES 
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 

eaumont-Port Arthur 363,942 67% 

Corpus Christi 375,817 69% 

Brownsville-Harlingen-San 248,235 70% 
Benito 

I Killeen-Temple 321,577 72% 

Galveston-Texas City 133,470 72% 
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TABLES 
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 MSAIPMSA 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 MSAIPMSA 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. 

TABLE6 
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- l 00,000 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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TABLE7 
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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TABLE7 
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. 

TABLES 
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% 

0-50,000 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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TABLE9 
Economic/Resource Measures for the MSAs/PMSAs 

As a Cumulative Percent of State Totals 

MSA/PMSA Oil & Gas Property Retail Employment 
Property Tax Tax Sales 

Houston 4% 23% 24% 24% 

Dallas 5% 43% 46% 46% 

Fort Worth- Arlington 5% 44% 48% 47% 

San Antonio 5% 50% 55% 55% 

Austin-San Marcos 6% 57% 61% 61% 

El Paso 6% 59% 64% 64% 

McAllen-Edinburgh- 8% 60% 65% 66% 
Mission 

Beaumont-Port Arthur 8% 63% 67% 67% 

Corpus Christi 10% 64% 68% 69% 

Brownsville- 10% 65% 69% 70% 
Harlingen-San Benito 

Killeen-Temple 10% 66% 71% 71% 

Galveston-Texas City 10% 67% 71% 72% 

Odessa-Midland 16% 68% 73% 73% 

Lubbock 17% 69% 74% 74% 

Brazoria 17% 69% 74% 75% 

Amarillo 17% 70% 75% 76% 

Longview-Marshall 22% 71% 76% 77% 

Waco 22% 71% 77% 78% 

Laredo 24% 72% 78% 78% 

Tyler 24% 73% 79% 79% 

Bryan-College Station 25% 74% 79% 80% 
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Wichita Falls 

Abilene 

Texarkana 

San Angelo 

TABLE9 
Economic/Resource Measures for the MSAs/PMSAs 
As a Cumulative Percent of State Totals (Continued) 

25% 74% 80% 81% 

26% 75% 81% 81% 

26% 75% 81% 82% 

26% 75% 81% 82% 

Sherman-Denison 26% 76% 82% 83% 

Victoria 26% 76% 82% 83% 

Total 26% 76% 82% 83% 

17% 

17% 

18% 

18% 

18% 

19% 

i 
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 IO 
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 Ideal Systems As Percent of State Totals 

System Based Aircraft Oil& 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 I 0,000. 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 I 0,000-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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Appendix A 
Application of Ideal System Criteria 
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Criteria 
Used 

Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Popvlat.1on 
Popuiation 

Population 

Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

Popvtat1on 
Population 
Popula1tion 

Population 

Population 

Population 
Population 

Population 
Population 
Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Popvlabon 

Population 
Population 
P<Jpulat1on 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

Population 

1 Mllort + ,_. 
1 MBon + 

1-· 
1 Mmlon + 

1M~• ·-· t Miion • 

1 Miiion • 

1 Millon • 

1 Mltllon • 

1 Millon + 

1Mifl~• 

lM~• 

1 Minion • 

1 Mlilion • 

1 Mffhon • 

1 MWoo • 

l Mflffon • 

\ Mhon • 

1 MWon • 

1 MWon + 

1 MWon • 

1 MMk>n • 

1 Miion "' 

1M..,,,.. • 

t Ml9on • 

1 Mi.on • 

1 Miiion • 

'I: Ml.,,.. ... 
1 Mllion • ·-· 1-· 
1 MMon + 

1 MIMon + 

1M~"" 

1M~+ ·-· ·-· ·-· 1 MlllOn • 

1 Ma.on + 

'I Miiion"' ·-· ,_. 
1 M"°" .,. 

1 Mi.on + 

1 Millon • 

1 Miion • 

1 Miion "' ·-· 1 Millon • 

1 Miion • 

1 Miiion • 

1 Ma.on • 

1 Miion + 

MSAl'PMSM:OUNTY NAME 
HOUSTON Harrts 

Harris 
Harris 
Harris 

Harris 

HarTIS 

Harris 
Harris 
Chambers 
Chambers 
Fort Bend 
Fort Bend 
Liberty 
Liberty 
Montgomery 
Waller 

DALLAS Dallas 
Dallas 
Callas 
Callas 
Dallas 
Collin 
Denton 
Ellls 
ems 
Henderson 
Hunt 
Hunt 
Hunt 
Kaufman 
Rockwall 

FT, WOllTH-AAUNGTON PMSA Tarrant 
Tarrant 
Tarrant 
Tarrant 
Tarrant 
Tarrant 
Tarrant 
Hood 
Johnson 
Parker 
Parker 

SAN ANTONIO MSA Bexar 

Bexar 
Comal 
Guadalupe 
Wilson 

.WSTIH·SAN MAACOS MSA Travis 
Travis 
Travis 
Bastrop 
Caldwell 

Appf1cation of Ideal System Critena 

Airport 
East Grand Park way(Newl 
David Wayne Hooks Memorial 
Ellington Field 
Houston Intercontinental 

West Houston 
Houston Wests1delNew1 
William P. Hobby 
La Porte Municipal 
Chambers County 
Chambers County-Winnie S1owell 
Sugar Land Municipal 
Houston-Southwest 
Cleveland Municipal 
Liberty Municipal 
Montgomery County 

~veF;e10 
Lancaster 

Phil L Hudson Municipal 

McKinney Muntcipal 

Denton Municipal 
Ennis Municipal 
Midlothian/Waxahachie Municipal 
Athens Municipal 
Cadoo Mins Mur11c1pat 

Commerce Municipal 
Majors 

Terr ell Municipal 
Rockwall Municipal 

Arlington Municipal 
Dallas-Fort Worth International 
Fort Worth Alliance 
F-ort Worth Meacham 
Fort Worth Spinks 
Fort Worth Carswell 

Grand Pralrlll Municipal 

Granbury Municipal 
Cleburne Municipal 

Mineral Wells 

Weatherfora tNewl 

San Antonio lnternationel 

Stinson Municipal 

New Braunfels Municipal 

AustinlNewl 
Austin Executive Airpa<k. 

Robert Mueller 
Smithville Municipal 
Lockhart Municipal 

Population 
25·Mlle 
Radlu1 

0 
407,543 

1,987,813 
331.122 

1,351,756 
0 

2.549,833 
1,037,926 

28,814 
22.092 

1,516, 110 

1.384,887 
32,718 
44,052 

~,012 

2,400.534 
1,950.172 
2, 755,405 
1,601,393 

429,505 
412, 101 
372,824 

78,483 
264.124 

67,571 
56,893 
55.624 
83.172 
72,728 

485,211 

1,921,165 
2,913,268 
1,547,966 
1,327,538 
1,072,22€1 
1,22C,717 
2,347,638 

38,911 
117,589 

63.109 
0 

1,346, 131 
1,301,291 

166,752 

0 
740,307 
779,955 

51,946 
31,266 

Cumulative 
Population 
Cover1ge 

4,012,397 

3.303,354 

1,349.155 

1,488,741 

984, 726 

Oil&Gas 
Property Tax 

$1,093,452,402 

$35 \, 564.433 

$106,078,003 

S55,263,096 

$125,319,211 

I 

Property 
Tax 

(In M"lllon$1 I 

$186,359 
Rt"ISle e •• • • 

$52,787,342, 720 

s 157,2::±=8,634,596,608 

$12.758 $3,237,924,435 

$4 7,980 $17,234,561,545 

$50,982 $12,541,144,060 

e mpa-yment 
1,962.932 

1.827. 68 7 

I 

111,493 

622.376 

529.655 

Agriculture 
Net Cash 

R eturn 

$24, 167,817 

$ 22.075,07 l 

$11.401,832 

$9,244,94 7 

$11,784,391 

I 



Criteria 
Used 

Popvlation 

Poputatron 

Population 
Population 
Population 

%1' , .. 
Population 
Population 
Popula11on 
Population 
Population 
Poputat1on 
Population 
Population 

Popula11on 
Population 

Popvlation 

Pop\Jlation 

Population 

Population 
Population 
wopu1at1on 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

Population 

Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

Population 
Population 

.. 
Population 

Population 
Population 
Population 

Popuhrtlon 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

PoptJlation 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

Population 
Population 

Population 

MSAIPMSAICOVNTY 

l Million• 

1 Miion + 

1-· 

1 Mlillfon + 

1Millotl • . . . .. 
250,000 10 1.000.000 EL PASO MSA 

250,000 to 1,000.000 

iso.ooo 10 1,000.000 

250.000 10 1.000.000 

250,000 10 1,000,000 MCALLEN·EOIN,.M1$$10N MSA 

25Q,000 lO 1,000,000 

2so.ooo to i.000.000 

lS0.000 to 1,000,000 

250.000 lO 1,000.000 BEAUMONT-PT. AATH\111 M$A 

250,000 to 1,000.000 

250,000 tf) 't,OOQ,000 

2$0.000 10 , ,000,000 

250.000 to 1,000.000 

2SO,OOO to 1.000.000 CORPUS CliA1sll MSA 

250.00Q \0 1,000,000 

250.000 to t .000.000 

250,000 •• 1,000.000 
:ao,ooo ~o 1.000.000 

250.000 (0 1,000.000 

250,000 10 1,000.000 

250,000 10 1,000.000 

250.000 10 1,000,000 8AOWN.·HARL.·$AN BEN. MSA 

250,000 to 1,000.000 

2!0,000 O> 1.000.000 

250.000 IO 1,000,000 

250.000 10 1.000.000 

250,000 •• 1.000.000 IOLLEEN· TEMP\.£ MSA 

250,000 10 1.000.000 

250,000 IO 1 .000.000 

100,000 to 250.000 GALVESTON· TEXAS CITY PMSA 

100,000 to 2110,000 

100.000 10 2110.000 

100.000 to 250.000 00£SSA·MIOUU<O MSA 

100,000 to 250.000 

100,000 10 2$0,000 

100,000 to 250.000 

100,000 •• 2$0,000 lU880CK MSA 

100,000 10 2ll0,000 

100.000 10 2!I0,000 

100,000 10 211(),000 BRAZORIA PMSA 

100,000 10 250,000 

100.000 10 2!!0,000 

100.000 10 211(),000 AMAAIUOMSA 

100.000 lO 250,000 

100.000 •o ao.ooo 
100,000 10 250.000 LON<lVIEW·MAASHAll MSA 

100.000 10 2!0,000 

100.000 to 250,000 

H)0,000 to 2S0.000 

100,000 10 2!!0.000 

NAME 
Caldwell 
Caldwell 
Ha)'11 

WIUlamson 
Wiiiiamson 

Application of lde&I System Cr1teoa 

Popui.otlon 
25-Mlle 

Airport Radius 
The Canet Memorial 31.218 
San Marcos Municipal 133,847 

GeorQetown Municipal 159, 106 
Taylor Municipal 105,313 

Cumulative 
Population 
Coverage 

C$' .... • :::J:""'v~:>!':;s:::r.~:·~~:f : .. . ·:· ... ~>.:'~ L .. '" .... 
El Paso El Paso International 661,477 669, 129 
El Paso West TeMas 654,553 
El Paso Fabens 363,497 

Hidalgo Edinburg Rio Grande Valley Regional 415, 116 567,157 
Hidalgo McAUen Milter International 417,675 
Hldalgo Mid Valley 388,630 

Hardin Hawthorne Field 154.918 363,942 
Jefferson Beaumont Municipal 297,666 
Jefferson Jellerson County 287,965 
Orange Orange Coumv 358.238 

Nueces Bishop Municipal 55,716 375.817 
Nueces Corpus Ctmsu 1mernat1ona:1 350,836 
Nueces Mustang Beact\ 320,829 
Nueces Nueces County 369,301 
:>an Patnc10 Aransas Pass 319,.J/l:S 

San Patricio T.P. McCampbell 320,829 
San Patricio San Patricio County 37,693 

Cameron Brownsville/Soutl'I Padre Island Intl. 204,523 248,235 
Cameron Rio Grande Valley International 248,235 
Cameron Port Isabel-Cameron County 213,617 
Cameron San Benito Municipal 315,269 

Bell Killeen Murnc1pal 185.761 321,577 

~ 
Draughan Miller Municipal 242,229 
Gatesville City·County 42,228 

~133,470 Galveston Galveston Municipal/SchOles field 
Galveston Houston Gulf 

Ector Odesu-Schlemeyer Field 225,565 241,053 
Midland Midland Airpark 212,563 
MldUlnd Midland International 216,481 

Lubbock ~ubbock International 232,974 235,243 

Lubbock Slaton Municipal 224,071 

Brazoria Brazoria County 219,898 133,638 

Brazoria Clover Field 2,436,823 

Potter Amarillo International 202,834 207,985 

Randall Trade wind 203,277 

Gregg Gladewater Mun1c1pa1 87,756 272,531 
Gregg Gregg County 183,360 
Harrison ~County 60.249 
Upshur pshur County 83,534 

Oil&Gaa 
Property Tax 

~-~ 
$172.116 

$573,713,060 

$259,451.893 

$4 

$112,958,544 

$109,400 

$26, 163,74 

$1,884,410,078 

$52,036, 154 

$15,756,171 

$219,557, 178 

$1,334.023.188 

Property 
Tax 

(In Million$! 

::?,~::~:~~::::::!~~i::::~=~ 

$17,818 

$11, 737 

$17.612 

.211 

s5,266 

$7. 785 

$6,590 

$7,204 

5887 

$7,852 

$8, 177 

RetaK Sales 

:?.::~:·»--:·:":":)"?:-·.y,...::x~,.. ........ 
$5, 170,417.469 

$4,069,207.814 

$3, 153,825,492 

$3,520.455.859 

$1,631,708,882 

S3,611, 126, l 55 

,817,088 

52,827.316,279 

$3,012.168,243 

$117,639.540 

$2.,476,339, 130 

$2,233,578,053 

Employment 

Agticutture 
Net Cash 
At e urn 

.:.:: •• :.;;:·x::**'-::"o:::::::::::~:::::; ~~?».::::~;~::~::::::::~~~~~:::::::::: 

230, 189 $11,464,501 

155,622 $31.727,663 

145.1 $2,432,986 

148,016 $).444.657 

73, 966 $13,922,035 

97,091 $3,972,683 

47,057 $186,576 

101,317 $10.247,473 

110,427 $14,083, 768 

!;, 101 1263,599 

89,587 S26, ~"" oq1 

82. 790 SlS,196~ 



Criteria 
Used 

Poputat1on 

Populauon 

Population 
F'opulat1on 

Population 
Population 

Population 

100,000 lO 2S0,000 

100,1)()() to 2so.ooo 

100,000 to 2SO,OOO 

100,000 (0 250.000 

100,000 10 2&0.000 

100.000 10 250,000 

100,000 lO 250.000 

~100.000 ,. 250,000 
100,000 10 250,000 

Population 100.00¢ 10 250.000 

Population 100.000 to 250.000 

Populauon 100,000 to 2$0.000 

Popvlation 100.000 10 250,000 

Population 100.000 10 250.000 

Popu~ation 100.000 to 250.000 

Population 100,000 to 2SO,OOO 

Population 1()(}.000 10 250.000 

Popu1at10n 100,000 10 250.000 

Popvlat1on 100.000 10 250,000 

Poputat10n 100.000 10 250.000 

Population 100,1)()0 IO 250,000 

Population 100.000 to 250,000 

~000 .000 

000 

~:::::;:.~!*!$::fJ.~::f~: :~~J:~-!:·M~"·.-... 
Population $0,000 to 100,000 

Population 60.000 tO 100,000 

Population S0.000 to 100,000 

Population ~0.000 to 100,000 

Population so.ooo (0 100.000 

Population so.ooo 10 100.000 

Popvlation 50.000 ,. 100,000 

Population S0.000 to 100,000 

S0,000 to 100,000 

Populauon 2!>.000 to 50.000 

Populauon 25.000 to so.ooo 

Population 25,000 10 so.ooo 

PopU!at1on :u,ooo to 5-0,000 

Population 2S.OOO lo 50,000 

Popuf.atton 25.000 to 50,000 

Population 2S.000 to 50.000 

Popuiatron 25,000 to 50,000 

Population 2$.GOO to SO,()()() 

Population 25,000 to 50,000 

Popvlation 25,000 to !50,000 

Population 25.000 to .50,000 

Population 2$.000 •• 50,000 

Population 25,000 to 50,000 

Population 25.000 •• $0.000 

Population 25,000 •• $0,000 

Population 21.000 •• 50,000 

Population 25,000 •• 50.000 

Population 25.000 •• 50.000 

Population 25,000 10 50.000 

lt"'Opu1at100 25,000 to 5-0.000 

Popula<1on 2S,OOO 10 50,000 

MS.All'MSAICOVNTY NAME 
WACO MSA Mclennan 

Mclennan 
Mclennan 

lAllEIXl MSA W&bb 

TYL€R M$A Smith 

8AYAN·COU.EGE STATION MSA Brazos 
Brazos 

W1CHIT A fAllS MSA Arch&r = 
ABILENE MSA Taylor 

TEXARM;ANA MSA Bowle 
Bowle 
Mil1er,Co,AK 

SAN ANGELO MSA Tom Green 

SHtAMAN·OEN!SOI; MSA Grayson 
Grayson .... ······~~,..-~.;;;.~~:::~:. ..... ~ 

VtCTOAIA M$A Victoria 

Angelina Angelina 

Nacogdoches Nae09doches 

Walker Walker 

Anderson Anderson 

Starr Starr 

Lamar Lamar 

Rusk Rusk 

Maverick Maverick 

Cherokee Cherokee 

Val Verde Val Verde 

Navarro Navarro 

Kerr Kerr 

Van Zandt Van Zandt 

Polk Polk 

,..., .. non 1nmmon 

Apphcat.on ol Ideal Svstem Crn~wa 

Airport 

McGregor Municipal 
TSTC Waco 
Waco Ae91onal 

Laredo lmernattonar 

Tyler Pounds f 1e1d 

Coulter Field 

Easterwood F1e10 

Kickapoo Downtown Airpark 
Sheppard AFB/Wich1ta Falls Municipal 

Abilene Regional 

New Bostori !newl 

Texarkana A.egional-Wetlb F1eid 

Matt"lis Field 

Sherman Municipal 

Grayson County 
~~:::::~;;~~:; ......... ' . ·::~~:~?:»~J.:*~~:::::::::::::-.~; 
Victoria Regional 

Angelina County 

A"l Mangham J1 Reg1ona1 

Huntsvdle Municipal 

~icipa1 

Co• Field 

IRusk County 

Eagle Pass INewl 

Cherokee County 

Oe1 Rio International 

C. David Campbell Field-Corsicana M 

Kerrville Municipal/Louis Scnreiner Fld 

Wills Point Municipal 

Livingston Municipal 

,,. anon Muruc1pa1 

Population 

25-Mlle 
Radius 

190,258 
197, 106 
205.081 

177.147 

186, 153 

146,467 
158,037 

140,076 
141,976 

136,883 

Cumu~ative 

Population 
Coverage 

186,001 

177.147 

165, 144 

162,401 

143,334 

136.883 

85,0~~ 

85=t 

105,826 105,826 

95,307 101,644 
100,611 

~~:~:r.*:··· 
. . .,, .. ·~~~::::: 

88.435 88.435 

75,924 75,924 

105,032 59,321 

56,253 55,211 

50,833 44,522 

46.527 43,61 

52~ = 
51.753 

68,038 20.507 

' 

74.518 29,349 

35,972 35,972 

45.425 43.125 

38,636 38,636 

44,998 13, 154 

40,544 34,583 

~ '·"'" ~V.'l«I 

Oil&Gu 
Property Ta11: 

$8,913,292 

$584,863, 1 50 

$100,125,114 

$293,678,597 

$114,036,301 

$32,400, 196 

$6,911,630 

$106,547,899 

$68,066, 1 56 

*-;:~~;::3::::::~:::.::::1!::::::::::;:;:;: 
$60,090, 314 

s 1 182, 177 

$88,444,00\ 

$1,976.943 

$63,067. 777 

95,921, 

$16,967,237 

$82,46 7. 791 

$0 

$36, 760.691 

$20,543,498 

$41,337 ,530 

S 19,636 

$26, 24 7 ,460 

$159,529,943 

>ll:l.:l,iVl,QI I 

Property 

r .. 
On Million$! 

$5,348 

$5,494 

Retail Sales 

$1,903,841,734 

S 1,639,011,289 

$6,3/L I 01,943,602,229 

$5,858 Sl,585,595.337 

$4, 720 $1,234.002.643 

S3, 775 $1,452, 116,355 

$2,583 S862. 199, 120 

$3,236 $995,559, 180 

$3,568 $1,062,524,575 

!$~~:~~~::::::~.=x~~~ ::::::::::·~~$~~*~ 
$4,207 $1,025,320,599 

s 1,220 S392.200,932 

$1,950 $549. 730, 365 

$1,214 $405,353,595 

$1,450 $3,367,428,027 

$188,978,839 

$ $ 79. 178,265 

$790 $132.999, 777 

so $0 

$946 $481.119.490 

$795 $243,314.418 

$1,620 $344,695 ,91 3 

$1,930 $418,112,687 

$472 $74,493,385 

$1,394 $218,936,865 

> "· «•Q ~.:>':31,tHJO,"t-'.::'. 

