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ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

The State of the Regional Economy Summary

The Panhandle Regional Planning Commission is the designated Economic Development
District for the Panhandle Region. This region is the largest geographic planning region in
Texas because it encompasses twenty-six counties and almost 26,000 square miles. The
Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy applies to the entire region with a
population of 427,927 (United States 2010 Census). This is an increase from 402,862 as listed
in the United States 2000 Census. ESRI Community Analyst forecasts a 2019 population of
453,095 and 2024 population of 462,733 maintaining current growth trends for the region.

The Planning Commission assists in creating partnerships, implementing programs, and
assisting localities in an effort to promote regionalism designed to stabilize, expand, and
enhance economic opportunities in the Texas Panhandle. Partnerships between Cities,
Counties, Schools, Colleges, Economic Development Corporations, and the private sector
have led to many substantial improvements in the region over the past 5 years.

The 2018 annual unemployment rate of the Texas Panhandle region is low overall (2.91%)
compared to the rest of the State of Texas (3.9%) and the USA (3.97%) {StatsAmerica
Distress Criteria Statistical Report (BLS Data)}. However, these numbers are skewed due to
out-migration. There is a lack of high paying jobs in the region which may have caused some
people to leave the area. This out-migration has led to lower unemployment rates that is
causing unemployment rates to appear low in the region. The population in many counties in
the Panhandle is low; and, while jobs are available, they are oftentimes not high paying jobs,
so underemployment is a concern within the region. The regional average annual wage for
2018 for all jobs was $46,657 versus $57,733 in Texas. The state average annual wage is
19.2% more than the regional wage and indicates strong underemployment in the region.

Historically the Texas Panhandle, as a whole, has had low per-capita income numbers relative
to the rest of Texas and the nation. During the past few years there has been little change to
this scenario. According to StatsAmerica’s Distress Criteria Statistical Report, seventeen out
of twenty-six counties in the Texas Panhandle have less than 80% of the national average.

For a county to be considered distressed due to per-capita income, the EDA guidelines state
that the county must have a level that is 80% or less than the national per-capita money
income (5-year ACS) or national per-capita personal income (BEA) for the year in which the
most recent data is available. For a county to be considered distressed due to unemployment
rate, the EDA guidelines states that the county must have an unemployment rate 1% above the
24-month average unemployment rate (BLS). Eighteen of the region’s counties qualify as
distressed under at least one of these guidelines. Specifically, fifteen of the counties qualify
based on per-capita money income. Those counties are as follows: Briscoe, Castro, Childress,
Collingsworth, Deaf Smith, Donley, Gray, Hall, Hansford, Hartley, Moore, Ochiltree, Parmer,
Potter, and Swisher. Roberts and Wheeler counties had a per-capita personal income (BEA)
under 80% of the national average. (See next page for table and Appendix D for map)
Additionally, Hutchinson County qualifies as distressed based on an unemployment rate more
than 1% above the national unemployment rate. (See Page 4 for the table and Appendix C for
the map)
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An unusually rainy year thus far has been beneficial to the regional economy. The 2018
CEDS Update stated that many of the distressed counties were also experiencing drought. As
of July 2019, most of the region is out of the drought, with a few of the southernmost
Panhandle counties (Swisher, Briscoe, Hall, and Childress) classified as abnormally dry.
Lake Meredith is currently above 75 feet, the highest it has been in years. Lake Meredith
National Recreation Area sees increased visitation when the Lake’s levels are up which also
positively affects the economies in the surrounding communities. According to Amarillo
National Bank’s June 2019 Amarillo Economic Analysis, the moisture has stalled wheat
cutting and cotton planting but conditions are looking good for the rest of the summer.

EDA Distressed Counties Per Capita Income
Per Capita U.S. Average 80% U.S. Status
Per Capita Money 80% U.S. Personal Average
County Income U.S. Average  Average Income

Armstrong $31,219 $31,177 $24,942 $45,262 $51,640 $41,312 Non-Distressed
Briscoe $23,199 $31,177 $24,942 $34,165 $51,640 $41,312 Distressed
Carson $31,788 $31,177 $24,942 $44,364 $51,640 $41,312 Non-Distressed
Castro $22,292 $31,177 $24,942 $50,209 $51,640 $41,312 Distressed
Childress $18,694 $31,177 $24,942 $29,965 $51,640 $41,312
Collingsworth $21,356 $31,177 $24,942 $38,186 $51,640 $41,312
Dallam $25,221 $31,177 $24,942 $54,562 $51,640 $41,312 *Non-Distressed
Deaf Smith $21,209 $31,177 $24,942 $41,634 $51,640 $41,312
Donley $23,212 $31,177 $24,942 $44,176 $51,640 $41,312
Gray $23,457 $31,177 $24,942 $41,781 $51,640 $41,312
Hall $20,022 $31,177 $24,942 $30,033 $51,640 $41,312 Distressed
Hansford $21,989 $31,177 $24,942 $60,759 $51,640 $41,312 Distressed
Hartley $20,676 $31,177 $24,942 $62,274 $51,640 $41,312 Distressed
Hemphill $29,470 $31,177 $24,942 $52,632 $51,640 $41,312 Non-Distressed
Hutchinson $25,154 $31,177 $24,942 $42,053 $51,640 $41,312 Non-Distressed
Lipscomb $29,995 $31,177 $24,942 $54,838 $51,640 $41,312
Moore $21,372 $31,177 $24,942 $40,454 $51,640 $41,312
Ochiltree $24,157 $31,177 $24,942 $50,251 $51,640 $41,312
Oldham $25,461 $31,177 $24,942 $48,409 $51,640 $41,312
Parmer $21,876 $31,177 $24,942 $47,274 $51,640 $41,312 Distressed
Potter $21,941 $31,177 $24,942 $40,456 $51,640 $41,312 Distressed
Randall $32,922 $31,177 $24,942 $46,718 $51,640 $41,312 Non-Distressed
Roberts $34,555 $31,177 $24,942 $39,397 $51,640 $41,312 ‘Distressed
Sherman $25,358 $31,177 $24,942 $64,897 $51,640 $41,312 *Non-Distressed
Swisher $18,878 $31,177 $24,942 $44,632 $51,640 $41,312 Distressed
Wheeler $25,809 $31,177 $24,942 $38,978 $51,640 $41,312 ‘Distressed
Source: 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
BEA
KEY:

County is Distressed Based on Per Capita Money Income
County Distressed Based on Per Capita Personal Income
County Distressed Based on Both Per-Capita Money and Per-Capita Personal Income)
* County’s Status Changed from 2018 to 2019 Version of the CEDS Update
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Area 24-month Average Unemployment Rate
(BLS) period ending May 2019

United States 3.97%
Armstrong 2.76
Briscoe 3.95
Carson 2.87
Castro 2.98
Childress 2.63
Collingsworth 3.25
Dallam 2.04
Deaf Smith 2.82
Donley 3.38
Gray 4.11
Hall 4.62
Hansford 2.34
Hartley 1.84
Hemphill 2.20
Hutchinson 5.08
Lipscomb 277
Moore 2.66
Ochiltree 2.91
Oldham 2.60
Parmer 2.35
Potter 2.94
Randall 2.62
Roberts 3.16
Sherman 2.74
Swisher 4.08
Wheeler 3.19

Source: StatsAmerica Distress Criteria Statistical Report (BLS Data)

Another staggering statistic for population change in the Panhandle region is that between the
Census of 2000 and 2010 half of the region’s counties saw declining population. It shows that
twelve of the rural counties declined in population during that time. Of the twenty-six
counties in the Panhandle region, thirteen of the counties have seen a decline in population. In
addition, the majority of the twenty-six counties have low population figures correlating to
low population densities. Based on the 2010 data, twelve of the counties have fewer than
5,000 people, eight of the counties have between 5,000 and 15,000, four have between 15,000
and 25,000, and only two counties have above 25,000 in population.