Employment 

80,079 

58,644 

Aynculture 

Net Cash 

Return 

SI0,131,579 

S4, 137,000 

74,9011 $4,327,553 

73.823 $7,606.791 

$11,360,920 

53, 982 S9.851, 796 

33, 535 S4,205,QOO 

41, 744 14,175,100 

42,237 >3.466.668 

~~~~~~~~:::::~::::::::===~=:~::~: ~:::::::::::: 
3 7,564 s5,830, 188 

1 7 /21 1732,589 

22 34 \ S 18,672, 776 
! 

21,510 SJ, 164,004 

14,861 s 1,079,416 

~· s \ 5,271.096 

3 7 10 SS,561,896 

6,672 $4,718,902 

0 so 

11 ,937 s 18,532. 769 

8,890 $492,392 

15,450 S3,309.838 

12, 704 1$522,9131 

2,542 $1,522,745 

7,468 $123.049 

16,35~ '1~,ilb,/44 



Criteri• 
U•ed 

Popu1ation 

Populatfon 

Populat.ton 

Population 

Population 

Popf..llatioo 

Population 

Population 

Populaoon 

Population 

Population 

Pop1,Jlat10n 

Popu!a1ton 

Population 

Populat~on 

Population 

Populauon 

Population 

Popv!a11on 

Popvlation 

Popula11on 
Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Populatton 
Population 

Population 
Population 

Population 

Popu1a11on 

Popu~ation 

Population 

Population 

Populatton 

Popu1at100 

Population 
Populatton 

Population 

Population 
Popvlation 

Population 
Populauion 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

!• 

Population 

25,000 to S0,000 

2S.OOO to $0.000 

2S,OOQ 10 5(),00Q 

2$,000 to S0,000 

25.000 to 50.000 

2S.000 10 S0.000 

2S.000 10 S0.000 

2S.OOO to 50,000 

25.000 10 50.000 

25.000 10 S0.000 

25.000 to fX>.000 

2S..000 to 50,000 

2~.000 10 50,000 

25.000 lO S0,000 

2S.OOO to S0,000 

25.000 to !)0,000 

25,000 lO 50,000 

25,000 lO S0,000 

25'.000 to S0,000 

25.000 IO fX>,QQQ 

2!>.000 to so.000 

25,000 to 50,000 

25.000 10 S0.000 

25.000 to S0,000 

2f>.OOO 10 S0,000 

25,0-00 to S0,000 

2$,000 to $0,000 

25.000 to S0.000 

25.000 \0 S0.000 

2s.ooo ~o so.ooo 
25,000 to 50.000 

2S,OOO to S0,000 

2!>.000 lO 50,000 

25.000 to 50,000 

25.,000 to 50,000 

2$,000 to 50,000 

25,000 lO S0,000 

2:$.000 to fX>,000 

2S.OOO to 50,000 

25.000 to 50.000 

25,000 to 50,000 

25,000: to 50,000 

25.000 to S0.000 

2!J.OOO 10 50,000 

2S.OOO to $0,000 

2S.O-OO to 50.000 

2S.OOO to 50,000 

25,000 to 50,000 

25.000 10 50.000 
25,00Q 10 50.000 
:u.ooo to 50,000 

25,000 •• 50,00Q 

25.000 10 50,000 

U,000 to 50,00Q 

25.000 •• 50.000 

10,000 10 25,00<) 

MSA.n"MSAICOUNTY 

YVt:Se 

Wise 

Jim Wells 

Matagorda 
Matagorda 

Brown 

Hale 
Hale 

Atascosa 

Jasper 
Jasper 

Medina 
Medina 
Medina 

Wood 
Wood 

Howard 

Cooke 

Kleberg 

Hopkins 

Erath 
Erath 

Cass 

Hill 

Burnet 

Washington 

Bee 

Fannin 

Palo Pinto 

Titus 

Hutchinson 

Uvalde 
... ~ 

Gray 

NAME 
IYVISG 

Wise 

Jim Wells 

Matagorda 
Matagorda 

Brown 

Hale 
Hate 

Atascosa 

Jasper 
Jasper 

Medina 
Medina 
Medina 

Wood 
Wood 

Howard 

Cooke 

Kleberg 

Hopkins 

Erath 
Erath 

Cass 

Hill 

Burnet 

Washington 

Bee 

Fannin 

Palo Pinto 

Titus 

Hutchinson 

Uvalde 

Gray 

Appl1cat1on o1 tdea! System Ct1ternt 

Population 
25·Mlle 

Airport Radius 
t:H1ogeport Munic1pa1 Ll,o 'O 

Decatur Municipal 39,462 

Allee International 51,455 

Bay City Municipal 45.986 
Palacios Municipal 20, 153 

Brownwood Municipal 36,303 

Abernanw Mun1c1pa1 122.401 
Hale County 34,267 

Pl~i!tsonton Mun1c1oa1 30,502 

Jasper County·Bell Field 34,684 
Kirbyville 23, 132 

Castrov1!!e Municipal 1,186,758 
Devine M\Jn1cipal 23,242 
Hondo Municipal 23,576 

M1neola·Ov11man ~~ W•nnsboro Mun1c1pa1 

81g Spong McMahon·Wr1nk!e 37,401 

Gainesvtlle Municipal 45, 147 

Kleberg County 62,921 

Sulphur Springs Mun1cipal 42,975 

Dublm Municipal 37,236 
Clark Field Mun1c1pat 37,481 

Atlanta Mun1c1pa1 31,080 

Hillsboro Munictpal 34, 152 

Burnet Munictpal Kate Craddock Field 35,87S 

Brenham Municipal 56,485 

Beeville Municipal 25,356 

Jones Field 31,760 

Possum Kingdom 6,308 

Mount Pleasant Municipal 60.777 

Hutchinson County 30,365 

Garner Field 25.955 

:::::-«:::~~~w.::~:::~:;::::'U$~~~*: 
Mclean I Gray County I 6,746 

Cumulative 
Population 
Coverage 

44,Q,4{ 

32,660 

41,188 

38,303 

39.660 

25,4 73 

48,035 

53,310 

50, 104 

34,834 

36,526 

5,659 

3,618 

40,515 

31,080 

19, 131 

35,878 

53, 733 

22,687 

24,462 

3,098 

46,208 

30,365 

24,263 

Oil&Gas 
Property r .. 
o;,:i L~ I,, toV 

$56,387, 112 

$91,445,665 

S6,505,781 

S28,864 627 

$15.lJ87.256 

$103,303, 724 

$ 29, 375, 703 

5298 120,850 

$392, 701,956 

$52,086,928 

$13,880, 794 

$2,053,335 

$9,526,491 

$52,644,802 

$42, 744 

S298, 182 

$173,844,513 

$49,318,942 

s 1,893, 794 

$7,397,911 

$56,029, 171 

$302,900,958 

$1,809.817 

.... ::~»b:!:!:i$:*$:T~Y! .. ~~:=::.~~'>·~ ::·:.-·:·;:; 
28, 1841 $270,698, 177 

Property 

Tu 
!In Millions! 

s1.~vv 

$755 

$4,5 76 

s 1,253 

$1,320 

5186 

S2,478 

$761 

$ 2, 183 

$1,505 

$1,560 

$142 

$142 

$2,943 

$1,21 7 

$715 

$1,753 

$2,993 

$627 

$776 

Sl 19 

$2,414 

$1,802 

$943 
... !:~!:!:!$~~:~:::::::-

Sl ,337 

Retail Sak>• 
,..~,JJv,U I l 

$210,422.636 

$268,608, 749 

$329,214,217 

S2, 153, 729,607 

S26,31 1,034 

$401,971, 182 

$149,265,41\l I 

$353,005. 759 

$274,917,373 

$419,079,690 

$36,679,318 

$44,840, 705 

5350,981,477 

$242,953, 758 

$189,522,713 

$314,362,953 

$528,694,339 

$120,332,883 

S154,619.366 

$25,982, 234 

$416,038.931 

$180,812,938 

$189,447,970 

Employment 
lU.~b I 

10.328 

13,529 

14, 3~3 

16. 4 74 

1 162 

12,637 

6,840 

13 087 

11.790 

1 3.977 

1, 783 

1.287 

15,207 

9, 145 

Agdcultwe 
Net Cash 

Re tum 
Sb,<>o._, .!:OU 

$4,357,486 

S5,501,352 

S4 254,080 

S20 837,044 

$1 195,;,51 

\Sl,420,3541 

$7,202,969 

$/J,283.848 

S6,612, 780 

$3,468,901 

$550,688 

$3, 196,089 

$45,598,690 

Sl,911,211 

5,2481 13,526,416 

9, 755 S658,005 

20, 177 $2,825,834 

6,999 $ l,308, 195 

6, 782 $1,329.974 

965 $80.379 

21,420 $11,142,071 

. 11,961 $17,519,216 

$7,919 $9,930,923 

::::":?.::" ·~······:--: '. ::·%~:~.;« :::·::~~~~:~:::;::: ;*:;;:::::;.:::::{:~~w:t.*;~~:::::~~ 

$266.858,032 10,050 $18,391, 725 



Critetla 
Used 

Popvlation 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Populat•Ol'I 

Popuicmon 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 
Population 

Popu1at100 

Popvlatton 

Populauon 

Popula'tlon 
Popul.al1on 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Populauon 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 
Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 
Population 

Popuiauon 

Population 

Population 

Population 
Popvlation 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Pop1..1tation 

Population 

10,000 to 25.000 

1 o.ooo co 25,000 

10.000 to 25,000 

10,000 to 25,000 

10.IOOO 10 25,IOOO 

10,000 to :25.000 

10,000 to 25.000 

10,000 to 25.000 

\0,000 to 2$,000 

10,000 to 25,000 

10,000 \0 2:$,000 

10.000 10 2$,000 

10.000 to 2S.OOO 

10,000 to 25.000 

10.000 10 25.000 

10.000 \I) 25,000 

10.000 •o 2S.OOO 

10.000 to 2S.OOO 

10,000 10 25.000 

10.000 to 2!,000 

10.000 \0 25.000 

10.000 to 2$,000 

10,000 to 2S,000 

10,000 lo 25,000 

10.000 to 25.000 

10.000 to 25.000 

'10,000 to 25.000 

10.000 to 25.000 

'10.000 to 25,000 

10,000 to 25,000 

10.000 to 25,000 

10.000 to 25.000 

'10,000 lo 2S,000 

io,ooo 10 25.ooo 

10,000 (0 25,000 

10.000 lO 25,()()() 

10.000 10 25,000 

10.000 to 25.000 

, 0.000 \0 25,000 

10,000 to 25.000 

10.000 to 25.000 

10,000 lO 25,000 

10,000 to 25..000 

10.000 to 2!>.000 

10.000 to 25.000 

10,000 to 25,000 

'0.000 to 25.000 

10.000 to 25,000 

10.000 to 25,000 

, o.ooo 10 25.000 

10,000 to 25.000 

10,000 to 25,000 

10.000 to 25,000 

10.000 to 25,000 

10,000 to 25.000 

10.000 to 25.000 

10.000 to 25,000 

MS..-SAICOUNTY 

Gray 

Miiam 

Miiam 

Hockley 

Austin 

Shelby 

Panola 

Fayette 

Grimes 

Houston 

Limestone 

Aransas 

OeWltl 

Calhoun 

Lavaca 
Lavaca 

Kendall 

Moore 
Moore 

Giiies pie 

Tyler 

Wiiiacy 

Colorado 
Colorado 

Eastland 
Eastland 

Deaf Smith 

Seuny 

San Jacinto 

falls 

Jones 

Jones 

NAME 

Gray 

Miiam 

Milam 

Hockley 

Austin 

Shelby 

Panola 

Fayette 

Grimes 

Houston 

Limestone 

Aransas 

DeWitt 

Calhoun 

Lavaca 
Lavaca 

Kendall 

Moore 

Moore 

Giiiespie 

Tyler 

Wiiiacy 

Colorado 

Colorado 

Eastland 
Eastland 

Deaf Smith 

Scurry 

San Jacinto 

Falls 

Jones 
Jones 

Application of Ideal System Criteria 

Airport 
Perry Lefors Field 

Cameron Municipal Airpark 

H.H, Coflield Regional 

Levelland Mun1c1pa1 

Sealy !new) 

Center Municipal 

Panola County· Sharpe Fielo 

Fayette Regional Ai' Center 

Navasota Municipal 

Houston County 

Mex.1a·Limestone County 

Aransas County 

Cuero Mun1c1pal 

CalhOLJn County 

Halletsvme Municipal 

Yoakum Municipal 

Kendall Co-Boerne{newJ 

Moore County 
SunraylnewJ 

Gillespie Co\Jnty 

Tyler County 

Cf'larles R. JoMson 

Aobert R. Wells, JR 

Eagle Lake 

Cisco Mun1c1pa1 

E:asuand Municipal 

Hereford Mun1c1oa1 

Winston Field 

Marlin 

Hamlin Municipal 

Alledge field 

PoputatiOn 
25-Mlle 
Radius 

22.335 

29~ 
25,4 

33,467 

22,857 

25,664 

23,581 

31'787 

21,734 

26,318 

45,415 

14,296 

74.925 

19,032 

28.187 

18, 176 

48,032 

23.119 

3,608 

17, 129 

16,069 

20,899 
10,183 

20,202 

25, 170 

27,540 

16,463 
17, 142 

Cumvtative 
Population 
Coverage 

21.443 

31.095 

22,85 7 

15,871 

15, 795 

t0,343 

21, 734 

24,007 

20,854 

13,6""' 

6,787 

21,426 

18, 176 

16,052 

20,803 

3,608 

17,447 

24,546 

20,202 

25, 170 

27,540 

23,055 

I 

Oil& Gu 
Property Ta"' 

S33, 745,489 

$1.122,052,704 

$0 

$22.050,460 

$658,2JVJtl I 

1195 248,567 

S47,565,230 

$32,380,045 

$157,289,679 

S29, 152,270 

$27 815,436 

$17,717,546 

$ 1 30,679,326 

$0 

$378,088,36$ 

$30. 234 

$44, 743, 107 

$28,854,363 

$77,149,112 

$57.949,615 

13,294 

$217,666,047 

so 

$17,629,257 

$99.333,565 

Property 

Tu 
!In Million$! 

$859 

$2,341 

$0 

$727 

$1 '322 

$ 1,215 

1536 

S l.031 

$1, 7 t 3 

S927 

S572 

S 1, 106 

$1, 152 

$0 

$1,4/~ 

$ t,274 

$838 

$121 

$1,055 

$847 

$860 

$1,099 

$0 

1946 

$906 

Retait Sales 

Sl 14.208,977 

$199, 768, 992 

so 

$158,924,021 

186,230,051 

$183, 708,426 

$135,873, 246 

$120,668~ 
$167,322.793 

$169,454, 678 

$86.238,348 

$43,564, 212 

$148,843,244 

$0 

$108,257,851 

$166,007' 960 

$107,050,263 

$11,355,812 

$162,440,363 

$158, 1 73,333 

$, 60,268, 932 

$153.237 ,080 

$0 

$217,747.494 

$160,431,009 

Employmem 

4,937 

10,771 

0 

7,085 

4,486 

5 677 

3084 

6637 

7536 

5128 

4383 

3280 

6012 

0 

7615 

5,627 

4, 145 

701 

5.423 

6,976 

7.945 

8,379 

0 

9,711 

6,277 

Agticutture 
Nel Cash 

Return 

$4,245, \ 29 

S24.232. 148 

so 

s 1 5.872,000 

'l '926. 348 

14.213,704 

s "308,662 

12.236,350 

12,245,557 

157,000 

S'J.003,272 

$437,251 

$4, 941,335 

$0 

S37,679,668 

s \, 163, 151 

1$955,3791 

Sl,567,312 

$3, 191.908 

S8.421,979 

S65, 904,302 

S7,636,795 

$0 

S3,694, 172 

S l 0, 839, 360 



Criteria 
Used 

Population 

Population 

Popuiation 

Pop..,1at1on 

Population 

Populauon 

Population 

Population 

Populauori 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Popufat1on 

Population 

Population 

Poµulat1on 

Population 

Population 

Popula11on 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Populat;on 

Popuiauon 

Populauon 

Population 
Population 

Popvlatton 
Population 

Popvlation 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Popviation 
Populatton 
Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 
Population 
Population 

Population 
Populauon 
Population 
Popvlation 

Population 

Populalion 
Population 
Population 

Population 

Pop<Jlauon 

10,000 to 25.000 

, o.ooa 'o u.ooo 
i0.000 to 25.000 

to.ooo ,o 2s.ooo 
10,000 10 25.000 

I o.ooo 10 25.000 

l0,000 to 25.000 

10.000 co 25,000 

10.000 to 25.000 

10,000 10 25.000 

10,00¢ to 25.000 

10,000 lO 25,000 

10.000 to 25.000 

H).000 to 25,000 

10.000 10 25,000 

10,000 10 25.000 

10.00010 25.000 

10.000 to 25,()00 

10,000 10 25.000 

10.000 to 25.ooo 

10.000 \0 25.000 

10.000 to 25,000 

t0,000 to lS.000 

\0.000 10 :zs.ooo 
10.000 to 25.000 

10.000 to 25.00(l 

10.000 to ls.coo 

10,000 10 25,000 

1 o.ooo to 25.000 

10,000 to 25.000 

,0,000 to 2$.000 

io.ooo 10 2s.ooo 

10,000 to 2S.OOO 

10.000 10 25.000 

10,000 lo 25,0()() 

10,000 to 25.000 

10,000 to 25,000 

10.000 to 25,000 

10.000 to 2S,OOO 

10.000 to 25,000: 

10,000 to 2S,<>OO 

10,000 to 25,000 

10.000 lO 25,000 

10,000 lO 25,000 

10,000 10 25,000 

10,000 10 25,000 

10,000 to 25,000 

10.000 to 25,000 

10,000 to 25,00(l 

10.000 to 2s.ooo 
10.000 10 2!&,000 

10.000 10 25,000 

10,000 to 2!.000 

10,000 10 25,000 

1 o.ooo to 21.000 

io.ooo to 2s.ooo 
10.000 to 25,000 

MSAll'MSAICOUNTY 

Montague 
Montague 

Young 

Young 

Freestone 

Gon:tales 

Nolan 

Lampasas 

Bosque 

Pecos 

Wiibarger 

Frio 
Frio 

Robertson 

Reeves 

Karnes 

Lamb 

Burlnon 

Dawson 

Gaines 

Red River 

Andrews 

Bander.a 

Jackson 

Newton 

Lee 

Comanche 

Leon 

Duval 

Moms 

NAME 

Montague 
Montague 

Young 

Young 

Freestone 

Gonzales 

Nolan 

Lampasas 

Bosque 

Pecos 

Wllbarg&r 

Frio 
Frio 

Robertson 

Reeves 

Karnes 

Lamb 

Burleson 

Dawson 

Gaines 

Re<I River 

Andrews 

Sander.a 

Jackson 

Newton 

Lee 

Comanche 

Leon 

Cuval 

Morris 

Apphcat1on of Ideal System Criteria 

Population 
25·Mlle 

Airport Radius 

Bowie Mun1c1pa1 19,692 
Nocona Municipa1 15,546 

Graham Muruc1pal 12,903 
Olney Municipal 9,765 

Teague Municipal 30,31 i 

Gonzales Mun1c1pal 25, 746 

Avenger F1elo 18,939 

Lampasas 12.140 

Clitton Municipal/Isenhower 20.636 

Fort Stockton-Pecos County 16,515 

Wiibarger County 16.815 

D1Hey Airpark 6. 762 
McKinley Field 13,561 

Hearne Mvn1c1pal 91.921 

Pecos Mun1c1pa1 15,474 

Karnes County 21, 139 

Lltllef1eld Municipal 13,099 

Caldwell Municipal 41,866 

Lamesa Munic~pal 14,486 

Gaines County 24,303 

Clarksville-Red River County 13,:208 

Andrews County 13,842 

Jackson County 15,880 

Newton Muruc1pal 23, 115 

Gidd1ngs·Lee County 30,081 

Comanche County-Ciiy 17, 157 

Leon County!newl 

Duval~freer 5,356 

Greater Morris County 50.032 

Cumulative 
Population 
Coverage 

24.091 

20,698 

9,949 

8.494 

17,811 

10.389 

12,224 

16,515 

16,815 

7, 799 

13,515 

15,474 

19,465 

3,787 

8.738 

14,486 

24.303 

10.968 

2,029 

5,545 

3,686 

11,991 

3,871 

5,356 

20,419 

Oil & Gas 
Property Tax 

$30,046, 175 

$70,162.316 

$106.195, 738 

$4,877,044 

$86.223,696 

$52.647 

$1, 106 

$2,030.373.350 

S34, 125,219 

$16,884,485 

$89.591,498 

$153.115.930 

$84,430.374 

$3,467,060 

$72,360, 184 

$222.616,448 

$2,395.039, 110 

$11,551,469 

$155,830,076 

so 

S 17' 134.065 

$10,275,219 

166, 102, 111 

$745,863 

$0 

$95,068.658 

S22,071 

Pro petty 
Tax 

(In Million$) 

$467 

s792 

$705 

$403 

$825 

$401 

$603 

S2.598 

s889 

S326 

S 1. 170 

1486 

$1, 155 

$252 

$516 

$647 

$3,398 

$378 

$219 

$0 

$574 

$191 

$611 

$164 

$0 

$370 

$142 

Retail Sales Employment 

$83,942,811 2.858 

$143,036,630 6.538 

$61.381.361 2,445 

$54,414.024 2.610 

S 134,004. 173 5,927 

$66,901 ,023 
2 3~ 

$44,994,621 2.5" 

$98,944.) 1 7 5038 

$97,935.125 6248 

$34,043,804 1.923 

SS0.907.413 3.034 

$ 76.073,405 5068 

$176,558,757 10.599 

$19,072,219 1.224 

$61,253, 793 2,244 

5113,073,525 5.150 

S 167,964,062 7.901 

$56,362,840 2. 714 

116.365,661 637 

$0 c 

$66.889.202 2.065 

$18,996,388 574 

$110,417,612 3,780 

$26.800. 127 980 

$0 0 

113.617.764 1338 

s 12.883. 4 70 1.345 

Agriculture 

Net Cash 
Return 

$2,748,818 

$5,862.965 

($191,14'.JJ 

$12.187,566 

SS.082.198 

1456.97!:> 

S3.197.106 

S4, 793,000 

55,699,305 

13. 702,':rn~ I 

$3,046.550 

$5,838,959 

S3,262, 715 

$4,071,000 

$1.089,401 

s 13, 777,305 

S27,290,934 

13,306, l 60 

$244,720 

$0 

12,462,868 

1$187.5161 

11.671,026' 

16,466,625 

$0 

11, 118,696 

1537,264 



V1 -

Criteria 
Used 

Population 10.000 to 25.000 

Population 10,000 10 25.000 

Population 10,000 to 25,000 

Popuia11on 10.000 to 2S.OOO 

Population 10,000 to 25.000 

10.000 10 25,000 

Population 10.000 ID 25,000 

Populat•on 10.000 to 25.ooo 

Poµulation 10.000 lo 25.000 

Population 10,000 to 25,000 

Populatton 10 000 10 25.000 

Popuiat1on 10.000 to 25.000 

PoµulahOn 10 000 to 25,000 

Popvlat1on 10,000 to 25,000 

Pcµ<Jldl.1on 10.000 10 25.000 

Population 10,000 10 25,000 

Popuiatton 10.000 10 2s.ooo 

Population 10.000 to 25.000 

Popu1auon 10,000 10 2S,OOO 

Population 10.000 10 25,000 

MSAJPM:SAICOUNTY 

Terry 

Ward 

Llano 

Trinity 

Callahan 

Madison 

Zavala 

Runnels 
Runnels 

Camp 

Sabine 

NAME 

Terry 

Wartl 

Llano 

Trinity 

Callahan 

Madison 

Zavala 

Runnels 
Runnels 

Camp 

Sabine 

Application of Ideal System Cr1ter1a 

Population 

25·Milo 
Airport Radius 

Terry County 16,518 

Roy Hurd Memorial 15,609 

11,493 

18,935 

Mad1sonv1!1e Municipal 20,388 

16,312 

11,946 
11,519 

Pineland Municipal 13,231 

Cumulative 
Populadon 
Coverage 

15,688 

11, 116 

11,493 

12,539 

10,354 

16, 123 

12,330 

2,802 

OH&Ga. 
Property T;u 

$158, 135,455 

S276, 165.362 

$214,232 

s 25, 262, 165 

so 

$42,986,646 

S34,694,078 

$27.013.773 

so 

$9,917,803 

Propefty 

Tu 
tin Million$! 

$723 

$1,247 

so 

$548 

S593 

S4 78 

so 

$337 

Employment 

5.084 

S56, 150, 1 39 3. 1 37 

S78,285.216 3,232 

S72,775,493 2,487 

so 0 

s58.484, 192 3.209 

145,936.590 3, 130 

$73,399,256 '.J. 974 

so 0 

S49, 52 7 ,823 1,965 

Ag1iculture 
Net Ca~ti 

Aetutn 

S17 108,660 

$316,684 

$1,157,730 

$278,064 

$0 

$3, 154,655 

$4 650,091 

'. .:.086.21 G 

so 

S238,098 

Populat•on 10.000 •• 25,000 Dimmit Dimmit D1rnm1t County 18,858 3,678 $6, 179,698 $107 59,968,904 ~1$45,5 7. lJ 
Popuiatron 10.000 10 25.000 
r,P~o~p~u~1a~1~.o~n;._+::,o~.o~oo::;.;1~0~27$.~0700:---~~-tz~a~p~a~ta:::-~~~~~~~--ir,z~a=p=a=1a:--~~~tz~a~p~a~1~a~c~o~u=n~tv'.'"""~~~~~~~~t-~~~1~0~.6~6~2:;t~~-;-,~o~.6~6~2::+-~~$5~6~2~.~3~7~1-.6;;'710~~~~~s9~5~5::--f~~~s~3~9~.~6~4~2~.8~0~2:-+~~~.....,,... ,842.0UO 

Populatwn 10,000 to 25.000 

t0,00-0 10 25.000 

10,000 10 25.000 Clay Clay so so so 0 
Popuiatton 10.000 to zs.ooo 