Current ACS population data shows the estimated population of the Texas Panhandle to be
436,974. Nine of the top ten most populous counties in the Panhandle qualify as distressed
under EDA guidelines. Seventeen of the twenty-six counties qualify as distressed and
273,216 people live in these seventeen distressed counties. This means that over 62.52% of
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the citizens of the Texas Panhandle qualify as living in a distressed county according the
current ACS data estimates.

2010 U.S. Census Data U.S. Census Bureau QuickFacts
July 1, 2010-2018 2000-2018
COUNTY 2000- 2018
2010 2010 Estimate
Increase/ Increase/| Increase/Decrease
Decrease Decrease
Armstrong County 2,148 1,901 -11.50% 1,892 -0.47% -11.92%
Briscoe County 1,790 1,637 -8.55% 1,516 -7.39% -15.31%
Carson County 6,516 6,182 -5.13% 6,005 -2.86% -7.84%
Castro County 8,285 8,062 -2.69% 7,665 -4.92% -7.48%
Childress County 7,688 7,041 -8.42% 7,291 3.55% -5.16%
Collingsworth County| 3,206 3,057 -4.65% 2,962 -3.11% -7.61%
Dallam County 6,222 6,703 7.73% 7,200 7.41% 15.72%
Deaf Smith County 18,561 19,372 4.37% 18,760 3.16% 1.07%
Donley County 3,828 3,677 -3.94% 3,319 -9.74% -13.30%
Gray County 22,744 22,535 -0.92% 21,895 -2.84% -3.73%
Hall County 3,782 3,353 -11.34% 3,028 -9.69% -19.94%
Hansford County 5,369 5,613 4.54% 5,463 -2.67% 1.75%
Hartley County 5,537 6,062 9.48% 5,619 -7.31% 1.48%
Hemphill County 3,351 3,807 13.61% 3,825 0.47% 14.15%
Hutchinson County 23,857 22,150 -7.16% 21,198 -4.30% -11.15%
Lipscomb County 3,057 3,302 8.01% 3,355 1.61% 9.75%
Moore County 20,121 21,904 8.86% 21,485 -1.91% 6.78%
Ochiltree County 9,006 10,223 13.51% 9,947 -2.70% 10.45%
Oldham County 2,185 2,052 -6.09% 2,131 3.85% -2.47%
Parmer County 10,016 10,269 2.53% 9,864 -3.94% -1.52%
Potter County 113,546 121,073 6.63% 119,648 -1.18% 5.37%
Randall County 104,312 120,725 15.73% 136,271 12.88% 30.64%
Roberts County 887 929 4.74% 903 -2.80% 1.80%
Sherman County 3,186 3,034 -4.77% 3,079 1.48% -3.36%
Swisher County 8,378 7,854 -6.25% 7,462 -4.99% -10.93%
Wheeler County 5,284 5,410 2.38% 5,191 -4.05% -1.76%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

External Trends and Forces

The Texas Panhandle has an economy that spans major industries from agriculture to
technology. The region’s economy is beginning to diversify based on regional, statewide, and
national trends to meet local needs and the broad needs of the country. Market forces
including the supply, demand, and market prices of major commodities such as oil/gas, wheat,
and cattle have a significant correlation to the wellbeing of the region’s industries. National
and statewide initiatives in renewable energy and technology also have a significant influence
on the economic activity of the region with this field rapidly evolving from a growing niche
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into one of the key industries in the region. Infrastructure issues related to waste disposal and
water resources are also key external factors related to the economic viability of the Texas
Panhandle. Finally, the marketing of the region’s people, resources, and industries is key to
the long term success of the communities and people that live in the Texas Panhandle.

Traditional Industries:

Oil, cattle, and production agriculture have historically driven the Texas Panhandle economy.
There have been a few changes in some of the region’s historically driven markets in the last
couple of years. Between 2010 and 2014 the number of drilling rigs in the Panhandle
consistently increased. However, lower oil and gas prices in the recent years have had a
significant negative impact on drilling. The number of drilling rigs in the Panhandle is down
to eight from nineteen in June 2018. This is all down from a high in March 2014 of sixty-six.

The price of oil dipped below $50.00 per barrel at the end of 2018 but has stayed above the
$50.00 mark since early this year. The Qil Price Per Barrel began its decline in July of 2014
where it topped-out at $102. At roughly $50.00 per barrel most producers can comfortably
continue production in the region, but drilling and job creation do not occur until prices hit
roughly $75 per barrel. Conversely, many lay-offs begin around the $50.00 mark. Natural gas
prices spiked to above $4.50 at the end of 2018 but have steeply fallen to below $2.50
throughout the summer of 2019. With volatility in this sector and the accompanying general
fall in natural gas prices, the amount of drilling and economic activity in the Panhandle region
will be suppressed.

Wheat prices have been lower in 2019 than 2018, sitting at $4.14 in June of 2019 and $5.09 in
June of 2018 respectively. However, prices are still better than they were throughout much of
2016 and 2017. Corn is down 3.8% from June of 2018 and cotton is up 5% from a year ago.
Lower prices on cattle would generally indicate a weakening market. Fed cattle have been
down 2% the last two months from the relative May and June 2018 prices. Milk prices are up
from their breakeven point ($14.00) a year ago at $16.50 in June 2019.

Developing Industries:

The opening of Hodgetown—a multi-purpose event venue and home of the Amarillo Sod
Poodles (the San Diego Padres Double-A Affiliate) —has increased recreational diversity in
the Panhandle. Amarillo reported a sales tax revenue increase of more than ten percent in
April 2019, which is being partially attributed to the opening of the venue and inaugural
season of the Sod Poodles.

In May 2019, the Texas Legislature approved and allocated $17.35 million in the budget for
Texas Tech School of Veterinary Medicine which will be located in Amarillo. Amarillo
Economic Development Corporation, which committed to investing up to $69 million to
construction of the school, projects the veterinary school could create 95 new direct jobs and
more than 270 indirect jobs. Texas Tech is planning to enroll its first veterinary class in
2021.Sitel Group announced its Amarillo contact center, which employs 300 people, would
close on June 28. However, Sitel later announced a seasonal campaign the Amarillo would
give current Amarillo employees the opportunity to stay until the end of December.
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National trends towards technology based national defense provide the region with an
opportunity to develop and improve different segments of the regional economy. PRPC
promotes the commercialization and deployment of technology industries in the region by
informing business groups of the opportunities in technology transfer at the Pantex Plant,
Sandia National Lab, Kirtland AFB (Phillips Lab), and White Sands Missile Range in New
Mexico. Bell Helicopter operates a major development and assembly facility in the City of
Amarillo that has created hundreds of jobs for the region. In 2016 the Amarillo Globe News
reported that Bell Helicopter is pursuing new projects that could create hundreds of new jobs
in the region. Firms interested in the research and production of unmanned aircraft have
begun exploring development opportunities in the region due to the open spaces, existing
industries, and readily available airports in many communities. The further development of
the defense industry in the region will continue to significantly diversify the region’s
economy.

The wind industry is also beginning to bring more high tech business into the region. The
Electric Reliability Council of Texas (ERCOT) has established multi-billion dollar
Competitive Renewable Energy Zones (CREZ) throughout much of the Panhandle Region to
transfer the Panhandle’s renewable energy into the ERCOT power grid. The construction of
this project was completed and brought online in 2013. Many County and School
governments are beginning to see great increases in tax income resulting from new wind
projects coming online. Many wind energy generation facilities have gone on in the last year
with many more now on the books. It is anticipated that the number of wind farms in the
region will continue to rapidly expand. More complex secondary power projects associated
with the wind industry have been in discussion for several years in the region. Discussions
regarding the development of energy storage technology in the region may lead to increased
opportunities in the renewable energy field.

Infrastructure:

Aging regional infrastructure and increasing infrastructure demands pose a great concern to
many of the communities in the Texas Panhandle. Water and sewer infrastructure was largely
put in place prior to 1960 throughout the region; and, limited local fund availability over the
last half century has resulted in failing infrastructure that cities must address. The use of local
funds, low interest loans, and the Community Development Block Grant Program are all
being used by localities to address this issue and increase local infrastructure capacity to
address growing economic demands. Unfortunately, communities with small populations that
can only generate very small amounts of capital even at the highest taxing and utility rates
combined with dwindling federal and local fiscal resource availability create a concern for
the region regarding locality ability to maintain and expand infrastructure.

Historically, the disposal of the region’s solid waste has been a concern for many
communities in the region. A Regional Solid Waste Advisory Committee has been in place
for many years in order to examine the issues of solid waste management. That body makes
recommendations for future action based on their findings. A Comprehensive Regional Plan
was developed to provide the best approach to, or give direction to, the solid waste problem in
the region. This plan is regularly updated to accommodate changes to the region’s solid waste
disposal needs and capacity. The issue of solid waste management was once a threat to
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economic development in the Texas Panhandle, but now it has become more of an
opportunity. The Regional Plan that was established, along with new government regulations,
set forth strict guidelines for cities and counties to follow when setting up landfills and
disposing of solid waste. As these guidelines have been followed, the issue of recycling has
become a priority for much of the Panhandle. Through recycling programs and increased
landfill capacity over the last 20 years, the lifespan of the region’s waste disposal capacity has
significantly improved.

Water availability for both municipal and agriculture use in the Panhandle Region is a
primary concern regarding economic viability. The 2016 Panhandle Regional Water Plan
developed with Texas Water Development Board assistance gives the most current
assessment of water resource availability and demand in the region. With over 90% of the
region’s water coming from the Ogallala Aquifer, a confined aquifer that has very limited
recharge, there is great attention paid to ensuring that long term water availability is
established. Research indicates that the Ogallala recharges at less than 1 inch per year, so
without substantial surface water in the region, all water users need to exercise conservation
and responsible water usage in order to manage depletion of the finite resource. Water is an
absolute necessity to the agriculture sector of the region’s economy, and municipalities must
have adequate water supplies to meet long-term population growth and future economic
development. The Panhandle Regional Planning Commission serves as the political
subdivision for the Panhandle Water Planning Group and focuses extensively on accurately
identifying water supplies, future water demands, and strategies necessary to meet projected
water deficits. Programs to put both municipal infrastructure and aid farmers in water
conservation strategies are necessary in the region to extend the life of limited available water
supplies.

Regional Marketing:

PRPC believes that by working together the communities of the Texas Panhandle have a
much stronger voice than each does individually. As such, PRPC has been a partner in many
regional collaborations focused on promoting the Texas Panhandle as a whole in an effort to
recruit tourism, industry, and other business opportunities.

The Panhandle Tourism Marketing Council (PTMC) was formed in 1993 to promote the
region’s twenty-six counties and surrounding area’s attractiveness to tourists. Tourism’s value
to this region is recognized by Panhandle communities as a key opportunity to increase sales
tax revenue and increase awareness to the area. The PTMC publicizes the Alibates National
Monument, Lake Meredith, Palo Duro Canyon, Panhandle Plains Historical Museum, the
American Quarter Horse Heritage Center & Museum, and the famous Red River Wars to
attract people living outside of the region to visit.

PRPC was a founding member of the High Ground of Texas over 25 years ago and continues
to strongly support the High Ground’s efforts as a member of the Executive Board to bring
diverse businesses into the region. By marketing the Texas Panhandle and South Plains
together the High Ground is able to get the attention of businesses that might not otherwise be
interested in the small communities in the regions. The High Ground is now one of the most
recognized regional marketing organizations on both a national and international level. The
philosophy that the region is stronger together than any individual community can be rings
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very true. The High Ground of Texas has been a part of bringing the dairy, swine, wind, and
other renewable energy industries to the region over the last 10 years. Participation in trade
shows, online marketing, educational opportunities, and other business recruitment activities
has made the High Ground of Texas a nationally recognized regional collaboration.

SWOT Analysis:

In the past four updates to CEDS documents for the Panhandle Region, the SWOT Analysis
was expanded and elaborated upon to provide a more comprehensive view of the assets and
vulnerabilities of the region. In the 2016 Comprehensive Update, the Economic Development
Advisory Committee took an in depth look at this analysis and affirmed the findings.

Strengths:
Workforce Work Ethic — historically the Texas Panhandle is a blue-collar region with a

tremendous work ethic. People work hard to provide for families & develop
communities — one stereotype the region fully embraces.

Central Continental Location — The Texas Panhandle sits in the very middle of
continental United States. It is roughly equidistant from the east coast, west coast, gulf
coast, and up to the Canadian border; sits in the middle of ports-to-plains corridor,
historic route 66 and I-40 transcontinental corridor.

Rail Access - Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) transports goods across the
country, multiple rail stops and spurs in the region accessing major suppliers of the
nation’s cattle, oil & gas, and manufactured goods within region large portions of
region develop around access to rail 20 years ago.

Highway Access - Two major interstates are within the Panhandle region. I-40 is one
of the most trafficked highways in the nation. I-27 is a key component to the economy
of the region. Highway-287 brings goods from Austin, DFW Metroplex, Houston, and
north into Colorado and up to Canada. Numerous other highways serve as tributaries
to these major thoroughfares’

Regionalism - The Texas Panhandle utilizes regionalism better than any other regions
in the State of Texas due to a high number of small rural municipalities, communities
and people have to work together. For over 100 years people of the Texas Panhandle
have lived off of the idea that working together provides much greater benefit than
working alone. This fact continues through group like Class 4 Winds, High Ground of
Texas, and Panhandle Regional Planning Commission (PRPC).

Natural Resources - The Texas Panhandle has one of the richest mineral deposits in
the U.S. For 100 years the oil & gas industry has been a major part of the region. The
Ogallala aquifer serves as a support for the $300 million agriculture industry.
Renewable energy such as wind and solar are now contributing to national grids in
rates of up to 20%.
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Regional Educational Opportunities - Similar to the sense of regionalism, community
leaders focus on provisions of local opportunities with the community. West Texas
A&M University has been providing higher education within the region for over 100
years and is also one of the oldest universities in the State of Texas West of I-35.
Amarillo College, Frank Phillips, and Clarendon College work together to provide
access to trade schools, nursing degrees, and trade specialized classes with an easy
driving distance for most residents of Texas Panhandle.

Diversifying Economy - The economy of the Texas Panhandle is generally comprised
largely of oil & gas on the eastern side and agriculture on the west. In 2010, the
Panhandle made a dive to renewable energy with the establishment of the Competitive
Renewable Energy Zone (CREZ), and establishing secondary agriculture
manufacturing markets. Local EDC’s are currently exploring guns & ammunition
markets and expanded tourism opportunities. Further, warehousing and goods
transportation opportunities appear to be an opportunity for the region.

Innovation in Addressing Weaknesses - Citizens of the Texas Panhandle have
traditionally been innovative and collaborative in approaching challenges dating back
100 years ago when the Panhandle was settled. Current citizens work together quickly
to address any issues using available technology, regional collaboration, and a strong
work ethic to address difficulties. This region can generally meet demands any
industry throws their way.