~~~ .... " ~~ ·~~·~ :~;:;, ~~~~~~ 
~R~e~t...;;,S~a1~e~s~+•-E~'~ow~1~0~.ooo:.;.;;.~~~~+B:;,;,,:ro~W$,.:..;l~er'--~~~~~~~~B~re~w.,,..st;;.e_r~~~~l~a~1•,.;ta-'s'--..,,..~~~,,.-~~~~~~+-~~~-'3=5=9:+-~~~ 369 so so so 0 so 
~R~e~t~S=M=•~•-+"='~'=o=w_1=0~~=®~---4o~c~~;n=~=e~------~~~~h~ll=tr~e=e---~P~1~r=ry~1=o=n~O~c~n~·="~'e=•_;C=o=u=n~t~v----4---;9=,9~6='+---~2~431 SSH $71,8~.779 3.941 S184~.765 
Rat Sales BhOw 10.000 Stephens Stephens ss County 10.341 06,999 $483 s62,047,352 2.998 Sl.661,061 

!.,R,.:e~1_;;,S~a1~e~s-+•..cE;,;L~o-w_1~0~,o;,;o~o----+;H~a;;.sk_e~l.,,I .,....------~,.:.H~a_;s_k_:,e,,11,,,...--- Mun1c1pal 11, 109 18, 984 $136 S 23,021, 1 68 6 1 2 S2. 767 .090 

~R~e=t~S=M=•=•~+"='='=o=w-•=o=~=oo~~~~4~H=e~m~p=h=ll~l~~~-~~~~H;e~m~p=h=l="~~~~~~=l-'C=o=u=n=t=•~~~~~~~~~~-~~ ~013 138~912,902 1701 16~933,735 1.411 s1J.652,0J• 
Ret Sates BELOW 10.000 Children Childress Childress Mun1c1pat 7,438 S732.492 $180 $63,203,777 2.311 15.608,749 

~R~e~t~~t~~~~~ooo~====Us~a~M~yt~======~~B~a~ll~e~y~~==tM~u~•~s~n~o~ejM~u~rn~c~~~a[1======~==3 2.~4 S4,3~.~7 S6U M~Q~571 4,445 121117,5m 
Ret ~A•~< •sELow 10.000 Dallam Dallam 10 so SO 0 so 

Population io.ooo to 25.000 

Population io.ooo to 25.000 

Population 10.000 'o 2s.ooo 

Populatton 10,000 to 25,000 

Populal10n l0.000 10 25.000 

::§f:f:t..$..:;:~::::~~~~ .. ~ ~--.;;; .... 
Aet Saies SElOw l0,000 

Ret Sales BELOW 10,000 McCulloch McCulloch Cunis Field 8.468 8,468 S4, 140,765 $439 155,600,383 2,63 13.243, 708 
Rel Sales 8ELOw10.ooo Castro Castro Dimmit Municipal 8,835 6,988 so $408 $48,280,695 2.749 S51.788.672 

~R~e-'t~S~·~~~·~~n~•~o_w_1~0~,ooo~~~~~~C~o;;.~~~~n~~~~~~~~~C~o-'~~~~-"~~~+C~o-•~m-a_n~M~u~n-~~·~pa_1~~~~~~~~~~~~~9~·~1~1=2~~~~9~,1~12~ S13,923.749 $396 $5~21~306 2.•89 5~121,892 
i.:R=e~t~S:•=~~·~~~:•:o=w~1=0~.~~~~~~~c~~:s:b~y~~~~~~~~~C:r:o:s:b~y~~~4c~~~·~b~v=m;n~M=u="=~=·~P:•~1~~~~~~~·~~~1~2~,8:6:4~~~~=2~,9~63:~s6,972,144 s111 522,842.825 949 12.098.728 
~R~e~1~S~·~~~·~~n~•~o~w-'1~0~.ooo~~~~~~Y=o~ak~u=m~~~~~~~~~Y~o~a~k~u~m~~~~~D-•_n•~·~·-C~·~w~~~~~~~~~~~~~-1~1~,~5~19~~~~1~1~,2=0=6~~15,632,234 11.775 S6~91~ 3.835 11~184,749 
Rei. Sales BELOW 10.000 Yoakum Yoakum Yoakum County 9,843 SO so so O so 
Rel Sales enow10,ooo Franklln Franklin franklin County 19,518 4,823 $11,130,212 1196 $35,972,847 1.384 S2.936,810 
Ret. Sales ee.ow 10,000 Swisher Swisher City of Tulia/Swisher County Murnc1p 11,291 10,324 18, 753 1405 $60,360,971 2, 724 126,477, 140 
Ret. Sales BELOW 10.~ Brooks Brooks Brookes County 13,787 7,578 $108,026,655 $492 142,544,970 1.675 Sl,661,660 

·R·;·~t.~S;a:le:s::......,:S=El~O=W~l=O~,OOO:::::::~~~~~R;•~fu~g=lo:...~~~~~~~~R;e~fu~g~l~O~~~-r:;R~oo_k~e~Fi~e~ld~~'."'.'.':'~~~~~~-1 24~·.90;.:,;:o7+-~~-::·~·2~9~2:.i-~-·-3_7~,8~2~7~,;58~8=4~~--:$~1~3~4-+-~__;~$~9~,3~7~7~,;8~59~~~~__;~4;2~5::+-~~~S6~7~3~,~20~8.'....l ,,Ret. Sales BElOW 10.~ Kimble Kimble Kimble County ~ 4,078 $227,044 $412 $40,680,416 1.423 S344,507 
Ret Sales nLow 10,000 Floyd Floyd Floydada Municipal 5,070 $16,356 $204 s26,840,681 1,634 S9,392.804 
Ret Sales BELOW1o.ooo Hamilton Hamilton HamillOnMunicipal 7,844 $409,135 $429 $43,197,893 2.221 S11,873,127 
Ret Sales BELOW 10.000 San Augustine San Augustine San Augustine County 12.570 2.576 S2.478,097 Sl06 Sl3,034,462 621 $248,37• 



VI 
N 

Critetia 
Used 

Ret Sales 

PopUlation 

Cat9901"V 

BELOW 10,000 

MSAIPMSAICOUNTY NAME 
Mitch ell Mitchell 

Apphcat1on of Ideal Sys.tern Criteria 

Poputation Cumutathre Property Agocultute 
25·Mlle Population Oil & Gas la-. Net Cash 

Airport Radius Coverage Property TaJit Un M1mon$) Retail S11es Employment Retum 
Colorado City 25,6601 7,0461 n2.s06,867 I s392 I $32,641,419 I 1.8391 s3,827,925 

Ret Sales leELOW 10.000 -- )Culberson )Culberson !Culberson County r 2.§201 2,9201 $23,962,470 I S240 I $34,978.961 I 10381 5220,880 
Rei Sales lanow 10.000 !Martin !Martin !Stanton Mun1c1pal I 66,8151 1,245) S156. 117,427 I $288 I 53,275,086 I 3>31 SS,445,418 
Rei Sales IBELOw 10,000 IWlnkler !Winkler l\l\lmkler County I 8,9781 8.9781 $347.585,191 I $592 I $40,921,497 I 2.4621 s709,964 

JRet Sales •How10.ooo JimHogg Jim Hogg Jim Hogg Coumv 5,577 5,577 S64,627.517 $414 s36,373.420 1.457 tS195.750i 
JRet Sates BEtOw 10.000 Wheeler Wheeler Snamrock Munic•pa1 4,862 4.231 $124.515.469 S310 S31.091 532 1 420 S7,253,871 
!Ret Sa1es BELOW 10.000 Wheeler Wheeler \l\lneerer Municipal 6,057 so so so o so 

011 & Gas e£tow10.ooo Crane Crane Crane county 6,781 6,781 $853,701.341 51,161 534,904,505 2 417 SI 183,615 
0" I!. Gas snow 10.000 Kent Kent Kent County 1,088 1,088 S506, 146.325 S693 S 11,603. 788 S3 l I s i 526, 95 2 
- • - ·A " • ~ unty 7,353 92 $10,283,879 S15 $396,899 28 S35. 134 

Oo1 & Gas leEcow 10.0-0(1 )Crockett )Crockett IOzona Mun1c1pa1 I 3.9841 3,9841 S334.052,334 I S686 I 527,881,260 I 1.3271 s951 545 

o" & Gas BELOW 10,000 Carson Carson Panhand1e·Carson County 22,390 301 $10,323,540 $28 $1,102.493 194 S352.636 
011 & Gas SHOW 10.000 Reagan Reagan Reagan County 4,246 4,089 $207,924.527 $401 127,953,355 1 128 12.014.274 
Q,1 & G.s anow 10,000 Sutton Sutton Sonora Municipal 6,363 6,363 5232,698,587 S730 $30,249.206 2.221 11.661.535 

1011 & Gas show lO.ooo Glasscock Glasscock so so so o so 
10" & Gas BELOW 10.000 Garza Garza Post-Garza Cou•11v Mun•C•P•' 5,264 5.264 $192,463,028 $380 S26,325 418 1 ?ll sa 368,628 
)011 I!. Gas SELOw 10,000 Borden llorden so so so 0 su 
[O"&Gas BElOw10,ooo Cochran __ Cochran__ Cochr_ari_(:_ounty_ --~·372~ -~54 S143.849,~6- S284 S18,439.168 915 ''ll41,o13 
IO.i & Gas l•ElOW 10,000 I Lipscomb [Lipscomb IFolle1ll•PScomo County I 2,2401 1,227 I S65, 569.029 I s 1 33 I 13,994, 119 I 11 s 1 121. 110 
o,i & Gas BELOW 10.000 Lipscomb Lipscomb H1ggms-L1pscomo County 1, 183 so so so o >u 
Od & Gas enow 10,000 Sherman Sherman Stratford F1el<llnew1 2,941 2,941 $157,878,866 $398 $12,746,978 869 SJ4.049.2~~ 

Oil & Gas BELOW 10.000 McMullen McMullen $0 so so 0 so 
01l&Gas BELOw10.ooo Terr&ll Terrell Terrell County 502 502 $57.786,128 s112 Sl,361,979 101 1s90.800i 
0,1 & Gas anow 10.000 Irion lrlon so so so O so 
011 & Gas BELOW 10,000 Kiii-g King so so so o $0 

011 & Gas BELOW 10.000 Hansford Hansford Gruver Mun•c•pal 5. 146 3,981 $133.582 655 S530 S48, 104.401 J.675 130. 773.394 1 
011 & Gas BELOW lO.ooo Hansford Hansford Spearman Municipal 5, 960 so so SO O SO 
Od & Gas BELOW 10.000 Sterling Sterling so so so o 10 
01l&Gas BELOw10.ooo Roberts Roberts M1am•-RobensCounty 1.547 52 S6,6o0.407 s12 S116.762 11 S158,41~ 

Ori & Gas BElOw 10.000 Kenedy Kenedy so SO so 0 so 
01l&Gas 9ELOW10.000 Hardeman Hardeman OuanahMun1c<pal 5,133 5.133 $24.059.204 $70 $4,788.211 337 $272,108 

011 & Gas snow 10,000 Loving Loving so so so o so 
011 & Gas BELOW 10.000 Jack Jack Jacksboro Municipal 10,871 1,353 $12 248,425 S96 S4,744,570 343 S404,768 

!Ori & Gas lmow 10.000 !Stonewall !Sfonewall !Stonewall County I 1,652( 1621 $5,530,816 J S16 J $871,485 I 541 S188, 168 
IO"&Gas IBELOw10,ooo )Coke !Coke IRobertl.ee I 2,9741 2.974J S52,119.385I 12441 S21,396,656I 8451 Sl,095,057 
011 & Gas BELOW 10.000 Goliad Goll.ad -- SO SO so 0 so 
011 & Gas BELOW 10,000 Schleicher Schleicher Eldorado 6, 126 506 $8,275,559 S50 sl,282,805 132 $158.688 
011 & Gas eELow 10.000 Edwards Edwards Edwards Coumy 2.50J 2,503 S41 569,328 S341 S8,366,653 370 1S263,0181 
011 & Gas snow 10.000 Throckmorton Throckmorton so so so o so 

=~~~~::~@=~:;:~?.?.[~:::1~~::::~:;~:::~1~;:;:~~~=*:~*~$:l:\:!.:¥:~:::~~~~:~4%~i®£W.fa~:~1~~~~~1~t:~~~::~~*I::::::::::::::::::::::i#~::::::::::~:::::::::::~:~::;~:::s::::~~::::::::::::~~~::::~~:~:E:;::~:;:~:~t.&a~~~;1@::;~~:~~w ::m~:1:i::;:::~~~~ij~lf~:w:~::;::::::::::~:::::~;~;;:t::i:~:~$.r:?.;:#iit§fu;:~:i:~:~:;:;~~~:;t~~:;:§i:~~;r::;:~~'.:;:~:~:~:~~:~:1:~:::::::::;:::::~~::::*~~~::::::::::::~: 
Agricul1ure Janow 10.000 !Hartley [Hartley JDalllart Mun•C•P•I I 10.660 9,967 $29,4 74, 158 $734 $77,790,091 4,005 S93.367.516 
Agr1cuHu1e (8£LOW 10.000 !Lynn JLynn IT Dai I 6,948 1.455 Sl, 125,381 $69 S5,612.876 382 12. 755,870 
Agriculture (anow 10.000 !Armstrong !Armstrong so 50 so 0 so 
Agrocvl1ure fBELOW io,ooo !Fisher !Fisher Fisher County 18,061 543 $4,671,576 S35 $1,450,142 I 117 $702,720' 
Ag,.cvlture IBELOW 10,000 !Oldham !Oldham Oldnam County 3.089 2,097 $2,961,347 S123 s9,871,a1e I 784 S5,149,108 
Agriculture !BELOW 10.000 !Hall IHall Memphis Municipal 4,568 3,314 $259,799 S128 S 13,944,553 I 771 S3,637,933 

Agriculture I BELOW 10.000 ISan Saba !San Saba San Saba County Municipal 8,900 7,228 $1,499 $582 $33,959,035 2.263 SJ,663,231 

Agriculture lllELOW 10,000 Hudspeth Hudspeth Dell City Municipal 995 2,333 Sl,111,247 S206 $5,875.521 487 S3,318,904 

Agricvtture BELOW 10,000 Hudspeth Hudspeth Mile High 1,338 $0 so $0 0 so 

Agriculture BELOW 10,000 Concho Concho Eden-Concho County{newl $0 so $0 0 so 

Agncufture BELOW 10.000 Rains Rains Rains Couniy 56,371 985 S3,912,431 $ 38 $4,794,661 167 S541,464 

Agrocvlture lenow 10.000 Baylor Baylor Seymour Mun1c1pal 4,883 4,883 57,915,590 $264 $37,621,405 1.398 $4,360,494 

Agriculture I BELOW H>.000 Muon Mason Mason Covntv 4,905 3,211 $0 $420 $14,402,593 780 S3,282, 123 

Agncul1ure IBELOW io.ooo Knox Knox Knox City Mumc1pal S,318 3, 161 $29,040, 596 S189 S31, 142,399 1, 119 13,309,838 

Agncvlture (BELOW 10,000 Knox Knox Munday Munic1pat 8,697 $0 $0 $0 0 $0 

Agriculture IB£LOW 10,000 Dickens Dickens Spur Municipal 2.678 1,651 S28,586,468 $120 $7,461.530 467 $2,345,583 



Criteria 
Uaecl 

BEi.OW 10.000 
HLOW 10.000 
ea.ow 10.000 
HLOW 10,000 
BEi.OW 10,000 
BELOW 10,000 

9£LOW 10.000 
BELOW 10,000 
HLOW 10.000 
HLOW 10.000 
HLOW 10,000 
BELOW 10.000 
BELOW 10,000 
BELOW 10,000 
BELOW 10.000 
B£LOW 10,000 
B£lOW 10.000 
BELOW 10,000 

Presidio 
Presidio 
Donley 
BrisCCHI 
Shackelford 
Cottle 
Collingsworth 
MorntV 
Jell Oavls 
Menard 
Blanco 
Foard 
Real 
Delta 
u Salle 
Somervell 
Kinney 

Miiis 

NAME 

Presidio 

Presidio 
Donley 
Briscoe 
Shackelford 
Cottle 

Colllngsworth 
Motley 

Jell Davis 
Menard 
Blanco 
Foard 
Real 
Delta 
La Salle 
Somervell 
Kinney 
Miiis 

TOTAL 

' 

Application of Ideal System Criteria 

Populatlon 
25-Mlle 

Airport Rlldlu• 

Marfa Municipal 4,071 
Presidio Lely International 3,766 
Clarendon Municipal 3,677 

Albany Municipal 9,767 
Oan E. Richards Municipal 2,242 
Marian Airpark 

Menard County 4,229 

Foard Countv 5, 
Real County 

Cotulla-La Salle County 7,658 

Mills County !New) 

Cumulative 
Population 
Coverage 

3,946 

2,650 

2,854 
2.153 

4.229 

1.595 

1,548 

18,815.666 

Ol&Gas 
Property Tu .. 

$2,118 
$0 

$92,759 
$0 

$32,027 ,208 
$6,012,591 
$2,324,357 

$0 
$0 

$23,016.871 
$0 

$4,693,827 
$135,749 

$0 
$6. 173, 760 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$27,807, 774,689 

Property 
T .. 

tin MltflontJ 
~;~~~··: .. 