Low Unemployment — 2017 was the first Comprehensive Economic Development
Strategy (CEDS) in the region to show any county exceed the national average on
unemployment rates by 1% - due to economic downturns in the oil & gas industry.
According to Bureau of Labor Statistics data, Hutchinson County was the only county
in the Texas Panhandle with a 24-month Average Unemployment Rate more than one
percent above the national average. The largely low unemployment rates throughout
the Panhandle show citizens of the region are willing to work as business and industry
are willing to create jobs. Jobs may sometimes not be glamorous; however people of
the Texas Panhandle are willing to work very hard to provide for themselves and their
families.

High Capacity Electric Transmission Infrastructure - Since 2010 the Texas Panhandle
has built over $10 billion in electrical transmission infrastructure in the Panhandle.
Electric Reliability Council of Texas (ERCOT) has invested and constructed the
Competitive Renewable Energy Zone (CREZ) to transmit up to 20% of power into
ERCOT grid from the Texas Panhandle. The Eastern Power Pool has dropped
transmission lines into region to bring power to Oklahoma, Chicago, and parts of East
Coast.

Weaknesses:

Educational Attainment Levels - Unfortunately the Texas Panhandle have some of the
lowest education attainment levels in the country. This is partially due to the
agricultural nature of jobs in the region. Also, the region has a high immigrant

-10 - PRPC CEDS - 2019



population which, too, contributes to the low educational attainment levels. Panhandle
20/20 and community leaders have spent almost fifteen years to identify ways to
improve educational attainment levels. Levels are improving in the region as strategies
are implemented; however this is a long and painful process.

Heavy Reliance on Primary Industries - Historically the region has largely relied on
agriculture and the oil & gas industries. Historically, fluctuations in oil & gas prices
have caused major layoffs and regional disasters have occurred when droughts hit the
agriculture industry. The region is diversifying into new industries, but this process is
just getting underway in recent years.

Housing Availability - Housing availability is a challenge in a majority of Panhandle
communities outside of Canyon and Amarillo. Very few homes have been built since
1980’s due to economic and geographical constraints. As the economy continues to
flourish, housing is beginning to pop up in some isolated areas. It is still difficult to get
builders and developers to work in other communities when Amarillo market is so
handy and lucrative.

Aging Infrastructure - The majority of Panhandle communities were developed in the
1920’s and 1930’s. Large portions of the infrastructure still dates to that timeframe
through the 1960’s. As historically blue collar and conservative communities
developed, tax rates and service fees have stayed low to create business and resident
friendly environments. The downside to this is that in many cases infrastructure was
left to age. Many communities are now having to catch up with their public
infrastructure.

Lack of Surface Water - The Texas Panhandle is in an arid climate and as such there is
limited surface water. Ninety percent of municipal, agricultural, and residential water
use, on an annual basis comes from Ogallala Aquifer. Recent rains have begun to
bring surface water levels higher, however surface supply is still limited and will
remain so due to the region’s arid climate.

Underemployment - As previously noted the region’s unemployment rate is low, but
many jobs fail to meet livable wages as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau. With the
type of labor and trade jobs produced in the region this is not unexpected. It is hoped
that as education attainment levels increase within region so will the living wages.

Opportunities:

Workforce Development for Emerging Industries - As the region’s economy begins to
diversify, new industries continue to develop. It is imperative that the community
colleges and trade schools in region continue to offer coursework to meet the needs of
developing industries.

Continued Marketing of Swine, Dairy, and Renewable Energy Industries - Continuing
the development of more and more diversified work in the region will ensure that the
unemployment rate stays low and underemployment is addressed. These industries
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have taken hold in region and create growth potential. Encouraging local EDC’s to
continue pursing these opportunities will likely be beneficial to the region.

Relatively Low Unemployment in the Region as Recruitment Tool - Promotion of the
regions benefits and assets is key to economic development on both the local and
regional level. The region’s workforce willingness to work hard should be an
appealing attribute to businesses and industries looking at the region.

Rise in the Price of Commodities - While decline in market prices is dangerous for
agriculture and oil & gas in the region, the converse proves to be a great opportunity.
As market prices rise individuals, businesses, and communities have the opportunity to
generate great wealth and reserves. It is imperative that citizens be responsible and put
fund in reserves for future needs.

Continued Growth in Building Permits - In recent years many communities have
begun to see building development for the first time since the 1980’s. Communities
need to encourage this type of action in the residential and commercial sectors. The
more permits that are issued the more economic development can occur.

Increased Retail Sales - Retail sales is expanding in region according to ACS. This is
a positive trend, but there is room for growth and expansion. The opportunity for
increases in this area occurs due to improved educational attainment and higher paying
jobs. The opportunity for increased sales revenues should not be overlooked.

Renewable Energy Storage - Renewable energy has been a great boon to the region.
The industry has opted to utilize renewable energy formula that allows for renewable
energy to constitute 20% of ERCOT’s capacity. The reason is that a fraction of
available wind and solar resources cause a lack of reliable energy to house. Recent
technology developments appear to bring mass storage for renewable energy closer to
reality. When mass-storage capacity becomes viable, there will be even more demand
for renewable energy generation.

Renewable Energy Transmission - The establishment of the CREZ zone into different
sections of the Panhandle will accommodate 2.4 GW wind generation in the region.
The energy transmission from the remote parts of Texas to more populated areas will
provide infrastructure necessary to meet the long-term needs of other parts of Texas,
resulting in increased demand of Panhandle wind energy. Further, the Southeastern
Power Pool is beginning to drop transmission lines into the Texas Panhandle to
supplement demand in other large swaths of the nation.

Increased Regional Marketing - Two of the regions great strengths are regionalism
and collaboration. It is important that the region markets itself to businesses and
industries, as there can be a lack of information. Industry can become more and more
aware of the appeal of doing business in the region. It is important that the High
Ground of Texas remain strong and viable, as it is one of the strongest regional
marketing coalitions in the United States.
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Threats:

Educational Attainment Levels — Low educational attainment or mismatched education
and career opportunities can perpetuate underemployment and outmigration.
Additionally, low educational attainment levels make it difficult to attract employers
to the area who require a workforce with specific education, certifications, or skillsets.

Drought —An abnormally rainy first half of 2019 has taken most of the area out of
drought. However, the Texas A&M Forest Service is reporting six counties in the
Panhandle still have an established burn ban. Drought negatively affects every aspect
of the agriculture industry and consequently cities and counties in the Texas
Panhandle suffer economic losses during times of drought. As the region continues to
diversify its economy this concern will be reduced, but it is an omnipresent concern
for the region.

Stagnant Tax Bases - The cities and counties of the Texas Panhandle take great effort
to keep the region a friendly place for both businesses and citizens. As such, most
communities take great effort to keep tax rates and utility rates as low as possible. The
unfortunate side effect of this is that there are very limited resources available for
many communities in the region to maintain and upgrade infrastructure. Economic
Development is key within the region because further diversification of the region will
help to prevent tax bases from stagnating. With low rates it is key that the regional
economy continue to grow.

Inflation - It has been previously noted that underemployment is a challenge in the
region. As the cost of goods and services increases through inflation there is a great
strain on residents and communities in the region. With limited income it is difficult
for the region’s population to maintain current buying power. It is key that the region
continue to increase educational attainment levels and higher paying jobs within the
region.

State & Federal Political Uncertainty - This threat is a threat or opportunity in
virtually all communities in the State of Texas and across the nation. Subsidies to the
wind industry have helped that new industry rapidly develop within the region, and
negative revisions to these policies could greatly slow the development of that
industry. Similarly, programs and tax structures that benefit the oil & gas industry as
well as the agriculture industry are very important to the long term viability of the
region. If these benefits go away, it would be very bad for the region. Further, the
unknown aspects of potential policies on political subdivisions create uncertainty for
all communities.