$141 
$0 

$150 
$0 

$215 
$63 
$47 

$0 
$0 

$406 
$0 

$83 
$381 

$0 
$99 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$738.597 

Retal Siles 

$14, 143,919 
$0 

$ 12,863, 900 
$0 

$10,596,272 
$5,591,556 
$4,901,394 

$0 
$0 

$19,007 .899 
$0 

$4,712,232 
$23,051,945 

$0 
$6,306,748 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$203,539.253,409 

Employment 

662 
0 

673 
0 

725 
252 
359 

0 
0 

1,085 
0 

375 
1.029 

0 
313 

0 
0 
0 

7,657, 717 

Agriculture 
Net Cash 

Return 

$1,628.; 

$2,406.645 
$0 

$2.184,468 
$1.196,828 

$952,661 
$0 
$0 

$3, 706,668 
$0 

$762,048 
$898,370 

$0 
$122,878 

so 
$0 
$0 

$1,391.729,651 





AppendixB 
Application of Ideal System Criteria - Cumulative 

Percentages of State totals 
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Criteria 
Used 

Population 

Population 
Population 

Population 
Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

it1on t1on 

t1on 

t1on 

~*;:~::::5;~*::::::::..· 
Population 

Pop'"'lation 

Popvlat1on 

Populat~on 

Popu1auon 

Population 

Population 
Popula11on 

Popullnion 
Population 

Popula11on 
Population 

Population 

Population 
Popula1ion 

Population 
Population 
Population 

Population 
Populauon 
Population 
Popufation 

Popvtat1on 

PopuJat1on 

Population 
Population 

Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Popvlation 

Pooulation 

Population 

Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

Population 

Population 

'M~• HOUSTON 

,M_, • 
tM-· 
1M~• 

1M_, • 

1 MBan • 

1 Mlaon • 

1 MMton • 

1Mllioti • 

1 Ml4tion"' 

1 Minton"' 

1 M!lk>n,. 

l Mlfflon" 

, Mtllton .. 

1 Mlll*on .. 

1 Mtltton • 

~~-:::::=_~-:$~:~*:":;:"->SX:x· • .. 
1 Mildon"' CALLAS 
1 MOOon .. 

1 Minion+ 

1 Mlttion + 

1 MINiOn • 

1 Miion • 

1 M..,,,, + ·-· 1 Maion + 

1 MBan • 

1 Miiion • 

1 Miiion "' 

1 MIMon • 

1 Mimon • 

1 MllMon • 

1 Mltk>n .. 

1 Miiion • FT. WOATH-.o.RUNGTON l'M$ .. 

1..-.. ·-· 1 M1Mon • 

1 Mllotl ..,. 

1 Wiikin "' 

1 Miiion "' 

1Mlllon • 

1 Miiion + 

1 Miiion • 

1 Miiion • ,_,,., 
1 Miiion • SAN ANTONIO MS .. 

1 Mlllor\ • , .. _. 
1M~"' 

1 Miiion • 

IM-· ·-· AUSTIN-SAN MARCOS M$A 

1 Mitton• 

1 MiNon • 

1 Miiion • ,.._. 

Application of ideal System Criteria Cumulative Percentages of State Totals 

NAME Aifport 

Harrts East Grand Parkway(Newl 
Harris Oavid Wayne Hooks Memorial 

Hims Ellington Field 
Hams Houston Intercontinental 

Harris west Houston 
Harris Houston Westside!New; 
Harris Wiiiiam P Hobby 
Harris La Pone Municipal 

Chambers Chambers County 

Chambers Chambers County·Winnie Stowell 

Fort Bend Sugar Land MurHC1pa1 

Fort Bend Hovston·Soutnwest 

Liberty Cleveland Municipal 

Liberty Liberty Mun1c1pa1 
Montgomery Montgomery County 
Waller ...... 

'f..:~:!!::: :W%9.*9;l~~::*::;*:~~::~:::::?.ti*:::::»>">-<l::.::.::::::;:;:;:~:-~;~~ 

Dallas Adchson 

Dallas Danas Love Freid 

Danas Rea bird 

Dallas Lancastet 

Dallas § L Hua son Municipal 
Collin Kinney Municipal 

Denton Denton Mun>Crpal 

ems Ennis Municipal 

ems Midlothian/Waxahachie Municipal 
Henderson Athens Municipal 

Hunt Caddo Mills Municipal 
Hunt Commerce Municipal 

Hunt Majors 
Kaufman Terrell Municipal 

Rockwall wall Municipal 

Tarrant Arlington Municipal 

Tarrant Oallas·Fort Worth lnte1nationa1 

Tarr.ant Fort Worth Alliance 
Tamant Fort Worth Meacham 

Tarrant Fort Worth Spinks 
Tarrant Fort Worth Carswell 

Tarrant Grand Prairie Municipal 

Hood Granbury Municipal 

Johnson Cleburne Municipal 

Parker Mineral Wells 

Parlter Weatherford !Newl 

Bexar San Antonio lntermu)onal 

B41xar Stinson Municipt!H 

Comal 
Guadalupe New 8raunfels Municipal 

Wiison 

T!7vls Aust1n!Newl 

Tr.ivls Austin Exec:uuve Airpark 

Travl• Robert Mueller 

Bastrop Sm11hv1lle Municipal 

Caldwell Lockhart Municipal 

Population 
25·Mlle 
Radius 

0 
407,543 

1,987,813 
331, 122 

1,351.756 
0 

2,549,833 
1,037,926 

28,814 
22.092 

1 ,516, 110 
1,384,887 

32.718 
44,052 

230,012 

Cumulatlve 
Population 
Coverage 
4,012,397 

:::=:::::::~:-.::%:»»~:::?~ :»1:::::::::;:::,~~::::::::::::i:~: 

2.400,534 3.303,354 
1,950.172 
2, 755,405 
1,601,393 

429.505 
412, 101 
372,824 

78,483 
264.124 

67,571 
56,893 

83, 
72, 728 

485.211 

1,921, 165 1.349, 155 
2,913,268 
1,547,966 
1,327,538 
1.072.228 
1.220, 717 
2,347 ,638 

38,911 
117,589 

63, 109 
0 

1,348, 131 1,488,741 
1 ,301,291 

166,752 

0 984,726 
740,307 
779,955 

51,946 
31,266 

Percent ol 
State 

Population 
21% 

:·:~~~~?::!SW"~ 
38% 

45% 

53% 

58% 

Percent ot 
State 

Oil&GuT .. 
4% 

:!:~~::::~::::::::~!::::::::::::;::: 

5% 

5% 

5% 

6% 

Percent 
ot State 

Prop Tax 

23% 

I 

::::=::::;;::;:::~~~:::.~::~~ 

43% 

44% 

50% 

57% 

Percent 
of State 

Retail Sales 
24% 

:::::;:;:;::;:~::io&.-.-<. 

46% 

I 

48% 

55% 

61% 

Pet cent 

of State 
Employment 

24% 

Z'«~~:~;::;::;-.:$?.:::: 

46% 

I 

47% 

55% 

6\% 

Percent of 
State Agrlc. 

Net Cash Ret urn 

2% 

:;:::::::::::::::::;:;::~~::::~::~:::::;::;~~:~:::::::::: 

3% 

I 

4% 

4% 

5% 



Criteria 
Used 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

::~%:~":!$~~:: .: 
Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

PopuJation 

Population 
Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Popu1auon 

Popv~ation 

Population 

Popu1auon 

l"Opulat1on 

Popvtat1on 
Population 
:t-'opulat1on 

Population 

Pop\Jlation 

Pop1Jlation 

Popu1at1on 

Poputat1on 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

I! 
Populauon 

Population 

Poputat1on 
Popufation 

Population 

Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

Population 
Population 
Populatton 
Population 

Population 

Population 

M$AJm$AJCOIJNTY 
1 Mltk>n • 

1 Miion • 

1 Mlllkltl • 

1 Mlftlon • 

1 Millon + 

' sr··: ,. 
250.()()0 10 1.000.000 EL PASO MSA 

2!.0.000 to 1.000.000 

2~0.000 •• i.000.000 
250.000 10 1.000.000 

~ •• 1.000.000 MCALL!N·EOtN.·MtSSION MSA 

to 1.000,000 

10 l,000,000 

2$0,000 to 1.000.000 

2!0.000 10 1.000,000 BEAUMONT -PT, ARTHUR MSA 

2!>0,000 fO 1 ,000.000 

250,000 to 1,000,000 

250,000 to l ,000.000 

2SO.OOO 10 1,000,000 

250.000 10 \,000,000 CORPUS CHRISTI MSA 

2!.0.000 10 1.000,000 

:ao.CH>O to 1,000.000 

:250.000 to 1.000.000 
25.0.000 IO 1,00Q,000 

2S0.000 to 1,000.000 

2S0.000 lO 1.000,00Q 

2$0,000 to 1.000.000 

250.000 10 'l.000.000 8AOWN.·HARL.·SAH M;N, M$A 

2SO.OOO to 1,000,000 

250,()00 fO 1,000,000 

2SO.OOO 10 1,000,000 

l'&0.000 to 1.000.000 

2SO,OO(I to 1 ,000.000 KILLElff. TE.MP\.E MSA 

2$0.C>OO to 1.000.000 

250,000 to i.ooo.000 
. ".;. 

100.000 to l:50~000 GAl..VESTOf<.TEXAS CITY PMSA 
100,000 •• 250.000 
100.000 to :ao,ooo 

100,000 10 250,000 OOE.SSA·MIOl..ANO MSA 

100,000 to l:!S0,000 

100.000 to 2$0.000 

100.000 to 250.000 

'1()0,000 IO 250.000 LU880CK MSA 
100.000 •• 2\I0.000 
100,000 to 2\I0.000 
100.000 10 2so.ooo 9RAZORIA PM$A 

100.000 to 2\I0,000 
100,000 •• H0.000 
100.000 to 250,000 AMAAll.l.OMSA 

100.000 •o 250,000 

100.000 •• 2\I0.000 

100.000 •• 2\I0.000 LOHGVIEW·MAA$HAU .. MSA 

100,000 to 250,000 

100.000 to 250,000 

100,000 lo 2!0,000 
tll'l,000 •• 2!0,000 

Apphcatton ot Ideal System Cmeria . Cvmulatwe Percentages of State Totals 

NAME 
Caldwell 
Caldwell 
Hays 
Wiiiiamson 
Wiiiiamson 

Airport 

The Carter Memorial 

San Marcos Munic:ipat 

Georgetown Municipal 

Taylor Municipal 

Population 
25-Mlle 
Radius 

31,218 
133.847 

159, 106 
105,313 

Cumulative 
Population 
Coverage 

Petcent of 

State 
Population 

Percent of 
State 

Oil & Gas Tu 

Pet cent 
of State 

Prop Tax 

. .. 
::>-~~::$;Y~W$:°:.~ :·:.;.; :~-~>~;: ::::~~".:.' . •· .·.;WR'A!~ ~~~~'*f.~~* ::::=::::::~~.;:::;::::::::::::~ *":!:!::'!.~'<$:~ 

El Paso El Paso International 661,477 669,129 62% 6% 59% 
El Paso West Te.as 654,553 
El Paso Fabens 363.497 

Hidalgo Edinburg A10 Grande Valley Regional 415, 116 567,157 65% 8% 60% 
Hid a Igo McAllen Miller lmetnat1onal 417,675 
Hidalgo Mid Valley 388,A°'O 

154,918+== 363,942 Hardin Hawthorne F1e10 8% 63% 
Jeffenion •Beaumont Municipal 297,666 
Jeffenion Jefferson County 287,965 
Orange Orange County 358,238 

Nueces Btstiop Mun1cipa1 55. 716 375.817 69% 10% 64% 
Nueces Co1pus Cht1St• 1meinat1ona1 350,836 
Nueces Mustang Beach 320.629 
Nueces Nueces County 369.301 
!>an t'atrtc10 Aransas Pass 319,378 
San Patricio T.P. Mccampbell 320.829 
Stn Patricio San Patricio County 37,693 

Cameron Brownsville/South Paelte !slano lntL 204,523 246,235 70% 10% 65% 
Cameron Rio Grande Valley international 248,235 
Cameron Port Isabel-Cameron County 213,617 
CanMron San Senito Mvnicrpal 315,289 

Bell Killeen Muntc1pa1 185,761 321,577 72% 10% 66% 
Bell Or&ughan Miller Municipal 242,229 
Coryell Gatesville City·County 42,228 

11;· ' . .. , 
~~N!<~.o;..-:::-:.:.:<::f;:::,m· 

. , . .. , "' . , 
':::::;.,..;.!~:.-~·· . ·~··" 

.. 
' 

Galveston Galveston Municipal/Scholes Field 241,981 133,470 72% 10% 67% 
Galveston Houston Gulf 550,489 

Ector Odessa·Schlemeyer Field 225.565 241,053 73% 16% 68% 
Mid land Midland Airpark 212,563 
Midland Midland International 216.481 

Lubbock Lubbock International 232.974 235,243 75% 17% 69% 
Lubbock Slaton Municipal 224,071 

Bruorla Brazoria County 219,898 133.638 75% 17% 69% 
Bl'llzorla Clover Field 2.436,823 

Potter Amarillo International 202.834 207.985 77% t7% 70% 
Randall Tradewind 203,277 

Gregg Gladewater Municipal 87. 756 272,531 78% 22% 71% 
Gregg Gre99 County I 83,380 
Harrison Harrison County 60.249 
Upshur Gilmer-Upshur County 83,534 

Percent 

of State 
RetaH Sale• 

·'*". .... 
64% 

65% 

67% 

68.., 

69% 

71% 

Percent 
of State 

Employment 

64% 

66% 

67% 

69% 

70% 

71% 

'•M• ·~-ii:<il 
71% 72% 

73% 73% 

74% 74% 

74% 75% 

75% 76% 

76% 77% 

Peccen1 of 
State Agric. 

Net Cun Return 

::::;:;::~::::~:=~~~}3~:;:;:~33~ 

6% 

8% 

8% 

9% 

9% 

10% 

::.:::::.::::~~~'>.~ 
10% 

10% 

11% 

11% 

13% 

14% 



Criteria 
Used 

Population 
Population 

Populauon 

Popula11on 

Population 
Population 

Popvlation 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Popvlatwn 

Popuiallon 

Population 

Pop1.1tat1on 

Popvla1•on 

Populinion 
Populal!on 

Population 

Populanon 
Popvlatlon 

Population 

Population 
Popvlation 

Populat1on 

Population 

ii n 
n 

Pop\Jlat1on 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

100.000 tc 250.000 

100,000 10 2,0,000 

100.000 tc 250.000 

1 00,000 tc 250.000 

100,000 tc 250.000 

100.000 lC 2&0.000 

100,000 tc 250.000 

100.000 tc 250.000 

100.000 10 250,000 

100.000 tc 250.000 

t00,000 to 250.000 

100.000 lO 250,()()0 

100.000 \C 2!>0,00Q 

100,000 lC 2$0,000 

100,000 10 2'>0.000 

100,000 to Z50,000 

i 00.000 tQ 2!A>.OOO 

100,000 10 2~0.000 

100,000 to 250,000 

100.000 to 250.000 

100,000 tc 250,000 

100.000 tc 250.000 

100,000 tc 250.000 

100,000 tc 250,000 

100.000 to 290.000 ..... 
50,000 IC 100,000 

50.000 to t00.000 

50,000 to 100.000 

so,ooo to ,00,000 

S0,000 -0 100,000 

50.000 IC 100,000 

S0.000 to 100,000 

S0,000 lo 100.000 

50.000 to 100.000 

~:·""'""•'"' 

000 tc S0.000 

000 10 !0.000 

Population 2s,ooo 1c 50.000 

Population 2$,000 to 50,000 

Population 2S,OOO 10 50,000 

Population 25.000 ,0 5¢,00-0 

Poputat1on 25.000 to ~m.ooo 

Population 25.000 to $0.000 

Population 25.000 to 50.000 

Population 25,000 tc 50,000 

Pop1.llat1on 25,000 •• 50.000 

Population 25~000 to 50.000 

Population 25.000 •• !50,000 

Population 25,000 •• !50,000 

Population 21.000 •• I0.000 

Population a.ooo to llO,ooo 

Population 25.000 •• so.ooo 
Population 26.000 to 90,000 
Populuion 21.000 to eo.ooo 
Population 25,000 •• 50,000 
tPopu1at1on 25,000 to SO~OOO 

iPopulation 25.000 to 50,000 

Application of !deaf System Criteria. Cumulative Percentages of State Totals 

MSAJ!'MSAICOUNTY NAME Atrport 

WACO MSA McLennan McGregor Muri1c1pal 

McLennan TSTC Waco 

McLennan Waco Re91ona~ 

LAREDO MSA Webb Laredo International 

TYl.ER.MSA Smith Tyler Pounds Field 

8RVAff.C0LL£G'E STATION MSA Brazos Coulter Field 
Brazos Easterwood Field 

WICHITA F At.LS MSA Arcner 
Wi~hita Eoo Downtown Aupark 
Wichita ard AFB/W1Ch1ta Falls Mull4C1pai 

A81l.EN£ MSA Taylor Abi!ene Regional 

T!XAAKANA MSA Bowle New Boston tnewJ 
Bowle Texarkana Regional-Webb Field 
Mlller,Co,AK 

SAN ANG'El.0 MSA Tom Green MathlS Field 

SHERMAN·OENISON MSA Grayson Sherman Murncipal 

Grayson Grayson County 

::iif:·'X , " ''::::(.<!:< :x-~~::t.~~.W~!}:;: ::·~~~~:.1:::::::::::::~;::::::~::~::::::~:il::::::::::mf.f.:;;::;-:>::::::::::::::::::::::::~: 

VICTOAIA MSA Victoria Victoria Regional 

Angelina Angelina Angel>na County 

Nacogdoches Nacogdoches A.L.Mangham Jr Regional 

Walker Walker Huntsville Municipal 

Anoerson Anderson Palestine Municipal 
~·-: .r.• .... . ....... •,• .. ·~~::~:::;: ~~tjX;.~~ 

Starr Starr Starr County 

Lamar Lamar Cox Field 

Rusk Rusk Rusk County 

Maverick Maverick Eagle Pass INewl 

Cherokee Cherokee Cherokee County 

Val Verde Val Verde Del Rio 1nternationa1 

Navarro Navarro C. David Campt>ell Field-Corsicana M 

Kerr Kerr Kerrville Municipal/l.ouis Schreiner f'ld 

Van Zandt Van Zandt Wills Point Municipal 

Polk Polk Livingston Municipal 

1nnanon •~non I YVn$ft00 N\Uf'llClpal 

Population 
26-MHe 

Radlu• 
190,256 
197, 106 
205,081 

177, 147 

186,153 

146.467 
158,037 

140.076 
141,976 

136,883 

85,080 

105,826 

95,307 
100.611 

~;;:~!~~::::::~~~:?.~~ 
88,435 

75,924 

105,032 

56,253 

50,833 

46,527 

52,008 

68.038 

74,516 

35,972 

45,425 

38,636 

44,998 

40,544 

51,616 

Cumulative 
Populadon 

Coverage 
166,001 

177, 147 

165, 144 

162,401 

143,334 

136,883 

85,080 

105,826 

101,644 

::~~::~?.::'~::§_~ 

88,435 

75, 924 

59.321 

55,211 

44,522 

43,610 

. 
51,753 

20,507 

29,349 

35,972 

43, 125 

38,636 

13,154 

34,583 

50,4U 

Percent of 
State 

Population 
79% 

80% 

81% 

82% 

82% 

83% 

$3% 

84% 

85% 

::~~:?::z~;~;;~:.v,:::: 

85'lb 

85% 

86% 

86% 

86% 

87% 

87% 

87% 

87% 

87% 

88% 

88% 

88% 

!:l!:l'lb 

Percent of 

State 
Oil & Gas r .. 

22% 

24% 

24% 

25% 

25% 

26% 

26% 

26% 

Percent 

of State 
Prop r .. 

71% 

72% 

73% 

74% 

74% 

75% 

75% 

75% 

:;~ 
26% 76% 

26'l<. 77% 

27% 77% 

27% 77% 

27% 77% 

.::~~::~:~:*~~::::::?.* 
28% 77'1'> 

28% 77% 

28% 77% 

28% 77% 

28% 78% 

28% 78% 

28% 78% 

28% 78% 

29% 78% 

29% 78% 

.>V"" '~"" 

Percent 

of State 
Retail Sale• 

77% 

78% 

79% 

79% 

80% 

81% 

81% 

81% 

82% 

82% 

83: 
83% 

83% 

85% 
~!!-%~:::~~<:"~ 

85% 

85% 

85% 

85% 

85% 

85% 

85% 

85% 

85% 

86% 

86% 

Percent 
of State 

Employment 
76% 

78% 

79% 

80% 

61% 

81% 

82% 

82% 

83% 

63%1 

b"""' = 84% 

84% 

84% 
.x~:.2:~~!fr:~/~'$,: 

84% 

84% 

84% 

84% 

85% 

85% 

85% 

85% 

85% 

85% 

"""" 

Percent of 
State Agrlc. 