Availability of Consumer Financing for Small Business — The Panhandle has been
very cognizant of small businesses’ need for financing when necessary. Several banks
in the region have extended good loans to many businesses. However, there are
businesses who do not qualify for more traditional financing for credit reasons. In such
instances, they can apply for a Rural or Amarillo Microloan, administered by the
PRPC, which serves as a lender of last resort, for those who have been turned-away by
traditional forms of financing.
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Threats of Layoffs by Large Firms — Over the past few years the Panhandle has seen
big layoffs take place due to macroeconomic and business related reasons. Many of
the large firms in the region are very susceptible to systemic risks, such as a
significant fall in oil, gas, and cattle prices, or government contract issues which have
the high possibility of leading to unexpected layoffs.

Downturn in Qil & Gas Prices — The Texas Panhandle is heavily reliant on the prices
of oil & gas. When oil & gas prices fall significantly, as they have in the past 12
months, layoffs follow and a large reduction in oil rigs occurs. A drop in gas prices
may be good for the consumers of the Panhandle; however for larger firms it could be
detrimental.

Housing Availability - Many of the municipalities in the Panhandle are struggling with
housing availability as the demand exceeding the supply of houses. Many of the
communities have taken steps to accommodate the demand by getting new home in
their respective areas, but most homebuilders tend to stay away from the smaller
communities as they are not as lucrative as the larger Amarillo area.

Internal Partners for Economic Development

The Panhandle Regional Planning Commission participates in a number of capacities that
directly or indirectly create an environment friendly to economic development including the
following activities: Economic Development, Community Development, Aging, Criminal
Justice, Workforce Development, Dispute Resolution, Emergency Communications, Solid
Waste Management, Water Planning, Regional Services, Emergency Preparedness,
Transportation Planning, and Special Projects.

Through its involvement in the above noted program areas the Planning Commission is
directly or indirectly tied to fourteen standing committees. Each of these committees is
comprised of experts in the area of focus for the respective committee and serves as either a
decision making or advisory body for the region. By working in specific areas the
committees are able to ensure that each of these key areas receives comprehensive review,
assessment, and input within the region. The committees are:

Economic Development Advisory Committee

Regional Criminal Justice Advisory Committee

Area Agency on Aging Advisory Council

Panhandle Rural Transportation Planning Organization

Rolling Plains Organization for Rural Transportation

Panhandle Workforce Development Board

Panhandle Workforce Development Consortium’s Governing Body
Dispute Resolution Advisory Board

Panhandle Regional 9-1-1 Network Advisory Board

Panhandle Water Planning Group

Regional Solid Waste Management Advisory Committee
Panhandle Regional Organization to Maximize Public Transportation
Groundwater Management Area #1
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e Panhandle Regional Emergency Management Advisory Committee
e Panhandle Rural Planning Organization
e Rolling Plains Organization for Rural Transportation

Additionally, the Planning Commission works extensively with external entities through
collaborative efforts to make the Texas Panhandle a more economically viable, diverse, and
sustainable economy on an ongoing basis. By working with external entities ranging from the
Texas Cattle Feeders Association (agriculture) to Class 4 Winds (renewable energy) to
Panhandle 20/20 (education to jobs alignment) PRPC Staff has the opportunity to identify
how internal programs can collaborate with other partners in the community to ensure that the
region is fertile ground for economic expansion.

Regional Resources and External Partners for Economic Development

The Panhandle Region has many resources aimed at economic development available to
municipalities, businesses, and individuals. These resources come in the form of local low
interest loans, business planning assistance, grant programs, and local business assistance in
rural communities. Many cities have local Economic Development Corporations and/or
Chambers of Commerce focused on business recruitment and development respectively.

Resources:

Historically, flexible financing was needed in the region to assist with business opportunities.
Reasonable termed financing was needed for small businesses dealing with cash flow
problems, new accounts, increased demand, and expansion space to name a few. Varieties of
different programs have been introduced and remain available to the communities trying to
assist small businesses. These programs include: EDA grant programs, Texas Capital Fund
projects, USDA Rural Development programs, and others. Communities can effectively deal
with many of the challenges of the region by working with these programs. Additionally,
PRPC administers two micro-loan programs aimed at providing regional businesses the
assistance necessary to survive and thrive. The challenge currently facing these low-interest
loan programs is that many applicants to the programs are not able to meet the basic
qualification standards. As such, PRPC has partnered with the regional business incubator,
the West Texas A&M Enterprise Center, to serve as the front door or the micro-loan
programs.

PRPC, with the assistance of local banks, operates the Amarillo MSA Micro-Loan Program.
This program supplies small businesses with increased access to capital in Potter County (an
economically distressed county) and Randall County. The program is aimed at low to
moderate-income individuals of the Potter and Randall County area who require business
financing. To date, 36 loans have been funded for this program totaling over $500,000 in total
capital investments. Additionally, at least 50 jobs are estimated to have been created.

The PRPC was approved for a USDA Rural Business Enterprise Grant which created the
Rural Micro-Loan Program on October 1, 2001, to help rural counties of the region. This
program is similar in nature to the program used for Potter and Randall Counties except its
focus is on jobs created/retained in the rural portion of the region rather than low-to-moderate
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income requirements. Since its implementation there have been 27 loans funded by the PRPC.
To date the loan amount for this program totals over $500,000 with at least 40 new jobs
created.

The Panhandle Regional Planning Commission’s (PRPC) track record is excellent with
assisting business and financial providers with pertinent information and the necessary tools
to make a project work. The Planning Commission regularly provides cities, businesses, and
individuals with information on the following programs and activities focused on economic
improvement and development throughout the Panhandle:

PRPC Rural Micro Loan Program
Amarillo MSA Micro Loan Program
Workforce Development
Governor’s Department of Economic Development & Tourism
o Rural Loan Fund
o Export Guaranteed Loan Program
o Enterprise Zone Program
e Texas Department of Agriculture
o Texas Capital Fund
Community Development Block Grants
Agricultural Finance Authority
Linked Deposit Program
Diversification Matching Grant Program
o Micro Enterprise Program
e Small Business Administration
o 504 Loan Program
o Guaranteed Loan Program
o SCORE and ACE
e Texas Panhandle Regional Development Corporation
Small Business Development Center through WTAMU
e Rural Economic and Community Development Service
o Business and Industry Program
o Industrial Development Grant Program
o Intermediary Relending Program
o Community Facilities Program
Panhandle Small Business Development Center
Panhandle Tourism Marketing Council
Panhandle International Business Forum
Area Chambers of Commerce
Area industrial development groups
Area banks
Amarillo Economic Development Corporation
Booker Economic Development Corporation
Borger Economic Development Corporation
Bovina Economic Development Corporation
Canadian Economic Development Corporation
Canyon Economic Development Corporation

O 00O
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Childress Municipal Development District
Clarendon Economic Development Corporation
Dalhart Economic Development Corporation
Dumas Economic Development Corporation
Friona Economic Development Corporation
Fritch Economic Development Corporation
Groom Economic Development Corporation
Gruver Economic Development Corporation
Hereford Economic Development Corporation
McLean Economic Development Corporation
Memphis Economic Development Corporation
Miami Economic Development Corporation
Pampa Economic Development Corporation
Panhandle Economic Development Corporation
Perryton Economic Development Corporation
Quitaque Economic Development Corporation
Shamrock Economic Development Corporation
Spearman Economic Development Corporation
Stinnett Economic Development Corporation
Turkey Economic Development Corporation
Wellington Economic Development Corporation
Wheeler Economic Development Corporation
White Deer Economic Development Corporation
Texas A & M Extension Centers
Institutions of higher learning

o West Texas A & M University

o Amarillo College

o Frank Phillips College

o Clarendon College
Entrepreneurial Alliance
Xcel Energy
Class 4 Winds
West Texas Utilities
Texas — New Mexico Power Company
High Ground of Texas Program
Rural Economic Development Initiative (Trainers)
Texas Manufacturing Assistance Center
Sherman County Development Committee
West Texas A&M Enterprise Center

A vital part of economic development is “Networking.” As previously noted, PRPC Staff
coordinates and works with agencies in the region to access programs available for economic
development. The staff has been, and continues to be, extremely successful in their efforts.
Several networking workshops have been sponsored through partnerships in order to address
economic development incentives, government contracting, and SBA small business

programs.
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Primary External Partners

One program that PRPC recognizes as vital to the region is the Texas Panhandle Regional
Development Corporation (TPRDC). The U.S. Small Business Administration established the
TPRDC in 1982 as a Certified Development Company. The genesis of the TPRDC was to
operate the SBA 504 Loan Program to primarily service the twenty-six counties of the region.
The PRPC had a profound effect on the creation and substantial growth of the program, and
the program currently operates separately from PRPC out of the Amarillo Economic
Development Corporation. The TPRDC is one of the region’s strongest assets for economic
growth for the region. The TPRDC Board of Directors acts as a conduit in oversight of the
Micro Loan programs that the PRPC administers. While now a separate entity from PRPC,
the TPRDC is one of the most important economic development partners in the region.

The PRPC is also actively involved with the High Ground of Texas. The High Ground of
Texas is a coalition of communities and organizations that cooperatively market the
Panhandle, South Plains, and Permian Basin. The main purpose of the High Ground is to
create jobs and increase the tax base of the region. The organization has an ongoing presence
on regional, state, and national levels with an emphasis on marketing the region to prospective
new industry, networking, and economic development. The High Ground is currently
comprised of over seventy-five members with development interests in the region.
Membership includes cities ranging in population from 250,000 to less than 500, as well as
partnering organizations like the PRPC. The High Ground conducted a successful economic
development training course throughout 2019 entitled Rural Economic Development
Initiatives (REDI) with three sessions aimed at training practitioners in areas ranging from
available resources to deal packaging to business recruitment. The High Ground attended
international wind and agriculture trade shows in 2018 and 2019 along with other industry
specific events to develop connections and interest from people who may bring industry to the
Texas Panhandle.

Class 4 Winds & Renewables, currently in a hiatus mode, is the third primary economic
development partner of the PRPC. Class 4 provides quarterly training sessions for renewable
energy professionals, land owners, and the public at large. In the past ten years the renewable
energy sector has gone from a concept in the region to a major employment and growth
sector. With the addition of the CREZ project and similar Southeastern Power Pool projects
Class 4 has and continues to effectively create an international industry hubbed in the Texas
Panhandle. It is anticipated that new wind generation and possibly other renewable energy
generation will continue a rapid expansion in the region.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT MANAGEMENT

The Panhandle Regional Planning Commission is honored to serve as the Economic
Development District for the twenty-six counties of the Texas Panhandle. As such, for over
twenty years PRPC has established a strong model for the functional responsibilities
necessary for serving in this capacity. In considering the management of the Economic
Development District PRPC has identified objectives and goals for the future of economic
development in the region.
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Management:

The Economic Development District utilizes the PRPC Board of Directors as the
Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy Committee as well as the governing board
of the Economic Development District. The board members contribute to, review, consider,
and ultimately approve the design and development of the CEDS package. Assisting the
PRPC Board of Directors is the Economic Development Advisory Committee (EDAC). The
Committee helps with increasing public and private participation in the economic
development program. The EDAC provides quarterly guidance to PRPC Staff in functioning
as an Economic Development District; and, EDAC membership receives comprehensive
economic development training from experts in specific economic development related areas.

The draft CEDS is composed by PRPC Staff with vital input from the EDAC, community
leaders in the District, and the PRPC Board of Directors. Staff and local government
representatives develop program strategies, goals, and objectives which EDAC, acting as the
CEDS Advisory Committee, then recommends for approval by the PRPC Board of Directors.
Through this process PRPC ensures that local and regional guidance and information is
incorporated into a CEDS document that accurately portrays the region for the current year.

Contacts at the Panhandle Regional Planning Commission for economic development
activities and programs are:

Kyle Ingham, Executive Director Dustin Meyer, Economic Development Dir.
PPRC PRPC

P.O. Box 9257 P.O. Box 9257

Amarillo, Texas 79105-9257 Amarillo, Texas 79105-9257

(806) 372-3381 ext. 3101 (806) 372-3381 ext. 3108

E-mail: kingham @theprpc.org E-mail: dmeyer@theprpc.org

Paige Witthar, Community and Economic Development Program Specialist
PRPC

P.O. Box 9257

Amarillo Texas 79105-9257

(806) 372-3381 ext. 3113

E-mail: pwitthar@theprpc.org

Alex Guerrero, Community and Economic Development Program Specialist
PRPC

P.O. Box 9257

Amarillo Texas 79105-9257

(806) 372-3381 ext.3111

E-mail: aguerrero@theprpc.org
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Objectives

The primary objective of the PRPC is to encourage and allow local units of government to
work together through regionalism. This allows for the improvement of the health, safety, and
general welfare of citizens of the Panhandle by planning for the future in an efficient manner
and minimizes duplication of services. The Planning Commission is an organization of, by,
and for local governments. It focuses on the concept that local governments acting
cooperatively, rather than alone, can accomplish more. Without the desire of local
governments in the Texas Panhandle to utilize PRPC there would be no PRPC.

An objective of the PRPC’s economic development programs is to support the formulation
and implementation of economic development planning programs and projects in cities,
counties, and economic development corporations. These programs are designed to create or
retain permanent jobs and reasonable wages for individuals, with the focus primarily upon the
unemployed, underemployed, low per-capita income persons, and otherwise distressed
counties of the Panhandle. Assisting communities develop the infrastructure necessary to
pursue economic development opportunities is a key component to PRPC’s mission.

The heart of economic development initiatives is providing long-term economic development
benefits through sustainable growth. The utilization of EDA Infrastructure and Capacity
Building programs combined with Texas Capital Fund projects has and will continue to
enable many communities to accommodate businesses creating hundreds of jobs in the region.
Through the PRPC’s involvement with the EDA grant programs, Texas Capital Fund, the
Amarillo MSA Micro-Loan Program, and the Rural Micro-Loan Program, the PRPC strives to
provide long-term economic development benefits for the Panhandle.

NEEDS OF THE COUNTIES IN THE TEXAS PANHANDLE

The identification of local needs is a primary component of the regional economic
development planning process, so ensuring that the information is current and accurate is
highly important. In meetings and conversations that were held with economic development
representatives from each of the twenty-six, distressed and non-distressed, counties of the
Panhandle the top five issues, problems, concerns, and needs were identified and prioritized.
Additionally, surveys were issued to each county to review, complete, and provide additional
comment on some of the issues facing their specific area to ensure that any inaccuracies in the
draft information were resolved. These needs are prioritized for each of the counties within
the Economic Development District as follows:

Non-Distressed Counties

Armstrong County

Attract businesses

Upgrade and expand sewer system
Expand water system

County and city square beautification
Increase night security patrols

&2 = Dy
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Carson County

bW -

Attract and expand business in the area
Value added agriculture expansion
Economic diversification and development
Improvements of infrastructure

Local medical services

Dallam County

NP -

Affordable housing
Expansion of infrastructure
Access to higher education
Job training

Radio communication

Hemphill County

Nk L=

Economic Diversification

Attract & Expand Business
Affordable Housing

Improvements in Infrastructure
Limited Development Infrastructure

Lipscomb County

LWL —

Affordable housing

Value added agriculture expansion
Economic diversification and development
Attract and expand businesses in the area
Improvements of infrastructure

Oldham County

YNk w =

Elderly & retirement Housing
Health care

Attract & expand Businesses
Quality housing availability
Infrastructure improvements

Randall County

“NnhWwWwe—

Economic development

Water supply

Planned growth and county zoning
Quality education

Quality health care

Sherman County

1

2.
3.
4.