Net Cash Aetutn 

15% 

15% 

15% 

16% 

17% 

17% 

18'!-o 

18'l« 

18% 

::::::::::::::~:f.::::::::::~~::;:::::~:!;i::;::::::~~;: 

19% 

19% 

20% 

20% 

20% 
;~;~~:::::~::::!:~~~~~$~::::;::~::::::~~=::_~;:;:;:: 

21 'I'> 

22% 

22% 

22% 

23'1'> 

23% 

23% 

23% 

23% 

23% 

"""" 



0\ 
0 

Criteria 
UHd 

ll"Opu1auon 

Population 
Population 
Poputa11on 

Population 

Popu!at1on 

Populauon 

Population 

Populat1on 

Population 

Popula11on 

Popu1a1ton 

Population 

Popu!ation 

Popu1at1on 

Population 
p 

Popu~at1on 

Popu1at101~ 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Poputation 

Poputauon 
Population 

Population 
Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Populat1on 

Popvlation 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Populat 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

Populauon 

Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

Population 

2S.000 lO ~.000 

25.000 to 50.000 

25.000 to I0,000 

2S.000 to 50.000 

25,000 to S0,000 

25,000 to 50,000 

.2i,000 lo S0,000 

25,000 •• 50.000 

2S.OOO to S0,000 

25.000 to &0,000 

25.000 to 50,000 

25,000 10 $0.0QO 

25,000 10 S0,000 

25,000 to 50,000 

25. ooo to 50.000 

15.000 to S0.000 

25,000 10 50,000 

25,000 lO 50.000 

2S.OOO to S0.000 

2s.ooo 10 50.000 

25.000 10 50.000 

2~.000 10 S0,000 

25.000 to 50,000 

25,000 to 50,000 

2S,OOO to 50,000 

25,000 ~o S0.000 

2S,000 lO &0,000 

2S.OOO lo $0,000 

2$,000 •• 50,000 

2S.000 •o ,0,000 

2S.OOO 'o 50.000 

25.000 to 50,000 

2$,000 10 50.000 

25,000 lO 50,000 

2$.000 •• 50,000 

25,000 to 50,000 

2S.OOO to S0,000 

2s.ooo to so.ooo 

25.000 to so.ooo 
2$,000 IO !50.000 

0.000 

10 S0,000 

,0()0 10 50,000 

25.000 lo 50.000 

25.000 to so.ooo 
25,000 to 50.000 

25,000 •• !50,000 

25,000 10 50,000 

25,000 10 &0.000 

25,000 to 50.000 

25,000 to 50,000 

25.000 •• !50.000 

25,000 to !>0.000 

25,000 10 ll0,000 

25,000 10 S0,000 

10,000 t• 2~.000 

:VYtS& 

Wise 

Jim Wells 

Matagorda 
Matagorda 

Brown 

Hale 

Hale 

=osa 

Jasper 
Jasper 

Medina 
Medina 
Medina 

Wood 
Wood 

Howard 

Cooke 

Kleberg 

Hopkins 

Erath 
Erath 

Cass 

Hiii 

Burnet 

Washington 

Bee 

Fannin 

Palo Pinto 

Titus 

Hutehlnson 

Uvalde 

Gray 

Application of Ideal System Criteria. C\Jmulat1ve Percentages of State Totals 

NAME Alt port 
YVl$8 t:mageport Mun1c1pa1 

Wise Decatur Municipal 

Jim Wells Alice International 

Matagorda Bay Cay Municipal 

Matagorda Pa1ac1os Mvn1c1pa1 

Brown Brownwood Municipal 

Hale Aberna\hy Municipal 

Hale Hale County 

Atascosa Pleasanton Mvn1c1pa1 

Jasper Jaspi.:r County-Bell Field 

Jasper K1tbyv1Ue 

Medina Casuovllle Municipal 

Medina Devine Mun1c1pal 

Medina Hondo Municipal 

wood Mineola-Quitman 
Wood Winnsboro Municipal 

Howard Big Spring McMahon·Wnnkle 

Cooke Gainesville Municipal 

Kleberg Klet>erg County 

Hopkins Sulphur Springs Municipal 

Erath Dublin Municipal 

Erath Clark Field Municipal 

Cass Atlanta Municipal 

Hiii H1Hsboro Mun1c1pa1 

Burnet Burnet Municipal Kate Craddock Field 

Washington Brenham Munictpal 

Bee Beeville Munfcipal 

Fannin Jones Field 

Palo Pinto Possum Kingdom 

Titus Mount Pleasant Municipal 

Hutchinson Hutchinson Counw 

Uva Id• Garner Field 
" " 

I Gray !Mclean I Gray County I 

Population 
2S·Mlle 
Radius 

2, ,ti/ti 
39,462 

51,455 

45,986 
20, 153 

38,303 

122.401 
34,267 

30,502 

34.684 
23, 132 

1, 186, 758 

23.242 
23,576 

59, 165 

32.481 

37,401 

45, 147 

62.921 

42.975 

37,236 
37,481 

31,080 

34.152 

35.878 

56.485 

25,356 

31. 760 

6,308 

60,777 

30,365 

25,955 

6,746 

Cumulative 
Population 
Cove11ge 

42.627 

32.660 

41.188 

38.303 

39.660 

25,473 

48,035 

53,310 

50,104 

34,834 

38,526 

5,659 

3,618 

40,515 

31.080 

19.131 

35,878 

53, 733 

22.687 

24,462 

3,098 

46,208 

30,365 

24,263 

28,184 

Pe1cent of 

State 
Population 

00,. 

89% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

90% 

90'll> 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

92% 

92% 

92% 

92% 

92% 

92% 

92% 

Percent of 

State 
Oil & Gas Tax 

~""' 

31% 

31% 

31% 

31% 

31% 

31% 

31'!1>1 

32% 

34% 

34% 

34% 

34% 

34% 

34% 

34% 

34% 

35% 

35% 

35% 

35% 

35% 

36% 

36% 

37% 

Percent 
ol State 

Prop Tax ,,,..,. 

79% 

80% 

80% 

80% 

80% 

80% 

80% 

81% 

81% 

81% 

81% 

81% 

81% 

81% 

82% 

82% 

82% 

82% 

82% 

82% 

83% 

83% 

83% 

83%1 

Pei cent 

of State 
Reta'I Saki• I 

uu"' 

86% 

86% 

86% 

% 

87% 

87% 

87% 

88% 

88% 

88% 

88% 

88% 

88% 

88% 

88% 

88% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

89% 
~. 

Percent 

of State 
E I ment mpoy 

"'~"" 

86% 

86% 

86% 

86% 

86% 

86% 

86%1 

87% 

87% 

87% 

87% 

87% 

87% 

87% 

87% 

87% 

88% 

88% 

88% 

88% 

88% 

88% 

88% 

89%1 88% 

Perc:en( of 

State Agric. 
NtC hRt .. •• e urn ,,,.,. 

25% 

26% 

26% 

27% 

28% 

27% 

28% 

29% 

30% 

30% 

30% 

30% 

33% 

34% 

34% 

34% 

34% 

34% 

34% 

34% 

35% 

36% 

; 



Criteria 
Used 

Popu~ation 

Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

Popula11on 
Population 
Population 

Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

Population 
Population 

Population 

PopuL1mon 

Populat10'1 

Popu!a11or1 
Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

P-0pvlat1on 

Population 

Population 
Population 

Population 
Population 

Population 

Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

Popu1at1on 

Popviation 

Population 

Population 
Population 
Population 

Population 

Population 
Population 

Population 
Population 
Population 

Population 

Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

Population 

Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 
Population 

t0,000 to 2$,000 

10.000 •• 25.000 

10.000 •• 25.000 

10,000 to 21,000 

10,000 •• 25,000 

\0,000 io 21,000 

10.000 •• 25.000 

10.000 to 21.000 

10.000 10 25.000 

10,000 to 25,000 

10,000 lo 21.000 

rn.ooo 10 2s.ooo 
10,000 to 25,000 

10,000 lO 25,000 

10,000 to 25.000 

10,000 10 2S.OOO 

10,000 10 25.000 

io.000 lQ 25.000 

10,000 to 25.0QO 

10 ,000 to 25.000 

10.000 to 25.000 

10,000 to 2!,000 

10,000 lO 25.000 

10.000 ,0 25.000 

10.000 •• n.ooo 
10,000 lO 25,000 

10.000 •• n.ooo 
10,000 to 21.000 

10.000 to 25.000 

10,00Q lO 25,000 

10.000 to 25.000 

10,000 to 25,000 

10.000 •• 25.000 

10.000 10 2$.000 

10.000 tQ 25.000 

10,000 •o 25.000 

10.000 •• 25,000 

10.000 •• 25.000 

10.000 •• 25.000 

10.000 to 25,000 

10,000 to 25,000 

10.000 •• 25.000 

10.000 10 2!5,,000 

10,000 to 25.000 

10 ,000 to 25,000 

10.000 to 25,000 

10 ,000 to 25,000 

10.000 to 21.000 

10,000 10 25,000 

10,000 10 2s.ooo 
10.000 •• 25.000 

10.000 •• 25.000 

I 0.000 lo 25.000 

10.000 to 25.000 

10.000 •• 21.000 

10.000 •• 25.000 

~0.000 to 25.000 

MSAll'MSA!COUl<TY 

Gray 

Milam 
Miiam 

Hockley 

Austin 

Shelby 

Panola 

Fayette 

Grimes 

Houslon 

Limestone 

Aransas 

0e Witt 

Calhoun 

Lavaca 
Lavaca 

Kendall 

Moore 
Moore 

Giiies pie 

Tyler 

Wiiiacy 

Colorado 

Colorado 

Eastland 
Eastland 

Oeaf Smith 

Seuny 

San Jacinto 

Falls 

Jones 
Jones 

Applicatlon of Id.ea! System Criteria· Cumulative Percentages of State Totals 

NAME Airport 
Gray Perry Lefors Field 

Miiam Cameron Municipal Airpark 
Milam H.H. Coffield Reg<onal 

Hockley Levelland Municipal 

Austin Sealy 1new1 

Shelby Center Municipal 

Panola Panola C01Jnty·Sharpe Field 

Fayette Fayette Regional Air Center 

Grimu Navasota Mun1c1pa1 

Houston Houston Courity 

Limestone Mex1a,l1mestone County 

Aransas Atansas County 

ero Murncipal 

Calhoun Calhoun County 

Lavaca Halletsville Municipal 
Lavaca Yoakum Municipal 

Kendall Kenaau Co·Boernetnewl 

Moore Moore County 
Moore Sun<ay(new) 

GUI Hp le Gillespie County 

Tyler Tyler County 

Wiiiacy Charles R. Johnson 

Colorado Robert R. Wells, JR 
Colorado Eagle Lake 

Eastland Cisco Municipal 

E.asttand Eastland Municipal 

OufSmlth Hereford Munidpat 

Scuny Winston Field 

San Jacinto 

Falls Matlin 

Jones Hamlln Munic1pal 

Jones Arledge Field 

Population 
25·Mlle 
Radlut 

22,335 

29.008 
25,451 

33,467 

22.857 

:25,664 

23,581 

31, 787 

21, 7 34 

26,318 

45.415 

14.296 

74.925 

19.032 
28.187 

18,178 

48.032 

23, 119 

3.808 

17, 129 

16.089 

20,899 
10, 183 

20.202 

25.170 

27,540 

16,463 

17.142 

Cumulative 
Population 
Cov•rage 

21,443 

31,095 

22.857 

15,871 

15.795 

10.343 

21, 734 

24.007 

20,854 

13,695 

6, 787 

21.426 

18.176 

16,052 

20.803 

3.608 

17.447 

24.546 

20,202 

25.170 

27.540 

23,055 

Percent of 
State 

Population 

92% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93%1 

93% 

94% 

94% 

94% 

94% 

94% 

94% 

94%1 
94% 

94% 
94% 

94% 

94% 

94% 

94% 

95% 
95% 

Percent of 
State 

Oil & Gas Ta• 

37% 

41% 

41% 

4\% 

43% 

44% 

44% 

44% 

45% 

45% 

45% 

45% 

45% 

45% 

46% 

46% 

47% 

47% 

47% 

47% 

47% 

48% 

48% 

48% 

48% 

Percent 
of State 

Prop Tu 

83% 

84% 

84% 

84% 

84% 

84% 

64% 

84% 

84% 

84% 

85% 

85% 

85% 

85% 

85% 

85% 

85% 

85% 

85% 

86% 

86% 

86% 

86% 

86% 

85% 

Percent 
of State 

Retail Sales 

89% 

89% 

89% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

Percent 
of State 

Employment 

88% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

8 

89% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

Petcent of 
State Agrlc. 

Net Cash Return 

38% 

40% 

40% 

41% 

41% 

41% 

42% 

42% 

42% 

42% 

42% 

42% 

42% 

42% 

45% 

45% 

45% 

45% 

45% 

46% 

50% 

51% 

51% 

51% 

52% 



0\ 
N 

Criteria 
Used 

Population 
Population 

Population 
Populauon 
Population 

Population 

10,000 H• 25.000 

10.000 tCt 25.000 

•o.ooo •• 2s.ooo 

10,000 to 25*000 

1 0,000 to 25,000 

10.000 to 25.000 

Populatton 10.000 co 25.000 

~l0,000 10 2S,OOO 
10.000 to 25.000 

10.000 to 25,000 

Population lO,OOO to 25.000 

Populatton 10,000 to 25,000 

Population 10.000 to 2S,000 

Populatton 10,000 10 25.000 

Populatton l0,000 to 25,000 

Populatton 10,000 •• 25.000 

Population 10,000 to 25.000 

Pupuia11on 1 o.ooo to 25,000 

Pop1.11ation 10.000 10 25.000 

Popviation 10.000 10 25.000 

Population l0.000 14 25.000 

Populal10n 

PopuLat1on 

to 25,000 

Population i 0,000 to 25,000 

Population 10.000 10 25.000 

Population 10.000 to 25.000 

Population 10,000 to 25.000 

Population 10.000 to 2$,000 

Poputation 10.000 to 25,000 

Poputation 10.000 to 2:5,000 

PopulatfOn 10,000 U> 25.000 

Pop;.ilauon 10.000 to 25.000 

Population 10.000 •• 25,000 

Population 10.000 to :n.ooo 
Population 10.000 10 26.000 

Population 10,000 to 25.000 

Population 10,000 10 25.000 

Population 1 0,000 to 25.000 

Population 10,000 to 25,000 

PoplJlation 10,000 to 25.000 

Popvlat1on 10,000 to 25,000 

Population 10,000 to 25.000 

Population 10,000 to 25.000 

Population 10,000 to 25.000 

Population 10.000 to 25,000 

Population ,0,000 to 25.000 

~ion 10.000 to 25,000 

t1on 1(),000 •• 25,000 

Population 10,000 to 25.000 

PopulatiOn '0,000 •• 25,000 

Population 10.000 t• 2e,ooo 

Population 10,000 to 25,000 

Population 10.000 to 25.000 

Population 10,000 to 25,000 

Population 10.000 10 25.000 

Pop1,,1lat•on 10,000 to 2$,000 

Montague 
Montllgue 

Young 
Young 

Freestone 

Gonules 

Nolan 

Lampasas 

Bosqut 

Pecos 

Wilbarger 

Frio 
Frio 

Robenson 

Reeves 

K.ames 

I.limb 

Burleson 

Dawson 

Gaines 

Red River 

Andrews 

Bandera 

Jackson 

Newton 

Lee 

Comanc!Ut 

Leon 

Duval 

Moms 

Application of Ideal System Cr1,ena . Cumulative Percentages of State Totals 

NAME Airport 

Montague Bowie MYnicipal 

Montague Nocona Municipal 

Young Graham Munictpal 

Young Olney Municipal 

Freestone Teague Municipal 

Gonzales Gonzales Mun1c1pa1 

Nolan Avenget Field 

Lampasas Lampasas 

Bosque Clifton Municipal/Isenhower 

Pecos Fort Stockton-Pecos County 

Wilbarger Wilbarger County 

Frio 011iey Airpark. 

Frio McKinley F1e~o 

Robertson Hearne Munictpal 

Reeves Pecos Municipal 

Ka mes Karnes County 

Lamb Littlefield Municipal 

Burleson Caldwell Municipal 

Dawson Lamesa Municipal 

Gaines Gaines Covnty 

Red River Cla1ksville·Aed River County 

Andrews Andrews County 

Bandera 

Jackson Jackson County 

NeW1on Newton Municipal 

Lee Giddings·Lee County 

Comanche Comanche Countv·City 

Leon Leon County(newi 

Duval Duval-Freer 

Morris Greater Morns County 

Population 
25·Mll<I 
Radlu1 

19,692 
15,546 

12.903 
9,765 

30.311 

25, 746 

18.939 

12, 140 

20,636 

16,515 

16,815 

6, 762 
13,561 

91,921 

15,474 

21,139 

13,099 

41,866 

14,486 

24,303 

13,208 

13,842 

15,880 

23, 115 

30,081 

17.157 

5,356 

50,032 

Ct,1mu1ative 
Population 
Covet' age 

24,091 

20,698 

9,949 

8,494 

17,811 

10,389 

12,224 

16,515 

16,815 

7, 799 

13,515 

15,474 

19.465 

3.787 

8,738 

14.486 

24,303 

10,968 

2,029 

5,545 

3,686 

11,991 

3,871 

5,356 

20,419 

Percent of 
State 

Population 

95% 
95'!;. 

95% 
95% 

95% 

95% 

95% 

%% 

95% 

95% 

95% 

95% 
95% 

95% 

95% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

Percent of 

State 
Oil & Gas Tu 

48% 

49% 

49% 

49% 

49% 

49% 

49% 

56% 

56% 

56% 

56% 

57% 

57% 

57% 

57% 

58% 

66% 

66% 

67% 

67% 

67% 

67% 

67% 

67% 

67% 

67% 

67% 

Percent 
ol State 

Prop Tu 

86% 

86% 

86% 

86% 

86% 

86% 

87% 

87% 

87% 

87% 

Percent 
of State 

Retail Safu 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

87~ 91% 

87% 91% 

87% 91% 

87% 91% 

87% 91% 

88% 91% 

88% 91% 

88% 91% 

88% 91% 

88% 91% 

88% 91% 

88% 91% 

88% 91% 

88% 92% 

88% 92% 

88% 92% 

88% 92% 

Percent 
of State 

Employment 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91'!;, 

91% 

Perc:ent of 
State Agrk. 

Net Cuh Return 

52% 

52% 

52% 

53% 

54% 

54'l\. 

54% 

54% 

55% 

55% 

55% 

55% 

56% 

56% 

56% 

57% 

59% 

59% 

59% 

59% 

59% 

59% 

59% 

60% 

60% 

60% 

60% 



Criteria 
Used 

Popvlation 
Population 

1 o.ooo 10 25,000 

10,000 to 25,000 

Population 1 o.ooo to n,ooo 
Population 1 o.ooo to 2s.ooo 

10.000 to 25.000 

5.000 
5,000 

25.000 
.000 
.ooo 
,000 

MS ...... SA/COUHTY 

Terry 

Ward 

Trinity 

Callahan 

Madison 

Appltcat1on of Ideal System Criteria , Cumulative Percentages of State Totals 

NAME Airport 

Terry Terry County 

Ward Roy Hurd Memorial 

Trinity Groveton·Trinrty County 

Callahan 

Madison Mad1sonv1lle Mun1c1pal 

Populetlon 
25·Mll• 
Radlua 

16,516 

15,609 

18,935 

20,388 

Cumulattve 
Population 
Coverage 

15,686 

11, 116 

12,539 

10,354 

to 25.000 Zavala 1<.avata c.rvsia1 C11y Mun•c•pal \ 6,312 16, 123 

Populatron 10.000 to ~S.000 

Population 10,000 to 25.000 Sabine Sabine 13,231 2,802 
Population 10.000 to 2s.ooo 
Pop\,llat1on 10.000 10 2s.ooo Dimmit Dimmit 01mmtt County 18,858 3,678 
Population ,o,ooo 10 is.ooo 

Percent of 
State 

Population 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

97% 

97% 

97% 

97% 

Percent of 
State 

Oil 8. 011 Tax 

68% 

69% 

69% 

69% 

69% 

69% 

69% 

69% 

Pet cent 
of State 

Prop Tax 

88% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

Percent 
of State 

Retail Sales 

92% 

92% 

92% 

I 

Percent 
o1 State 

Employment 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

92%1 91 % 

92% 91% 

92% 91% 

Po1ceot of 
State Agrlc. 

Net Cash Return 

61% 

61% 

61% 

61% 

6!% 

62% 

62% 

62% Populat>M 10.0001025.000 Clay Clay 97% 71% 89~1% 
Popuiauon 10,000 10 25,000 
~P~o·p-u-1a-t-10-n~+-10-.ooo-,.,-1-0~2-$.-000~~~~+.-l~lv-e~o=a~k,.-~~~~~--1~L~lv~&~O~a~k~~~TL~1-v-e~O~a~k-C::::-ou_n_t~y~~~~~~~~+-~~-::9~.9""'°1~1t-~~~9~,9""'°11:-t-~~--,9~7~%,-+~~~--:7~1~%,,-+~~-,.,8~9""'° ~~~9,,-1%,-t~~~~~~-6~2~%--! 

Population 10.000 10 26,000 
Population 10,000 10 25,000 Marlon Marlon Cypress River 46,757 6,466 97% 71% 89 91% 62% 
Population 10,000 to 2s,ooo 

Population 10.000 to 25,000 Parmer Parmer Senger Airpark 24,322 7,604 97% 71% 89% 64% 
·.;·.·· ••••••• ·:·· .. :::.;--.u;:-:<·:;:;··· •••.• • •• : f:f*' .... 

Ret Sales HlOW io,ooo Brewster Brewster Alpine·Caspans Municipal 10,358 10,727 97% 71% 89% 92% 92% 64% 
Ret Sales HlOW 10.000 Brewster Brewster Lajitas 369 369 97% 71 % 89% 92% 92% 64% 
Rei Sales BELOW 10.000 Ochiltree Ochiltree Perryton Oct>iltiee County 9,967 9,967 97% 72% 89% 92% 92% 65% 
Ret Sales BELOW 10.000 Stephens Steph•ns StepMns County 10,341 9, 102 97% 72% 89% ft 66% 
Ret. Sales •ELOw 10.000 Haskell Haskell Haskell Municipal 11, 109 2,364 97 % 7 2 % 89% 66% 
1-R~e~t~.~s~.,~.~.~+.~E~LO~w--1~0~.ooo;..;.;;~~~~+.H~e~m~p~h~ll~l~~~~~~-t:-H~e~m-p~h~l~ll~~~+H~e~m'--p~h~ill~C~o-u~n~1~y"'-~~~~~~~+-~~--4~,~,5~5;;.+-~~_,4~,0~1~3,,.+-~~_,9~7~%.;.+~~~--:7~4~%;,:,+~~~9~0~%'"4~~~ ~~~~~~~6~7~%,--t 

Ret Sales B£lOW 10.000 Childress Childress Childress Municipal 7,436 7.438 97% 74% 90% 2% 67% 
Ret Sales HlOW 10.000 Balley Balley Mulesnoe Municipal 13,038 12,384 97% 74% 90% 92% 92% 68% 
Ret Sales BllOW 10,000 Dallam Dallam 97% 74% 90% 92% 92% 68% 
AeL Sales BElOw 10,000 McCulloch McCulloch Cums Field 8,468 8,468 97% 74% 90% 92% 92% 69% 
Ret. Sales 8ELOw 10.000 Castro Castro Dimmit Municipal 8,835 6,988 97% 74% 90% 92% 92% 72% 
Ret. Sales BELOW 10,000 Coleman Coleman Coleman Municipal 9, 112 9, 112 97% 74% 90% 92% 72% 
Aet. Sales ••LOW 10.000 Crosby Crosby Crosbyton Municipal 12,864 2,963 97% 74% 90% 92% 92% 73% 
Ret. Sales BELOw 10.000 Yoakum Yoakum Denver City 11,519 11.206 97% 78% 90% 92% 92% 73% 
Rel Sales anow 10.000 Yoakum Yoakum Yoakum County 9,843 97% 78% 90% 92% 92% 73% 

1R~e~t-. S~a~l~es'---t--a~EL~O-w_1_0~,ooo;.;.;.~~~~~F~ra~n~k~l~ln~~~~~~-+:F~ra-n_k~l~ln~~~-i-:,F-ra~n~k-1in...,,C~o-u~n-1y~~~~.;.:........;.....;;..:,..+-~~1~9~·~5~1~8+-~~4~·~8~2~3;-=il~ ~~~...,,7~8~%.,.+~~--::9~0~%-+-~~...,,9~2~%-t-~=e92% -~~~~~-7-4~%--l ,.Ret. Sales BELOW 10,000 Swisher Swisher City ot Tulta/Sw1sher County Mun1c1p 11,291 10,324 78% 90% 92% 75% 
Ret. Sales stLOw 10.000 Brooks Brooks Brookes County 13,787 7,578 78% 90% 92% 75% 
Ret. Sales BELOW 10.000 Refugio Refugio Rooke Field 24,907 4,292 98% 78% 90% 76% 
Ret. Sales IElOW 10.000 Klmble Kimble Kimble County 4,078 4,078 98% 76% 90% 92% 92% 76% 
Ret. S•les anow 10.000 Floyd Floyd Floydada Municipal 7,680 5,070 98% 78% 90% 92% 92% 76% 
Ret. Sales BELOW 10.000 Hamllton Hamilton Hamilton Municipal 12,512 7,844 98% 78% 90% 92% 92% 77% 
Ret Sates BELOw10.ooo SanAugustlne SanAugustlne San Augustine County 12,570 2,576 98% 78% 90% 92% 92% 77'*> 



App11cat1on of Ideal System Crneria · Cvmull.111ve Percentages of State Totals 

Critetia 
Used 

Ret Sales 
Rec Sales 
Ret. Sales 
Ret saies 
Ret. Sales 
Rec Sales 
Ret Sales 

::::::::::::::~::>.::::~==~~~:::: 
011 & Gas 
011 & Gas 
011 &. Gas 
O<i & Gas 
O•I & Gas 

BELOW 10,000 

8ELOW 'I 0.000 

BElOW 10,000 

HlOW 10,000 

9UOW 10.000 

8El0W 10,000 

BElOW 10,000 

::~~**~*~:::;;:;s:::<-:::;::::;::IB~**;:::::x: 

SELOW 10,000 

8€L0W 10.000 

8El0W 10,000 

B~LOW 10,000 

BELOW 10.000 

NAME 
Mltchell Mitchell 
Culberson Culberson 
Martin Martin 
Win kier Winkler 
Jim Hogg Jim Hogg 
Wheeler Wheeler 
Wheeler Wheeler 

x::~::~~s-;::::s~**l~'!;'.<.::::;::r.~x::-.-:-x~ ::::~%~$:*****~**~~:::~~ 
Crane Crane 
Kent Kent 
Upton Upton 
Crockett Crockett 
Carson 

=i~ 0.1 & Gas BHOW 10.000 ~gan 
O.i & Gas BEL.OW t0.000 on 

:ock Oil & Gas SHOW l0,000 Glasscock 
011 & Gas SU.Ow 10.000 Garza Garza 
Q,1 & Gd~ BEi.OW 10.000 Borden Borden 
Ofi & Gds Bl.LOW 10.000 Cochran Cochran 
011 & Gas BELOW 10,000 Lipscomb Lipscomb 
0<1 & Gas BELOW 10.000 Lipscomb Lipscomb 

Oil & Gas BELOW 10,000 Sherman Sherman 
011 & Gas BELOW 10,000 McMullen McMullen 

Oil & Gas 8ELOW 10.000 TerTell Terrell 

Oil & Gas BELOW 10 ,000 Irion lrlon 

Oil & Oas BELOW 10,000 King King 

011 & Gas .SElOW 10,000 Hansford Hansford 
011 & Gas BElOW 10,000 Hansford Hansford 
0.1 & Gas au.ow 10.000 Sterling Sterling 

O•I & Gas Ht.OW 10.000 Roberts Roberts 
0.1 & Gas snow 10,000 Kenedy Kenedy 
Q,1 &. Gas 8El..0W l0.000 Hardeman Hardeman 

011 & Gas au.ow 10.000 Loving Loving 

Oil & Gas BELOW 10,000 Jack Jack 

011 & Gas BELOW 10,000 Stonewall Stonewall 
011 & Gas 8El0W 10,000 Coke Coke 

0•1 & Gas 8€1.0W 10,000 Goliad Goll.ad 
Oil & Gas BELOW 10.000 Schleicher Schleicher 

O<I & Gas BELOW 10,000 Edwards Edwards 

O•I & Gas BELOW 10.000 Throckmorton Throckmorton 

~~:$:%'!''''"~ ~~:-.$§::~::..~: 
.. 

~. :J~~~~ 
'' 

Agflcu1tv1e BElOW 10,000 Hartley Hartley 

Ag11cvttv1e BELOW H).000 Lynn Lynn 

Agriculture BELOW 10.000 Armstrong Armstrong 
Agnculture BELOW 10.000 Fisher Fisher 

Agriculture anow 10,000 Oldham Oldham 
Agricu!tvre BELOW 10.000 Hall Hall 
Agncultuie BELOW 10,000 San Saba San Saba 
Agnculture SHOW 10,000 Hudspeth Hudspeth 
Agnculture BELOW 10,000 Hudspeth Hudspeth 

Ag11cullure BELOW 10,000 Concho Concho 

Agttculture 8ELOW 10,000 Rains Rains 

Agriculture 8El0W 10,000 Baylor Baylor 

Agflculture BELOW Hl.000 Mason Mason 
Agriculture BElOW 10,000 Knox Knox 
Agriculture BELOW 10,000 Knox Knox 

Agriculture BEi.OW 10,000 Dickens Dickens 

Airport 

Colorado Cuy 
Culberson County 
Stanton Municipat 

Winkler County 
Jim Hogg County 
Shamrock Municipal 

Wheeter Municipal 

:~::::::::=::::~::::;:::::::::;:::;:::::::::::::::::~::;::::::;:::::::::::::::::::~~===~~:~:::~::::::::: 
Crane county 

Kent County 

Upton County 
Ozona Municipal 

Pannandle·Carson County 

Reagan Counly 
Sonora Municipal 

Post·Garza County Mun1c1pa! 

Cocnran Coumv 

Follet/l1pscomb County 

Hig91ns-l1pscornb Covmy 

Stratford F1eld\newi 

Terrell County 

Gruver Municipal 

Spearman Municipal 

Mtami·Roberts County 

Quanah M1Jn1c1pat 

Jacksboro Municipal 

Stonewall County 
Robert Lee 

EIOorado 

Edwards County 

~~:§:l:!~?::?.-:::~:::::~~;:~::::::::;:;~~~:::~:~:;~~~?.:::::::::~1:~::~~: 
Dalhart Municipal 

T·bar 

Fis her County 
Otaham County 
Memphis Municipal 
San Saba County Municipal 
Oell City Municipal 
Mile H1gn 
Eden-Concho Countylnewl 
Rains County 
Seymour Municipal 

Mason County 
Knox City Municipal 

Munday Municipal 
Spur Municipal 

Population 

25-Mile 
Radius 

25,660 
2,920 

66,815 

8,978 

Cumulative 
Population 
Coverage 

7,046 

2.920 
1,245 

8,978 

5.577 5,577 

4,8621::: 4,231 

8,057 

Percent ot 

State 
Population 

98% 
98% 

98% 

98% 
98% 

98% 

98% 

Percent of 
State 

Oil&. Gu Tu 
78% 

79% 
79% 

80% 

80% 
81% 
81% 

Percent 

ol State 
P1op Tall(, 

90% 

90% 
90% 
91% 

91% 
91% 

91% 

Percent 
of State 

Retail Sales 
92% 

92% 
92% 
92% 

92% 
92% 

92% 

Percent 

of State 
Emplo ment y 

92% 

92% 

:filf 
92% 

92% 
92% 

Percent of 
State Agric. 

N t C h R t • •• eum 
77% 
77% 
78% 
78% 
78% 
78% 
78.,,, 

~:~%~::::::::::::~:::::::::~::~: $~;;:;::;~::::::::::::::::::::::~::~ ::::~::::::;:~::$~~:::::::: :::::::~::::~:::::~:~f.::::::::::::::::: ;:;;~j%~~:i:;:;:::>.f:K~: ::~::;::;:;:::~::::;:-~:~:?~ ::~;*;;;!:::.:::;~:::;:;;:;;~;;~. :::::~:::::;:;::::::::::::::~~:::::::: :::::~::~::;:;:;::: 
6, 781 6, 781 98% 84% 91% 92% 92% 78% 
1,088 1,088 98% 85% 

91it=i 
92% 78% 

7,353 ~ 98% 85% 91 92% 78% 
3,984 98% 86% 91 2% 92% 78% 

22,390 301 98% 86% 91% 92% 92% 78% 
4.246 4,089 98% 87% 91% 92% 92% 79% 
6,363 6.363 98% 88% 91% 92% 92% 79% 

98% 88% 91'!<1. 92% 92% 79'fu 

5,264 5.264 98% 89% 91% 92% 92% 19% 

98% 89% 91% 92% 92% 790,, 
4,372 3.454 98% 89% 91% 92% 92~ 79-., 
2,240 1,227 98% 89% 91% 92% 92% 79'-h .. 

1, 183 98% 89% 91% 92% 92% 79'l\, 
2,941 2,941 98% 90% 91% 92% 92% 82% 

it= 
90% 91% 92% 92% 82% 

502 502 90% 91 'lb 92% 92% 81% 
90% 91'!0 92% 92% 81% 

98% 90% 91'!0 92% 92% 81% 
5, 146 3,981 98% 90% 91% 92% 92% 64% 
5,960 98% 90% 91% 92% 92% 84% 

98% 90% 91% 92% 92 84% 
1,547 98% 90% 91% 92% 92 84% 

98% 90% 91% 92% 92% 84% 
5, 133 5.133 98% 90% 91% 92% 92% 84% 

98% 90% 91% 92% 92% 84.,,, 
10,871 1.353 98% 91% 91% 92% 92% 84% 

1,652 162 98% 91% 91% 92% 92% 84% 
2,974 2,974 98% 91% 91% 92% 92% 84% 

98% 91% 91% 92% 92% 84% 
6, 126 506 98% 91% 91% 92% 92% 84% 
2,503 2,503 98% 91% 91% 92% 92% 84% 

98% 91% 91% 92% 92 84% 
::::;-y;:!:::=::~~~/. :«~~~w.::::::~~~:::~:~~x :::::~:::W.4-:%.:J:::~::: :::::::::f.:::?:~::~~:f;:~~::~:::: :::~::~**~~:::::::::::~ ~¥4'~~::;:;::_:.-; 

10,660 9,967 98% 91% 91% % 90% 
6,948 1,455 98'!0 91% 91% 2% 90% 

!IB% 91% 9\% 92% 90% 
18,061 543 98% 91% 91% 92% 90% 
3,089 2,097 98% 91% 92% 93% 92% 91% 
4,568 3.314 98% 91% 92% 93% 92% 91% 
8,900 7.228 98% 91% 92% 93% 92% 91% 

995 2,333 98% 91% 92% 93% 92% 91% 

1.338 98% 91% 92% 93% 92% 91% 

98% 91% 92% 93% 92% 91% 
56,371 985 98% 91% 92% 93% 92% 91% 

4.883 4,883 98% 91% 92% 93% 92% 92% 
4,905 3,211 98% 91% 92% 93% 92% 92% 
S,318 3, 161 98% 91% 92% 93% 92% 92% 
8,697 98% 91% 92% 93% 92% 92% 
2,678 l,651 98% 91% 92% 93% 92%1 92% 



Criteria 
UMCI 

IEl.OW 10.000 

llEl.OW 10.000 

BELOW 10.000 

llELOW 10,000 

BELOW 10,000 

HLOW 10,000 

81LOW 10,000 

HLOW 10.000 

HLOW 10,000 

lll!LOW 10,000 

&lLOW 10,000 

ffLOW 10.000 

BELOW 10.000 

BELOW 10,000 

BELOW 10,000 

8(l0W 10.000 

HLOW 10,000 

&(LOW 10,000 

Presidio 
Presidio 
DonlllY 
Br1scoe 
Shackelford 
Cottle 
Collingsworth 
MOIHIY 
Jett Davis 
Menard 

Blanco 
Foard 
Real 
Delta 

La Salle 
Somervell 
Kinney 
Miiis 

Application of Ideal Sy$tem Criteria· Cumulative Percentages of State Totals 

NAME 

Pntsldlo 
Pntsldlo 
Donley 
Brtscoe 
Shackelford 

Cottle 
Colllngsworth 
Motley 
Jett Davis 
Menard 
Blanco 
Foara 
Keal 
Delta 

La Salle 
Somervell 
Kinney 
Miiis 

TOTAL 

Airport . . .. . . 
Mart a Municipal 
Presidio Lely International 
Clarendon Municipal 

Albany Municipal 

Dan E. Richards Municipal 
Marian Airpark 

Menard County 

Foard Counw 
Real County 

Cotulla·La Salle County 

Mills County !New! 

Populatlon 
2S·Mh 
Radius 

4,071 
3,766 
3,677 

9,767 
2,242 

4,229 

5,669 

7,658 

Cumultotlve 
Popultltlon 
Coverage 

3,946 

2.6!)0 

2,854 
2,153 

4,229 

1,595 

1,548 

18,815,666 

Percent of 
State 

Population . .. . . 
98% 
98% 
98% 
98% 
98% 
98% 
98% 
98% 
98% 
98% 
98% 
98% 
98% 
98% 
98% 
98% 
98% 
98% 

98% 

Percent of 
State 

011 &. Gu Tax 
.. ~::: ==~ 

91% 
91% 
91% 
91% 
91% 
91% 
91% 
91% 
91% 
91% 
91% 
91% 
91% 
91% 
91% 
91% 
91% 
91% 

91% 

Percent 
of St1te 

Prop Tax 

.. 
92% 
92% 
92% 
92% 
92% 
92% 
92% 
92% 
92% 
92% 
92% 
92% 
92% 
92% 
92% 
92% 
92% 
92% 

92% 

P.,cent Percent 
of Stat• of State 

ReteR S1le1 Employment 

93% 92% 
93% 92% 
93% 92% 
93% 92% 

93% 92% 
93% 93% 
93% 93% 
93% 93% 
93% 93% 
93% 93% 
93% 93% 
93% 93% 
93% 93% 
93% 93% 
93% 93% 
93% 93% 
93% 93% 
93% 93% 

93% 93% 

Percent of 
State Agrlc. 

Net Cash Return 

:: .. J~ 
92% 
92% 
92% 
92% 
93% 
93% 
93% 
93% 
93% 
93% 
93% 
93% 
93% 
93% 
93% 
93% 
93% 
93% 

93% 





Appendix C 
Application of Ideal System Criteria - Aviation Activity Measures 
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Criteria 
Used c .. "llO"Y MSAIPMSAICOUNTV 

Papvlat1on , M~ .. HOUSTON 

Population 1 MJl!ion ... 

Population 1 MiliOn + 

Population 1 Million" 

Population 1 MMon .. 

Population 1 Miftb'I • 

POP\Jiat1on 1 Mif6on • 

Populat1on 1M;llk)n., 

Population l Mitiion., 

Popvlat1011 1 MiliOn • 

Popvlat1on 1 Milton • 

Population l MUNn • 

Population 1 Millon• 

Population lMilliO<» 

Population 1 Million• 

Population l Miiftfon .. 

:;f:~::;:::~~:::;~~~~::~*~; ':?:::~~~ .. ~~~~;::::::~~::}.~~~~~§ ~-::;;~~~@~L. 
Popu1ai1on 1 M~oo • DALLAS 

Population 1 Millon • 

Population 1 Miiion • 

Poputation i M!Alon • 

Population 1 Miiion • 

Population i Mllk>n • 

Populat100 1 Mllk>n • 

Population 1Mffttotl ... 

Poputat1on 1 Miltktn ... 

Population 1 M!ltiO*'I • 

Population ~ Millk>n • 

Populat•on l M-.00 • 

Population 1Mlllil0rt • 

Population i Mllion • 

Population 1 Millon+ 

~· . Fl. WORTH·ARl.IHGTON PM.SA . . 
pulat1on l Mlft!On .. 

Population 1 Mil'Hon • 

Pooulatioo l Milllon., 

Population i Mll'Mon • 

Population 1 MltliOn + 

1 Mlli<K'\ + 

1 MllOn + 

Population 1 MRon • 

Populatiori 1 M"'°" • 

Population 1 MiliOn + SAN ANTONIO MSA 

Population I-• 
Population 1 Mften • 

Population ,-.,,.. 
Population 1 MllOtl • 

Population lMllon• 

Population 1 Mll&on • AUSTIN-SAN MARCOS MSA 

Population 1 Mlion • 

Population ,_. 
Population 1 MllOn • 

Population 1 Miiion • 

NAME 
Hams 
Hams 
Harris 
Harris 
Harris 
Harris 
Hurls 
Harris 
Chambers 
Chambers 
Fort Bend 
Fon Bend 
Liberty 
Liberty 

App11cat1on of ldeat System Crneoa . Aviation Actn.11tv Measures 

Airport 
East Grand Park way!Newi 
David Wayne Hooks Memorial 

Elhngton Field 
Houston tntercontinemal 

West Houston 
Houston Wests1de1New) 

William P. Hobby 

La Pone Mun1c1pa1 

Chambers County 
Chambers County~Wmnie Stowi?ll 

Sugar Land Municipal 
Houston· Southwest 
Cleveland Municipal 
Liberty Municipal 

Populatlori 
wlthltl 25·Mile 

Cumulative 
Populatlori 
Coverage 

0 4 012 397 
407,543 

1,987,813 
331,122 

1,351,756 
0 

2,549,833 
1,037,926 

28,814 
22,092 

1,516, 110 
1,384,887 

32,718 
44,052 

~gomery County 230.012 

ffi'i@\<lm!"-'"''"'~'-Dallas Addison .303,354 
Dallas Dallas Love Field 
Dallas Redbird 
Dallas Lancaster 1,601,393 
Oalta Phil L Hudson Municipal 429.505 
Collin McKtnney Municipal 412,101 
Denton Oenton Municipal 372,824 
Ellis Ennis Municipal 78,483 
Ellis MidlothianJWaxahacn1e Municipal 264, 124 
Henderson Athens Municipal 67,571 
Hunt Caddo Mills Municipal 56,893 
Hunt Comme1ce Mun1c1pa1 ,624 
Hunt Maiers 83, 172 

~ei!Municipal 72. 728 
kwall Municipal 485,211 

Tamnt Arlington Municipal 1,921, 165 1,349.155 
Tamnt Dallas-Fort Worth lmernatmnal 2,913,268 
Tarnint Fort Worth Alliance 1,547,966 
Tamnt Fon Worth Meacham 1,327,538 
Tarrant Fon Wonn Spinks 1.072,228 
Tarr.mt Fort Worth Carswell 1,220,717 
Tamnt Grand Prair•e Mun•c1pa1 2,347,638 
Hood Granbury Muruc1pa1 38,911 
Johnson Cleburne Municipal 117,589 
Parlter Mineral Wells 63,109 
Parlter Weatt\er1ord INewl 0 

Bexar San An1onio International 1,346,131 1,488,741 

Bexar Stinson Municipal 1,301,291 

Comal 
Guadalupe New Braun1els Municipal Hl6, 752 

Wiison 

Tr:avls AustinlNewl 0 984.726 

Travis Austin Executive Airpark 740,307 

Travis Robert Mueller 779.955 

Bastrop Smithville Municipal 51,946 

Caldwell Lockhart Municipal 31,266 

Percent 
of Stal• 

Population 
21% 

1996 
Baaed 

Aircraft 
0 

285 
120 
48 
207 

0 
210 
146 
16 
6 

135 
178 
35 
22 
111 

Percent 
of State 

Based Aircraft 
0% 
2% 
3% 
4% 
6% 
6% 
7% 
9% 
9% 
9% 
10% 
11% 
12% 
12% 
13% 
13% 

::::~:::::;:::;:;:::;~:;:;~i~;i:~~::: :::~:~:;:::~:;;~~~;;~~:::::;::~~~;~: 

38% ~ 19% 
22% 
23% 
24% 

207 26% 
143 27% 
114 28% 
29 28% 
27 29% 
16 29% 
15 29% 
4 29% 
27 29% 
76 30% 
80 30% 

45% 290 33% 
0 33% 
0 33% 

382 36% 
88 37% 

37% 
253 39% 
29 39% 
103 40% 
68 41% 
0 41% 

53% 0 41% 
53 41% 

41% 
58 41% 

41% 

58% 0 41% 
100 42% 
266 45% 
21 45% 
39 45% 

I 

1996 
Aircraft 

Operations 
0 

146.870 
94.495 

313,753 
81,000 

0 
240.606 
116,549 
6,900 
1.800 

75,041 
53.500 
10.600 
10,025 
57,560 

284 
213 
85,808 
40,500 
80,000 
100000 
134,000 
13,546 
1,100 
4,800 
12.388 
2.100 
10,200 
18,350 
38,020 

148 

851 
140 

319 

29,804 
22,216 

0 

215,155 
49,248 

24,000 

0 
94,080 
186,962 
6,050 
11,950 

Percent o1 
State 

Operations 
0% 

*=i 
8% 
8% 
11% 
12% 
12% 
1.2% 

13% 

14% 
14% 
14'1. 
15% 
15% 

21% 
22% 
22% 
23% 

26% 
26% 
26% 
26% 
26% 

26% 
27% 
27% 

"" % 

% 
% 

45% 
47% 
47% 
48% 
48% 
48% 

51% 
51% 
51% 
52% 
52% 

52% 
53% 
55% 
55% 
55% 



........ 
0 

Criterla -U•ed c .. - MSAIPMSA./COUHTY 

Population 1 M#lon • 

Popvlat1on 1 M#lon • 

Population 1 M19on • 

Population 1M~• 

Population 1 M19on • 

:::=~:~:::;:~$~~~:::~::::: ·*' .. . ~: . .:.}fi;;' . 
... 