Infrastructure expansion
Housing

Diversification
Workforce — more of it
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5. Local medical services

Distressed Counties

Briscoe County

Water infrastructure

Economic diversification & development
Local medical service

Housing

Attract & expand businesses in area

N WD~

Castro County

Business promotion — economic development
Medical expansion

Small business retention

Water conservation/quality rights
Infrastructure improvements

kW =

Childress County

Expand Housing Options

Attract and Expand Businesses in the Area

Leverage Gigabit Internet for Business Expansion

Target Industries in Medical and Metal Fab Fields (economic diversification
Invest in Downtown Redevelopment

Nk LN =

Collingsworth County

Affordable Housing

Improvement of Infrastructure

Job Training

Value added agriculture expansion
Park Improvements

ARE IR A

Deaf Smith County

Water availability

Wind and solar farm creation

Infrastructure improvements (streets/roads & sewer systems)

Business expansion/new business attraction — Value added agriculture expansion
Recruit/retain/train/work ethic for employees of existing businesses

NN -

Donley County
1. Improvement of infrastructure
2. Attract and expand business in the area
3. Economic diversification and development
4. Expansion of infrastructure
5. Value added agriculture expansion
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Gray County

NARLYD -

Economic Diversification

Attract & Expand business in the County

Job Training Programs

Expansion/Improvement of Infrastructure

Market Rate Housing (Multi & Single Family Units)

Hall County

Nk LN -

Economic Diversification (jobs)
Higher Education

Local Medical Services

Youth Center

Water Supply & Utilities

Hansford County

I. Aging Infrastructure

2. Access to capital

3. Volunteerism

4. Aging Population

5. High paying job opportunities
Hartley County

1. Youth activities; community building

2. Water

3. Commodity prices

4. Housing needs

5. Infrastructure improvements

Hutchinson County

Expansion and improvement of infrastructure

2. Housing to meet medium income base citizens

3. Development of technical training to insure adequate workforce to meet needs of
industrial jobs.

4. Attract and expand businesses and provide business development opportunities

5. Create venues for public, tourist, and local use within county (event center & ballpark
facilities.)

Moore County

1. Economic diversity

2. Infrastructure & utility improvements/expansion

3. Workforce development

4. Housing

5. Water Supply & improvements

Ochiltree County

1.

Development of Industrial Property

2. Infrastructure Improvements
3. Workforce — Skilled Labor
-23 -
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4. Workforce Training

5.

Affordable housing

Parmer County

1.

Infrastructure improvements (water and sewer lines)

2. Economic diversification (industrial)
3. Affordable housing
4. Park improvements
5. Emergency management
Potter County
1. Water quality and conservation
2. Economic development
3. Implement quality education system
4. Access to low-interest money
5. Public infrastructure improvements

Roberts County

NhR LN~

Affordable housing

Local medical services

Economic diversification & development
Attract & expand area business

Expansion & improvement of infrastructure

Swisher County

1. Increase Trade Occupations (workforce development)

2. Housing Availability

3. Infrastructure Improvement

4. Downtown Revitalization

5. Agricultural Services

Wheeler County

1. Attract & establish new business in our area

2. Assist existing business to maintain profitability during our current economic
conditions

3. Expand tourism opportunities

4. Coordinate all taxing entities with working plan to work toward achieving same goals
(everyone working together with one purpose)

5. Create positive attitudes with can do ideas and commitments (nothing too small)

6. Hardened/improved emergency infrastructure

ADDRESSING DISASTER SCENARIOS IN THE REGION:

The Panhandle Regional Planning Commission has been involved with the Cities and
Counties of the Texas Panhandle in Emergency Management and Hazard Mitigation Planning
since 2001. A series of regional plans have been developed that guide everything from
regional first response, to inter-jurisdictional communication, to post-disaster responses.
These planning processes have been federally, state, and locally funded to ensure that they
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entail the highest quality information possible. As such, it is much more prudent to reference
these existing documents, many of which are hundreds of pages, than it would be to try and
conduct an additional assessment of the region’s natural and man-made threats for economic
development purposes.

The series of disaster related plans in the Panhandle Region include the following:

Regional Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) — The regional plan that outlines how each
county will implement its emergency response in a disaster situation. Annually, each County
not receiving federal Emergency Management Performance Grant (EMPG) funding to keep
their plan at or above the Intermediate level receives assistance from PRPC to update this
plan, and thus each County in the region has an EOP that is at or above the Intermediate level.

Threat and Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment (THIRA) — Each year, the Panhandle
Regional Emergency Management Advisory Committee (PREMAC) updates the region’s
THIRA; identifying the natural/manmade risks of greatest concern to the region. Then with
the State Preparedness Report and Annual Regional Implementation Plan; measures/actions to
address those priority issues are developed.

Hazard Mitigation Action Plan — Each County in the region has developed a plan with FEMA
assistance that identifies all potential man-made and natural disaster that can affect the
jurisdictions within the county. Within the Plan a series of strategies that could be
implemented to mitigate the negative impacts of each disaster has been developed. Counties
and jurisdictions within each county have the capacity to apply to FEMA for funding
assistance to implement these mitigation strategies. This plan is updated every five years for
each County.

Community Emergency Response Plan — Every County in the region is operating under their
own Community Emergency Response Plan. This document is primarily intended to guide
local response to hazardous materials spills

Regional Mass Fatality Plan — This regional plan was developed in 2015. This plan consists
of an over-arching regional response plan to a mass fatality incident (MFI); the plan is
supported by plan annexes that will be incorporated into the EOPs to guide responses to local
MFiIs that are dealt with at the County level

Regional Resiliency Assessment Program (RRAP) Regional Foreign Animal Disease Plan —
This plan addresses disaster in one of the key economic components of the Panhandle
Region’s economy, agriculture. This plan and its sub-components is designed to thwart the
spread of Foreign & Emerging Animal Disease (FEADs) that could otherwise devastate local
feeding operations.

Regional Interoperable Communications Plan (RICP) — This is a regional plan for achieving
and maintaining P25-compliant interoperable communications for public safety agencies in
the region. This ensures that first responders from multiple jurisdictions responding to a
disaster event can communicate during the response.
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Regional Response Plan — Similar to a regional EOP, the intent of the plan is to describe how
the resources in the region can be brought to bear to deal with really big disasters or want-to-
be disasters.

Fundamentally, all of these plans are in place to work together to ensure that the negative
impacts of disasters can be minimized, jurisdictions can respond to those disasters, and
communities can recover from disasters. The largest economic problems that the region faces
in the event of major disasters is a lack of economic diversification and no availability of
emergency housing. Challenges to the agriculture and oil/gas industries that are created by
disasters put large portions of the population of a county out of work, and because of this a
secondary disaster can occur. The only way to battle this challenge is to continue efforts to
diversify the region’s economy. The housing shortage issues that are a larger economic
concern within the region become amplified if existing housing is destroyed by disaster.
First, there is no temporary housing for displaced individuals and in the long term there is
very little housing available for families to go to long-term. Solutions to this challenge are
more related to a larger housing approach within the region, but the disaster aspect could be
greatly improved if more moderate income housing is developed in the region.

LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS:

As the Economic Development Advisory Committee (EDAC), along with representatives
from each of the Distressed and Non-Distressed Counties, has reviewed this document and
discussed their priorities as listed above, there seem to be some consistent concerns in the
region that the group wants to discuss individually. By discussing these issues individually
the committee hopes to make a direct legislative recommendation. Part of any planning
process is the identification of how the findings of research may be applied going forward.
The common themes identified by the Counties of the Texas Panhandle are consolidated
below and noted as legislative recommendations.