'"';$§!"'"• 
.. .... 

Population ~M5A 
Populatton 

Population 25'0,000 10 1,000,000 

Population 25'0.000 10 l ,000,000 

Poputauon <'50.000 10 1.000.000 = Pop1..1iat1on 250.000 to 1 .000.000 

Populat1on 2SO.OOO to 1.000.000 

Popvlat1on 2M,OOO 10 1 ,000,000 

Population 25'0.000 10 l,000,000 BEAUMONT .pf. ARTHUR MSA 

Population 2~0.000 10 1,000.000 

Poµulation 250.000 to l .000,000 

Pop\.JIJt1on 250,000 10 1.000,000 

Population 250.000 to 1.000.000 

Population 250.000 IO 1 ,OQ0,000 CORPUS CHRISTI MSA 

Population 2SO,C>OO to 1,000.000 

Pop\lla\1on 250,000 10 1.000.000 

p .000 10 , .000,000 

l"'Opu1at1on 25-0,000 10 1,000.000 

Population 250,000 IO 1 ,000.000 

Population 250,000 •• 1,000,000 

Population 250.000 •• 1,000,000 

Population 250,000 to 1.000.000 81\0WH •• H.AAL.·SAN BEN. MSA 

Population 2&0.000 to 1,000.000 

Popvlatioo 250.000 to 1:,000,000 

Population 250,000 •• , .000.000 

Population 250,000 to 1,000,000 

-
l(IU.EEN· UMP\.£ MSA 

p : GALV£$T0,...T£XA$ CITY P'MSA 

~ 
.000 

.000 

Population 100.ooc to 250.000 ODE$SA·Mt0l.ANO MSA 

Population 100,000 lO 2$0,000 

Population 100.000 •• 250.000 

Population 100.000 to 2$0.000 

Popu1a11on 100,000 to 250.000 LU880CK MSA 

Population t 00,000 •• 2$0,000 

Population , 00,000 10 250,000 

Population 100,000 lo 250.000 BRAZORIA l"MSA 

Population , 00,000 10 250,000 

Population , 00.000 10 250,000 

Population 100.000 to 250,000 AMAAIUOMSA 

Population , 00,000 10 250.000 

Population 100.000 lo 250,000 

Populatton 100,000 to 250,000 lONGVIEW·MAASHAU MSA 

Population 100.000 to 250.000 

Population 100,000 to 250.000 

Population 100.000 to 2$0.000 

Population 100.000 to 250.000 

NAME 
Caldwell 
Cal!lWell 
Hays 
Wllllamson 
Wiiiiamson 
> . .. . .. 
El Paso 
El Paso 
El Paso 

Hidalgo 
Hidalgo 

Hardin 
Jefferson 
Jefferson 
Orange 

Nueces 

Nueces 
Nueces 

Nueces 
:>an Patnc10 
San Patricio 
San Patricio 

Cameron 
Cameron 
Cameron 
Cameron 

Bell 
Bell 
Coryell 

Galveston 
Galveston 

Ector 
Mldland 
Midland 

l.ubbock 
Lubbock 

Brazoria 

Brazoria 

Pott11r 
Randall 

Gregg 
Gregg 
Hamson 
Upshur 

Application of Ideal System Criteria . Aviation Act1v1ty Measures 

Alroort 
The Carter Memorial 

San Marcos Municipal 

Georgetown Municipal 

Taylor Municipal .. . :..:..~~~::~~~~::::::::~::::s:::t.~?.:=::.:~~:f.:~:;:~::~:.~~x~~~ 
El Paso lntemational 

west Texas 
Fabens 

Edinburg Rio G1ande Valley Re 

McAllen Miller internat1ona1 

Mid Valley 

Hawthorne Field 

Beaumont Mun•c1pai 

JeHerson County 

Orange County 

81snop Mt,.1n1c1pat 

Corpus Chnst1 lnternat1ona1 

Mustang Beach 

Nueces County 
IAfansas Pass 
T. P. Mccampbell 

San Patricio County 

Brownsville/So ... th Padre Island Intl. 
Rio Grande Valley International 

Port lsabel·Cameron County 

San Senito Municipal 

K1Ueen Municrpal 

Oraughan Miller Municipal 
Gatesville City-County 
: ~· 

, . ·1--:: ... • ...... ·r·· 
Galveston Munic1pal/Scholes Field 
Houston Gulf 

Ooessa·Schlemeyer Fiel<l 
Midland Airpark 
Midland lntemattonal 

Lubbock internat1ona1 

Sla1on Municipal 

Br azona County 
Clover Field 

Amarillo International 

Tradewind 

Gladewater Municipal 
Gregg County 
Harrison County 
Gilmer-Upshur County 

Populotlon 
"'ltllln 25-Mlle 

Radius 
31,21B 

1:.-< ,..., 

159,106 
1C5,313 

Cumulative 
Population 
Coveraae 

r 

I 

I 

Percent 
of State 

Population 

~ • • ~ .. ':? .... 'lre:w.:: .. ;::.;.;.:.::;.:>.>.« • .'.'$ : 

1~--r~-
4 6!i% 
411,675 
388.630 

154,918 363.942 67% 
297.666 
287,965 
358.238 

55, 716 375,817 69% 
350,836 
320,829 
369,301 
319,378 
320,829 

37,693 

204,523 248,235 70% 
248.235 
213,617 
315.289 

~**I- 321,577 72% 

42,228 .. , 
<! :-'/'<)~·· :· : ?iW~~~-7-4»~:: 

241,981 133,470 72% 
550,489 

225,565 241,053 73% 
212,563 
216,481 

232,974 235,243 75% 
224,071 

219,898 133,638 75% 
2,436,823 

202,834 207,985 77% 
203,277 

87,756 272,531 78% 
183,380 

60,249 
83,534 

1996 
eased 

Aircraft 
7 

100 

133 
30 

~~~~r~:::-t .. 
70 
20 

0 
92 
80 

12 
61 
76 
30 

17 
69 
0 
23 

" 5 
39 

65 
31 
20 
18 

62 
57 

:?:· 
102 
82 

170 

124 
12 

76 
146 

36 
84 

55 
84 
38 
21 

Percent 
of Stat• 

Based Aircraft 
45% 
46% 
46% 
47% 
47% 

'~W..:Z~.@~~;:::$:~ 
50% 
51% 
51% 

51% 
52% 
52% 

52% 
53% 
54% 
54% 

54% 
55% 
55% 
55% ,,.,., 
55% 
55% 

56% 
56% 
56% 
56% 

63% 
63% 

64% 
65% 

65% 
66% 

66% 
67% 
67% 
67% 

1996 
Aircraft 

Oo&tations. 
2,100 

50,000 

87,062 
9,000 

~::~::~~~~~~~~~;.~· 
148.374 
18.600 
13,000 

600 
61.297 
24.200 

4,206 
18.800 
45.406 
9.532 

5,600 
136.507 

7,000 
8,700 
ti,1Ui.! 

1,200 
10,300 

68.905 
54,914 

8,000 

0 

104.5 

60.000 
75,200 

88,989 
32,925 

16.600 
88,688 
11.400 
6.300 

I 

• 

Percent of 

State 
OoeraOons 

55% 
>,n% I 

59% 
59% 
$9~ 

''9% 

60% 
6()% 

60% 
60% 
61% 

61% 

61% 
63% 
63% 
63% 
bJ% 
63% 
63% 

65% 
65% 

68% 

68% 
69% 

71% 

71% 
72% 

73% 
74% 

74% 
75% 
75% 
75% 



Crlteri.tl 

Used 
Populat1M 

Pop..,lation 

Pop..,lation 

t00,000 to 250,000 

100,000 •• 250,000 

100.000 10 250.000 

MSAl!'MSAICOUHTV NAME 
WACOMSA Mclennan 

Mclennan 
Mclennan 

Application o1 Ideal System Criten& . Aviation Activity Measures 

A roort 
McGregor Municipal 

TSTC Waco 
Waco Regional 

Population 
within 25·Mlle 

Radius 
190,258 
197, 106 
205,081 

C11mulatlve 
Population 
Coveraae 
186,001 

Percent 
ol State 

Pooulatlon 
79% 

1996 
Based 

Aircratt 

65 
19 

55 

Percent 
of State 

Based Aircraft 
68% I 
68% 

69%----J 

1996 
Aircraft 

Operation• 
33, 750 
51,680 
60. 769 

Percent of 

State 
Operations 

76% 
76% 
77% 

Pop..,la11on 

Pop..,lation 

100,000 10 250.000 

100,000 10 250,000 LAR£00 MSA Web I> Laredo International 177, 147 177, 147 80% 89 69%----t~-5~4-.~8-6-\~+-~-7-8-%~--I 
Population 100,000 to 250,000 

Population 100,000 to 250.000 TYLEf\MSA Smith Tyler Pounds field 186, 153 165, 144 81% 121 70% 10,442 
Population t00,000 to 260,000 

Population 100.000 to 250.000 8'1YAN.COl.l.EGE STATION MSA Br.izos Coulter field 146,467 162,401 82% 50 71% \4, 100 
Population 100.000 to 250,000 Bruos EasterwoOd Field 158,037 49 71% 62, 762 
Population 't00,000 to 250.ooo 

Population 100,000 io 250,000 wtCHIT A P: ALLS MSA Archer 0 71% I 0 
Populatton l 00.000 10 250.000 Wichita Kickapoo Downtown Airpark 140,076 76 25, 350 

Wichita Sheppard AFBJW1ch1ta Falls Mvn1cipa1 141,976 72% 53,829 
Popu!at ion l 00.000 to 250.000 

Poµuiation 100.000 10 2so.ooo A Taylor 136,883 136,883 83% 160 73% 102,2 l 2 I 
Pciµu!ateon 10-0.000 to 250.000 

Population 11)11.00010 250,000 TEXAAJ<ANA MSA Bowle New Boston lnewl O 73% 85,080 83% 0 

Popu;;.1;;.a~t10;;.n~-t-1;;.o;;.o.~o~oo':-"10~2~5~0~,ooo~~~-+~~~~~~~~~---~B~o~w;;.t~e;;..;.:......---~tT-e-x_•_rk_a_n_a_R_e_g_i_o_na_1_.w~e-b-b-F-1e-1_d~~~~-t-~~~~B-5-,_o_8_0+-~~~~~+-~~~~~!-~-7-6~--'l--~~7~4~%.:.;;_~~~ 6 -c ion 100,000 10 250.000 Mlller,Co,AK 7 4 % _L_ 
1at1on 100.000 'o 250.000 

Population 100.000 10 250.000 A Tom Green 105,826 105.8.<0 I 84% 135 75% 70, 134 
Populatton 100.000 to 2so.ooo 
Population 100.000 to 250,000 $HERMAN°0ENISON MSA Grayson 95,307 101,644 85% 27 75% 6,000 
Population 100.000 10 250.000 Grayson Grayson County 100,611 74 76% 27,600 

78% 

78% 

79% 

79% 

80% 

c i '~ 

8l"" 
82% 
82% 

83% 

83% 

83% 

Population &0.000 to 100.000 VICTORtA MSA Victoria V•cto"a Regional 88,435 88.435 85% 61 76% 24,018 83% 
Population so.ooo to 100.000 

Population so.ooo 10 100,000 

Populauon so.ooo 10 100,000 

Popu~ation 50,000 10 100.000 

Population S0.000 to 100.000 

Population S0.000 to 100.000 

Population 50.000 co 'lOo.ooo 

Population 50.000 10 100.000 
:~~;>X:&..:-:<:!:..00.· ~~::~ 

POl)<.llation 

Population 
Popu!atjon 

Population 
Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

Population 

PoP<Jlation 

Population 

25.000 10 sc.ooo 
25,000 to 60,000 

2S.OOO 10 S0,000 

25,000 to S0,000 

21.000 to so.ooo 
U.000 10 50,000 

2$,000 to ll0,000 

lS.000 10 so.ooo 
25,000 to 50.000 

25.000 10 50,000 

25.000 to S0,000 

25.000 •• 50,000 

25,000 10 114,000 

25.000 •• 50,000 

25,000 to 114,000 

25,000 to 50.000 

as.ooo 10 so.ooo 
Population 25,000 to 114,000 

Population 2!5.000 to $0,000 

Population 2!1.000 to 114.000 
2S.000 to 50,000 

Angelina 

Nacogdoches 

Walker 

Anderson 

Starr 

Lamar 

Rusk 

Mavarfck 

Cherokee 

Val Verde 

Navarro 

Kerr 

Van Zandt 

Polk 

.. ,nan.on 

Angelina Angelina County 75, 924 

Nacogdoches A.L.Mangl'lam Jr, Regional 105,032 

Walker 56,253 

Anderson Palestine Municipal 50,833 

Starr Start County 46,527 

Lamar Cox field 52,008 

Rusk County 68,038 

Maverlek Eagle Pass !New) 

Cherokff Cherokee County 74,518 

Val Verde Del Rio International 35,972 

Navarro C. David Campt>ell Field·Corsicana Muni 45,425 

Kerr Kerrville MuniclpaULovi:s Schreiner Fld 38,636 

Van Zandt Wills Point Municipal 44,998 

Polk Livingston Municipal 40,544 

'rn•nOn 51,010 

76% 83% 
75,924 85% 51 77% 37.250 84% 

59,321 86% 47 77% 18,200 84% 

55,21 \ 86% 36 17% 34,650 84% 

44,522 86% 33 78% 9,750 84% 

43,610 86% 2 78% 900 84% 

51, 753 87% 27 78% 10,924 85% 

20,507 87% 20 78% 9,4 85% 

0 78% 0 85% 

29,349 87% 28 78% 8,450 85% 

35,972 87% 35 79% 26,380 85% 

43,' 25 87% 42 79% 12,420 B5% 

38,636 88% 57 80% 34,100 86% 

13, 154 88% 4 80% 1,200 86% 

34.583 88% 10 SO% 4,800 85% 

00"' OV"' ~. IVV 



Appl1cat1on of 1ciea1 System Cmeua · Av~at1on Act1v1ty Measures 

PopulaOon Cumulative Percent 1996 Percent 
Criteria """"'"'""' within 25·Mlle Population ol State Based ot State 

Population 2s.ooo 10 so.ooo Wise Wise Decatur Murl•c•pal 39,462 20 80% 

1996 
Aircraft 

Percent of 

State 

Population 2s ooo 10 so ooo ~ 
1-P~o~p~u-1a_t_•o_n_+2-s_:ooo __ 1_o_so_:_ooo_ 1~~~1~1s~::::::::::::t~Jl~m~W~e~l~ls~::~~A~1~,c~eJ1En~te~1~na~t~1o~n~a~1:::::::::::::::::::i::::::::J5~1~.~4~5~5t:::3~2~.~6~6~0~=t:::::Js~9~%~:::t::~3~0:::j::::::Ja~1~%~::::::::t::::::~~@::::::t:::::: 
t.P~O;.;P;.:;U;.;l•;.;';.;'O;..n;__f2;.;S;.;.ooo:.:..;..;l~o..;SO~.::..:. ~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::~~~~~::~~i:!2!~~~£!~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::i:::::::~~~~:::::~~~~:i::::::::J~~::::::t:::::::J 1-P..;o;.:;P;.:;u..;l•;.;t;.;•o;..n;__.+2;.;s;.;.000=;..';_"..;so= . .;. ::. Matagorda Bay City Mun•c1pal 188 89% ~.;._-_..;f--_:1.;.6.:,.oo::,;,,o=---t--;:.,,.~--l 
Population 2s.ooo 10 so.ooo Matagorda Matagorda Palacoos Municipal 20, 153 ~ 4,460 8 7 % 
Popvtation 25,000 to 50.000 

Population 25.000 ~o ~.ooo Brown Brown Brownwood Mun1c1pal 38,303 38,303 89% 31 81% 12.990 87% 
Poovlation 2s.ooo to so.ooo 
Population 25.000 10 50.000 Hale Hale Abernathy Municipal 122,401 39,660 89% 81% 4,000 87% 
Pop1Jlat1on 2s.ooo 10 50,000 Hale Hale Hate County 34,267 99 82% 35, 748 87% 
Population 25.000 10 50,000 

Po1.h.1tat1Qn 25-,000 to 50,000 Atascosa Atascosa 30,502 25,4 73 89% 4.060 
PoJ,:1ulat1on 2!>,000 10 50,000 

Jasper Jasper 34.684 48,035 90<;u 12 83% 5.000 

Population ~5.000 10 so.ooo Jasper Jasper 23, 132 83% 900 
Populatton 21.000 10 $0.000 

Population 2s.0001oso.ooo Medina Medina al 1,186,758 53,310 90% 56 83% 25,000 ~ 
Population 25.0001050.000 Medina Medina Devine Municipal LL'"" 2t 83% 5.600 
Populatoon 2s.ooo •• so.ooo Medina Medina Hondo Municipal 23.5761 36 84% 161.370 
~P~o~p~u~1.~t-10-n--+2~s-.ooo---1-o-50-.-ooo----+---~~----------t-------i--------------------t--------~1------t--------t-----+--------t---"'--~ 

Populat•on 2s.ooo 10 so.ooo WoOd Wood M1neola·Ou1tman 59. 50.104 90% 9 84% 2. 700 

tP~o~p:u:1•:•:•o:n::1:2s:.ooo:::•:o~so:.;ooo::::::::~:w:o:o:d~:::::::::::::::~:w:o:o:d:::::::::~w::m:n:s:b:or:o:M::u:n:oe:•P:•:1::::::::::::::::~:::::::::3~2;:. 9 84 % 3.000 % 
Popula~1on 2s.ooo lo 50.000 

Popu1Cn1on 2s.ooo to so,ooo Howard Howard 90% 43 84% 14,750 90'1. 

Populat•on 25,000 10 so.ooo 

Population 25.000 10 so.ooo Cooke Cooke 45, 147 38,526 90% 49 84% 10,300 90% 
Population 25.000 10 S0,000 

Population 25,000 to Ml,000 Kleberg Kleberg Kleberg County 62,921 5,659 90% 17 85% 9,420 90% 
Population 25.000 •• 50,000 
Population 25.000 10 S0,000 Hopkins Hopkins Sulphur Springs Municipal 42,975 3,618 90% 28 85% 8.890 90% 
Population n.ooo •• 50.000 
Population 25.000 10 SQ.000 Er.tth Erath Dublin Municipal 37.236 40,515 91% 85% 2,550 90% 

Clark Fit!i<f Municipal 37,481 21 85% 7,500 90% 

Bume1 Bumel Burnet Municipal Kate Craddoc~ Field 35,878 35,878 91 % 33 86% 13.900 91 % 
Population u.ooo 10 so.ooo 
Population 25,000 to 10.000 Washington Washington Brenham Municipal 56,485 53, 733 91% 27 86% 9,650 91% 
Population 25.ooo 10 50.000 
Population 25.ooo to 50,000 Bee Bee Beeville Municipal 25,356 22.687 92% 15 86% 6,000 91% 
Population n.ooo 10 50.000 
Population 25,000 10 50,000 Fannin Fannin Jones Field 31. 760 24,462 92% 28 86% 5,700 9\% 
Population 25,000 10 so.ooo 
Population 25.000 to 50.000 Palo Pinto Palo Pinto Possum Kingdom 6,308 3,098 3 86% 2.300 91% 
Population 25.000 10 so.ooo 
Population n.ooo 10 50.ooo Titus Titus Mount Pleasant Municipal 60,777 46,208 26 86% 7,850 91% 
Population 25.000 •• ll0.000 
Population 2&,000 10 llO,OOO Hutchinson Hutchinson Hutchinson County 30,365 30,365 92% 21 87% 7,016 91% 

Population 21.000 1• 50.000 
Population 2s.ooo 10 50,000 OV.lde Uvalde Gamer Field 25,955 24,263 92% 37 87% 19,750 91% 



Crlteri. 
Used Cot- MSAJPMSAICOV!<TY 

Population 10,000 to 25,000 Gray 
Population 10.000 eo 25,000 Gray 
Population 10.000 •• 25.000 
Population 10.00Q 10 2$,000 Miiam 

PopulatiQn 1 O.OOQ to 2$,000 Miiam 

Population 10,000 10 25,000 

Population 10.000 to 25,000 Hockley 
Popula11on 10.000 to 2!,000 

PoQulauon 10.000 to 2$,000 Austin 
Popvlauon 10.000 to 25,000 

Popvlation 10.000 to 2!!.000 Shelby 
Population 10,000 to 2$.000 

Popvlatton io.ooo to 25,000 Panola 
Population 10.000 to 2!,000 

Population 1 o.ooo to 2&.000 Fayette 
Population 10.000 10 2!>.000 

Population l 0,000 to 2!>.000 Grimes 
Populat;on 10,000 10 2!,000 

Population J0.000 10 25,000 Houston 
Population t0,000 to 2!!.000 

:f'OPulatlOf'\ 10.000 ,. 2$,000 Limestone 
Population 10.000 to 25.000 

Population 10.000 to 2!,000 Aransas 
Population 10.000 to 2s.ooo 
Population 10,000 to 25,000 DeWitt 
Population 10.000 co 2!.000 

Population 10,000 to 25,000 Calhoun 
Population 10,000 10 25,000 

Population 10.000 to 2!!,000 Lavaca 
Population 10,000 to 25.000 Lavaca 
Population 10.000 •• 2$,000 
Population 10,000 t• 2$,000 Kendall 
Poputaoon 10.000 10 25.000 

~tion \0,000 10 2&,000 Moore 
ti on , o.ooo •• 25.000 Moore 
t1on 10.000 to 2~.000 

Population 10.000 lo 2:5,000 Giiiespie 
Poputat1on 10.000 to 25,000 

Populalion 10,000 10 2!.000 Tyler 

Popul~tt+on 10.000 10 21.000 

Population 10.000 to 2!>,000 Wiiiacy 
Populauon 10,000 •• 2$,000 I 

Popvlauon 110.000 •• 25,000 Colorado 
Population 10,000 ,0 25.000 Colorado 
Population 10,000 to 25.000 
Population 10,000 10 25,000 E.tstland 
Population 10.000 to 2'.ooo E.tstland 
Population 10.000 10 25,ooo 

Population 1 o ,ooo to 25,ooo Deaf Smith 
Population 10,000 •• 2$,000 
Population 10,000 •• 2$,000 Scuny 
Population 10.000 10 25,000 

Population 10,000 to 2'.000 San Jacinto 
Population 10,000 to 25.000 
Population 10.000 to 2'.000 Falls 
Population 10.000 •• a.ooo 

i'I AME 
Gray 
Gray 

Miiam 
Miiam 

Hockley 

Austin 

Shelby 

Panola 

Fayette 

Grimes 

Houston 

Limestone 

Aransas 

De Witt 

CalhOun 

Lavaca 
Lavaca 

Kendall 

Moore 
Moore 

Glllesple 

Tyler 

Wiiiacy 

Colorado 
Colorado 

Eastland 
E.tstland 

Deaf Smith 

Seurrv 

San Jacinto 

Falls 

Application of Ideal System Criteria • Av1&t1on Activity Measures 

AltOOft 

Mclean I Gray County 
Perry Lefors Field 

Ca~ron Municipal Airpark 

H.H. Coffield Regional 

Levelland Municipal 

Sealy !newl 

Center Mun1c1pa1 

Panola Countv·Sharpe Field 

Fayette Regional Alf Center 

Navasota Mvnic1pa1 

Houston County 

Mexia·L1mestone County 

Aransas County 

Cuero Municipal 

Calhoun County 

Halletsv1ne Municipal 

Yoakum Municipal 

Kendall Co·8oernelnew; 

Moore County 
Sunray I new) 

Gillespie Covnty 

Tyler County 

Charles A. Johnson 

Aobert R. Wells. JR 
Eagle lake 

Cisco Municipal 
Eastlana Municipal 

Hereford Municipal 

Winston Field 

Marlin 

Population 
within 25-Mlle 

Radius 
6,746 

22,335 

29,008 
25.451 

33,467 

22,857 

25.664 

23.581 

31, 787 

21,734 

26,318 

45,415 

14,296 

74,925 

19,032 
28, 187 

18, 176 

48,032 

23, ll 9 

3.608 

17, 129 
16,089 

20,899 
10, 183 

20,202 

25,170 

27.540 

Cumulative 
Populatlon 
Coverage 

28.184 

21,443 

31,095 

22,857 

1!;,871 

15.795 

10,343 

21,734 

24,vv 

20,854 

13,695 

6,787 

21,426 

18, 176 

16,052 

20.803 

3,608 

17,447 

24,546 

20,202 

25, 170 

27,540 

Percent 
ol State 

Population 
92% 

92% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

94% 

94% 

94% 

94% 

94% 

94% 

94% 
94% 

94% 
94% 

94% 

94% 

94% 

94% 

1996 
Bued 

Aircraft 
1 

30 

8 
6 

42 

0 

23 

16 

6 

!; 

20 

20 

57 

3 

18 

2 
7 

0 

11 

0 

25 

2 

0 

12 
11 

6 
15 

22 

27 

0 

6 

Percent 
of State 

Bued Aircraft 
87% 
87% 

87% 
87% 

88% 

88% 

88% 

88% 

88% 

88% 

88% 

88% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

89% 
89% 

89% 

89% 
89% 

89% 

89% 

89% 

90% 
90% 

90% 
90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

90% 

1996 
Aircraft 

Operations 
500 

9,520 

2,400 
1,800 

15,525 

0 

6,630 

22.000 

2,700 

1,500 

6,000 

5,700 

68,720 

1,200 

3.000 

300 
1,580 

0 

5,080 

4,000 

8.875 

600 

1,100 

2,800 
3,600 

1,800 
5,600 

6,690 

8,100 

0 

2,400 

Percent of 
State 

Opetations 
91% 

91% 

91% 
92% 

92% 

92% 

92% 

92% 

92% 

92% 

92% 

92% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 
93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

~E 
93% 
94% 

94% 

94% 

94% 

94% 



Criteria 
Use<! Cot- MSAll'M!IAICOUHTY 

Poputatton 10,000 •• 25.000 Jones 
Population 10,000 •• 25,000 Jones 

Population 10,000 •• 2$,000 

Population 10,000 •• 2$,000 Montague 

Popula11on 10.000 to 25,000 Montague 

Population 10.000 to 21.000 

Populauon 10,000 to 2$,000 Young 

Populat1on 10.000 to 25.000 Young 

Population 10,000 to 2S.OOO 

Populatton 10,000 to 25.000 Freestone 
Popula:uon 10,000 to 25.000 

Popolatron 10.000 tt) 25.000 Gonules 

Population 10.000 to 2&.000 

pasas 

sque 

Populat•on 10,000 lo 25,000 

Populal1on 10,000 10 2S.000 P&cos 

Populat1on 1 o.ooo to 25.000 

Population 10.000 10 2S.000 Wiibarger 

Popu!a11on 1 0.000 to 25,000 

Popv1at1on l o.ooo •• 2$,000 Frio 

Population 10.000 •• 2$.000 Frio 

Population 10,000 to 25.000 

Populatton 10,000 'o 2S,OOO Robertson 
Pop1.1lat1on 10,000 10 25,000 

Population 10,000 to 25,000 Reeves 
Populatton 10,000 to 25,000 

Population 10,000 •• 25.000 Karnes 
P-0pu1anon 10,000 to 25,000 

Population 10,000 to 21,000 Lamb 

Population 10,000 •• 2',000 

Population 10,000 to 25,000 Burleson 

Population 10,000 •• 25,000 

Population 10.000 10 2$.000 Dawson 

I 
10,000 to 25,000 

10.000 to 2$,000 Gaines 
t0,000 to 25,000 

'10.000 10 25,000 Red River 

10.000 tt> 25,000 

n '10,()()() lO 2S,000 Andrews 
n 10.000 to 2&.000 

10,000 to 25,000 Bandera 

Population , 0.000 10 25,000 

Population 10.000 10 25,000 Jackson 

Population 10.000 to 2',000 

Population 10,000 •• 25,000 Newton 

Population io.ooo to 25.000 

~1025,000 Lee 

10 2S,OOO 

Population 10.000 10 25.000 Comanche 

Population 10.000 to 25,000 

Populabon 10.000 to 25.000 Leon 

Population 10.000 to 25.000 

NA ME 
!Jones 
I Jones 

~ 
Young 
Young 

Freestone 

Gontales 

Nolan 

Lampasas 

Bosque 

Pecos 

Wiibarger 

Frio 
Frio 

Robertson 

Reeves 

Karnes 

Lamb 

Burleson 

Dawson 

Gatne:s 

Red River 

Andrews 

Bandera 

Jackson 

Newton 

Lee 

Comanche 

Leon 

Application of Ideal System Criteria • Aviation Activity Meast.1res 

Airoort 
Hamhn M\Jnicipal 

Arle<lge Field 

Bowie Municipal 

Nocona Municipal 

Gr a ham Municipal 

Olney Muruc1pal 

Teague Municipal 

Gontales Mun1c•µa! 

Avenger F 1eld 

Lampasas 

Chi ton Mun1c1pa111senho wer 

Fort Stockton·Pecos County 

Wilbarger County 

Dilley A>rpark 
McKinley Field 

Hearne Municipal 

Pecos Municipal 

Karnes County 

Lmlel1eld Municipal 

Caldwell Municipal 

Lamesa Municipal 

Gaines County 

C1arksv1He-Aed River County 

Andrews County 

Jackson County 

Newton Municipal 

Qidd1ngs·Lee County 

Comanche County·City 

Leon CountylnewJ 

Population 
within 25-Mlle 

Radius 
16,463 
17, 1421 

1 

15,54 

12.90 

1 

12, 140 

20.636 

Cumulollve 
Populotlon 
Covaraae 
23.055 

10,389 

17 /24 

16,515• '" -.15 

16,815 16.815 

6,762 7,799 

13,561 

91,921 13,515 

15,474 15,474 

21, 139 19,465 

13,099 3. 787 

41,866 8,738 

14,486 14,486 

24,303 24,303 

13,208 10,968 

13,842 2.029 

15,880 5,545 

23, 115 3,686 

30,081 11,991 

\ 7, 157 3,871 

I 
I 

Percent 
of State 

PoDulation 
95% 
95% 

'*' % 

'*' % 

% 

% 

95% 

95% 

95% 

95% 
95% 

95% 

95% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

96% 

I 

1996 
Baaed 

Aircraft 
4 

15 

15 
0 

5 

7 

22 

16 

l2 

27 

25 

4 

10 

18 

19 

11 

15 

11 

26 

23 

12 

20 

0 

23 

6 

8 

15 

0 

Percent 
of State 

Sued Aircraft 
90% 
90% 

91% 

91% 

91% 
91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

91% 

92% 

92% 

92% 

92% 
92% 

92% 

92% 

92% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

93% 

1996 
Aircraft 

Operations 
3,000 
11,200 

5,580 

500 

9,300 
tS,500 

1,000 

1.500 

2.100 

4,600 

6.600 

8,350 

11. 

300 
2.000 

5.400 

7,800 

11,524 

Pe.cent of 

State 
Operationt 

94% 
94% 

94% 
94% 

Y4'lb 

94% 

94% 

94% 

94% 

"""" 

%% 

95% 

95% 

95% 

95% 

~ 
12,600 95% 

12,250 95% 

96% 

6,000 96% 

"~ 
96% 

94 96% 

94% 

94% 1:,~•v 96% 

94% 5,400 96% 

0 96% 



Criteria -
Used Cot""""' MSM'MSAJCoUHTY NAME 

!Populauon 110.000 10 2!.000 Duval Ouval 

Application o1 Ideal System Criteria ~ Aviauon Activity Measures 

Airoort 
Duval· Freer 

Populallon 
within 25·Mlle 

~dlu• 
5,356 

Cumulative 
Population 
Coverage 

5,356 

Percent 
ol State 

Population 
96% 

1996 
Sated 

Aircraft 
0 

Percent 
ol Stat• 

Based Aircraft 
94% 

1996 
Aircraft 

Operations 
1,400 

Percent of 
State 

Operations 

96% 

~:::-~10~2~&~,000:::;:--~~-t;:;::::::::~~~~~~~--'h:T::::::-~~~-t;::'.'.=:::-;:;:::::-::-r::---::-~~~~~~~:--f--~~~-:~~:f-~-::-::~:-;::-~+-~-:::-~,...-~+-~-::~~+-~~.,,.,.,,,..~~...J.~~,,..,,,....~-l-~.....,.~~--I 
~ •• 2&.000 Morris Morris Greater Moms County 50,032 20,419 96% o 94% 300 96% 
Population 10.000 to 25,000 

Population 10,000 •• a,ooo Terry Terry Terry County 16,51S 15.688 96% 17 94% 11.000 96% 

Population 10.000 •• a.ooo 
Population 10.000 10 2s.ooo Ward Ward Roy Hurd Memorial 15,609 11,116 96% 9 94% 2,700 96% 
Population 10.000 to 25,000 

Population 10.000 to 2&.000 Llano Llano Llano Municipal 11,493 11,493 96% 24 94% 7,200 96% 

Population 10.000 to 2s.ooo Trinity Trinity Groveton-Trinity County 18,935 12,539 96% 0 94% 100 96% 
Papu1at1on HLOOO to 2!i.OOO 

Population 10,000 io .?$.000 Callahan Callahan 96% 94% 
Population 10.000 to 2s.ooo 

Pooulation 10.000 10 2$.000 Madison Madison 20.388 10,354 97% 900 
Populauon 10.000 10 zs.ooo 

•

Popuiauon io.ooo.:;~~:.:.:~~:;;:~:::00::0:_ __ -+;,;.;:.~:.::•:.:;~:;;:.::------- Zavala Cr::.~::.~e.:.:~.:.~.:;'~:;,::.:.~-nM-1c-~p-na""'~-·p_a_1--------l----:::-:::jlj:6j,3t1~2~lt:=1~:~,J~13~20~3=t=j;~;~;t=t=:j2'==~9
4

% 
2

::~ 
to2!>,000 ~ .:. •• :..::.2s~ • .:.oo~o;,_~~-+C~a-m~p~~~~~~~~pc~a-m~p~~~~+--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ======l==9~7~%:==t:==== 

Population 10,GOO ta 2s.ooo ----+-------i 
Population 10.00010 zs.ooo Sabine Sabine Pmelana Munoe1pa1 2.802 97% 2 ~-,..,O::-:O:----l,__-,,.S"6""%---I 

96% 

Popu!ation to.ooo 10 25.000 

Population 10,000 to 2s.ooo Olmmlt Dimmit D1mmtt County 18,858 3.678 97% 6 94 3.000 
Population io.ooo 10 2s.ooo 
Population , o.ooo to 2s.ooo Z<lpalJI ZapalJI Zapata county '.0,662 10,662 97% a 95% 2,676 96% 
Populat10li 1-0.000 ta 25.000 

Populatmo io.ooo ta 25.000 Clav Clay 97% 95% 96% 
Poputauon , o.ooo 10 25,000 

Populuion 10.000 to 2s.ooo Live Oak Live Oak Live Oak County 9,911 9,911 97% 95% 830 96% 
Population 10.000 to 2$,000 

Population 10.000 to 25,000 Marlon Marlon Cypress River 46,757 6,466 97% 0 95% 300 96% 
Poputat1on 10.000 10 25,000 

Population 10.000102&.ooo Parmer Parmer Senger Airpark 24,322 7,604 97% 5 95% 7,900 96% 

i.:~.::~:.:j:..: .:;l=~~=;::::;-+~=:=~=~:.::::..~:.:~;;;~;:.:::o----~~;.~:;;;;;,,~::~:.:;;..-------1.::~:..:~:;;;:;;l~:;;~:;::.;.'.-::_;_ .... ..,~;;:i~r.::~:;:f~~-~..,~,..~.,.;.,,;'-~-~-:~..,~:c'"~:-::_;'.-'~~-~·-'·~·_.,,;_*;_ .. _· _·""'_·"_''*_·::~_"-!---· _· -~-·~_':""..,~,..':1:!:j+·-·_· .,_'*-=~=:,=-'.:=-;7~;_~"_'*_: +,~-:..._ .. ~_:- ::~~mm·; .. [· ~.s .. :J.:::[~ij~ij.~ij~ij~i·~J~:;J·:::a,, ~.,,~1.~rr.,,~r,,;~l~lr~r,,,,1,,~1·,in: 
Ret. Sales stlOW •o.ooo Hask&ll Haskell Haskell Municipal 11, 109 2. ~% 7 600 97% 
Ret Sales BELOw10.ooo Hemphill Hemphill Hemphill County 4,156 4,013 97% 9 96% §' 
~R~e~t=·~S~a~1e~s=:t!"E~L~o~w~1~0~,oo~o~===~C~h~ll~d~re~s~s~::==::=:j~C~h~ll!d~re~s~s===~C~h~1~~~r~es~s~M~u~n~ic~·P~a~II:======:::::jt:===J:7~·~4~3~e~=I7~,42'.!3~8I::::t==:J9~7~%~=::t==B~=::t==~9~6~%t:==t==~3·j.~I:::: i;iet. Sales BElOW 10.000 Balley Balley MvleshOe Mun1c.pal I 13,038 12.384 m 96% 
Rei. Sales BELOW 10.000 Dallam Dallam 96% 

~R~e:;;1.;..~S:..a-1e:..s~+-•E:..•.;.o_w~,o:...ooo;.;;.;'"""~~~-+;M:..c~C~u:..l.;.loc....,h-~~~~~+:-M::-c""c'"u""1'"10-c""h~~-+c::-u-r-1-1s""'F'"1e-1""d~~~~~~~~~~~---j,__~~~-..,B,..,""'4""5""9+-~..,8,..,74"6~8~- 9 96% 

Ret. Sales BELOW 10,000 Castro Castro Dimmit Municipal 8. 835 8 96% 
Ret. Sales BELOW 10,000 Coleman Coleman Coleman Municipal 9, 112 9, 112 97% 26 96% 7,800 97'!1. 
Ret. Sales BELOW 10.000 Crosby Crosby Crosbyton Municipal 12,864 2,963 97% 6 96% 4. 700 97% 
Aet. Sales BELOW 1 o.ooo Yoakum Yoakum Denver Ci!V 11,519 11,206 97% 9 96% 4,500 97% 
Ret. Sales BELOW 10,000 Yoakum Yoakum Yoakum County 9,843 97% 11 96% 6.700 97% 
Ret Sales ea.ow •o.ooo Franklin Franklin Franklin 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% 19 97% 18.500 98% 
Ret. Sales BELOW 10.000 Brooks Brooks Brookes County 13,7S7 7,57S 97% 97% 4,100 98% 

Ret. Sales BELOW 10.000 Refugio Refugio Rooke Field 24,907 4,292 98% 16 97% 4.500 98% 





Crlterlll 
Used e .. - ~SM:OUNTY 

Agriculture IELOW 10,000 Baylor 

Agriculture lt:LOW 10,000 Mason 
Agriculture lt:LOW 10,000 Knox 
Agriculture BELOW 10.000 Knox 
Agriculture IELOW 10,000 Dickens .... 

~ 
.. 

BfLOW 10,000 Presidio 

BfLOW 10,000 Presidio 
BfLOW 10.000 Donley 

IELOW 10,000 Briscoe 
BELOW 10,000 Shackelford 
&ELOW 10,000 Cottle 

BELOW 10.000 Collingsworth 

an.ow 10.000 Motley 

BElOW 10.000 Jeff Davis 
8El0W 10.000 Menard 

BELOW 10.000 Blanco 

BU.OW 10.000 Foard 
BELOW 10.000 Real 
llELOW 10,000 O.lla 
8£LOW 10,000 La Sall• 
BUOW 10,000 Somervell 
BELOW 10.000 Kinney 
BELOW 10,000 Miiis 

Application of Ideal System Criteria • Aviation Activity Measures 

NAME 
Baylor 
Mason 
Knox 

Knox 
Dickens 

······ . 
Presidio 
Presidio 
Doniey 
Briscoe 
Slulckelford 

Con le 
Collingsworth 

Motley 
Jeff Davis 
Menard 
Blam:o 
Foard 

Real 

Delta 
La Salle 
Somervell 
Kinney 
Mills 

TOTAL 

Airport 
Seymour Municipal 
Mason County 
Knox City Municipal 
Munday Municipal 
Spur Municipal .... . . » .. .. ~.:::::::::::::.~'!;!;l.f"""""'~*- .. 
Marfa Municipal 
Presidio Lely International 
Clarendon Municipal 

Albany Municipal 
Oan E. Richards Municipal 
Marian Airpark 

Menard County 

Foard County 
Real County 

Cotulla·La Salle Counw 

Mills County tNewl 

Population 
within 25-Mlle 

Radlua 
4,883 
4,905 
8,318 
6,697 
2,678 

4,071 
3,766 
3,677 

9,767 
2,242 

4,229 

5,669 

7,658 

·:· 

Cumullltlve 
Population 
Cowr1ae 

4,883 
3,211 
3,Hll 

1,651 

3,946 

2,650 

2,854 
2, 153 

Percent 
of Stete 

Ponulatlon 
98% 
98% 
98% 
98% 
98% 

. :·»t,: ... ... ,.., 
96% 
98% 
98% 
98% 
98% 
98% 
98% 

~, .. 98% 
4 98% 

98% 
1,595 96% 

98% 
98% 

1,548 98% 
98% 
96% 
98% 

18,815,666 98% 

1996 
Ba•ed 

Aircr1tt 
11 
3 
9 
5 
1 

~=:::~*~~:-:::~· .. 
19 
3 
8 

6 
5 
10 

1 

0 

2 

9 

0 

11,880 

Percent 
of Stet• 

Bated Aircraft 
99% 
99% 
99% 
99% 
99% 

100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

100% 

: 

011et1tlons 
9.000 
1.200 
500 

2.000 
300 

~;::.::.::::.: 
6,000 
1,200 

2,400 

2,200 
1,500 

3,060 

Percent of 
State 

Oneratlons 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

:f.:;:;~~~~:::s:::::::~~: 
100% 
100% 
100% 

100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

900 

~ 
500 100% 

800 100% 
100% 

7,900 100% 
100% 
100% 

0 100% 

8,271,458 100% 
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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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