Upon discussion from a regional basis, the EDAC feels that two of the main and consistent
concerns within the region are in the dilapidation of aging infrastructure and the inability to
supply mid-priced housing for their citizens. The EDAC feels that these two issues are
directly correlated with the future of economic and community development within the
region. The main intent of discussing these separate items is to provide input into policy on
the state and federal level from a regional perspective. The EDAC feels that state and federal
funding provided on an ongoing and increased level to rural communities for the development
& revitalization of aging infrastructure as well as the creation of affordable housing will have
a profoundly positive effect on the Texas Panhandle.

The committee is concerned with water and sewer infrastructure in the region. Most of this
aging infrastructure in the Texas Panhandle was built prior to 1960 as a way of facilitating
and accommodating growth in the region. As time has passed, cities and counties have strived
to maintain the infrastructure in their respective districts; however, the only grant funds
available that provide direct assistance to these projects are Community Development Block
Grant Funds as appropriated by the Department of Housing and Urban Development. These
funds have become increasingly competitive, decreasingly available, and are becoming more
difficult to acquire. The EDAC proposes that these funds become more plentiful on both the
federal and state levels and accessible in order to promote economic growth and community
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development through infrastructure improvement within the region. It is much easier and
cheaper to maintain and repair aging infrastructure than it is to replace it once an emergency
occurs.

Rural counties and cities within the Texas Panhandle are also facing a critical housing
shortage for middle class workers within their respective municipalities. Companies, in some
instances, are willing to relocate to the area because of regional marketing incentives, skilled
labor forces, and abundant resources but are unable due to a lack of housing for prospective
employees. One of the main concerns is public assistance through the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, which has housing measures in place, but generally provides housing assistance
for only very low income individuals. Once the low income individuals have lifted
themselves out of poverty there are no housing measures in place to supply the demand, and
this creates a difficult situation for employers in the region who are considering expanding
their operations to accommodate successful growth. Regional offices recognize this problem,
but many policy makers do not recognize that middle income individuals in rural communities
may have very difficult times securing adequate housing. Many city and county officials,
along with the PRPC, are researching methods to create affordable housing for the region to
promote community and economic development. This has a direct impact on economic
growth because it hinders rural America’s attempt at being solvent and economically fortified.
Further, significant distances from urban centers in much of the region discourage developers
from building in rural Texas because there is more profit margin to be had by building in
urban centers. The EDAC proposes that the federal and state legislatures promulgate policies
that directly contribute to fair, available, and affordable housing in this region for moderate-
income individuals and families.

The EDAC, along with representatives from each of the Distressed and Non-Distressed
Counties feel that these apparent discrepancies in the region may be at least partially
addressed by legislative action and financial incentives from the federal and local levels to
increase the likelihood of housing development in the rural Texas Panhandle. Accordingly,
the PRPC hopes that by serving as the Economic Development District they may be involved.

The legislative recommendations of the Economic Development Advisory Committee are as
follows:

1. Broaden the parameters of U.S. Department of Agriculture programs to allow truly
moderate income families to be accommodated with housing assistance in an effort to
enable rural communities to meet the housing needs associated with economic
development.

2. Increase rural funding assistance for infrastructure improvement through programs
like the Community Development Block Grant program to enable communities to
update aging infrastructure to accommodate population and business growth.

3. Provide statutory and financial incentives to developers who build subdivisions in
rural economically distressed counties.

4. Any budget that does away with federal or state domestic spending or agencies that
benefit public infrastructure, education, or economic development will be damaging to
regional economic development

5. Actions that limit local control on taxation or economic development authority will be
damaging to regional economic development.
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ACTION PLAN

Upon the identification of the region’s economic development needs it is appropriate to
identify the actions that will need to be taken to address the identified needs. As such, the
work elements and a prioritization of programs and activities are outlined below.

Work Elements
The Primary activities for PRPC serving in the capacity of the Economic Development
District in performing the task of benefiting distressed areas are listed below:
e Implementing the CEDS through networking with economic development
organizations and other groups under the guidance of the EDAC
e Actively pursuing funding assistance from federal and state sources to diversify and
fortify local economies within the region
e Provide training and workshops to local governments, businesses, and economic
development groups as requested
¢ Conduct an annual assessment of the region’s Community and Economic
Development Strategies
e Increase economic development opportunities for severely distressed communities by
providing staff support to develop and monitor projects and programs

Prioritization of Programs and Activities

Economic Development District Core Initiatives

To continue to respond to inquiries from member counties and cities for economic
development related projects — As in the past, the staff will respond to inquiries, provide
technical assistance, develop proposals, and submit applications for economic development
related projects. The PRPC staff will also continue to focus on working with the distressed
counties in the Panhandle, as defined by EDA. The staff utilizes the following programs to
help accomplish this imitative:

Economic Development Administration Grants

Texas Capital Fund

USDA Rural Programs,

State of Texas Office of the Governor Economic Development & Tourism.

The primary focus of PRPC Staff in Economic Development remains on the successful
implementation of these programs.

Economic Development Technical Assistance for Cities & Counties

To assist the counties and cities of the Texas Panhandle with their respective study
development efforts — Staff will continue to analyze all data required to prepare a continuing
economic development program and coordinate local efforts. Staff will continue to study
resources, labor force and income data, census information, economic development activities,
and/or other topics to provide the needed data and analysis. PRPC will identify federal and
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state assistance programs that aid in carrying out the local development program. The
utilization of Census, American Community Survey, and ESRI Community Analyst data will
enable PRPC Staff to meet local technical assistance needs.

Amarillo MSA Micro-Loan Program

To maintain the Amarillo MSA Micro-Loan Program and to locate viable projects in Potter
and Randall Counties for the expansion of the program — Staff will respond to inquiries,
prepare loan applications, service all loans, and provide assistance. Staff will continue to
ensure that at least 50% of grant applicants are classified as low-to-moderate income
individuals for the use of this loan program for Potter and Randall Counties.

PRPC Rural Micro-Loan Program

To maintain the Rural Micro-Loan Program and to locate viable projects in the 24 outlying
counties for the expansion of the program — Staff will respond to inquiries, prepare loan
applications, service all loans, and provide assistance. The program priority is to create jobs
through this loan program in the District’s rural areas.

Regional Marketing

To continue to assist the High Ground of Texas with its regional marketing program — The
High Ground of Texas is a regional economic development marketing partnership of Texas
Panhandle and the South Plains communities and businesses. Staff will continue to support
and contribute in activities that aide in the marketing of the region and in attracting business
and service industries that are necessary for an expanded economy. PRPC Staff will continue
to serve on the Board of Directors of the High Ground of Texas. Further, PRPC Staff will
retain a position on the Board of Directors for Class 4 Winds & Renewables to help advance
this rapidly developing sector of the regional economy.

Financing

To identify sources of financial assistance for local business, counties, and cities — Staff will
research topics to discover the specific financing needs for businesses in the area, counties,
and member cities. PRPC will continue to create and submit these financial packages and
applications to the proper agencies. Staff will continue to write Texas Capital Fund and
Economic Development Administration grant applications.

Economic Development Training

To sponsor, or conduct, workshops for county and city officials along with others interested in
economic development as requested — Continued invitation to area businesses, community-
based organizations, professionals in economic development, and other areas of interest to
participate in regional seminars/workshops. As in the past, staff will participate and attend
workshops and seminars on economic development issues and opportunities as appropriate.
Staff will continue to work with the West Texas A&M University Small Business
Development Center on education programs for small businesses and cooperate with the West
Texas A&M Enterprise Center. Staff will attend and actively engage in Economic
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Development Administration training and Texas Capital Fund seminars. In 2018/2019, PRPC
staff attended the Southwest Region Economic Development Association (SWREDA)
conference, participated in Peer Reviews, and trained through NADO’s Emerging Leaders
program.

Planning and Management

To coordinate and respond to the Economic Development Advisory Committee — Continue to
host and conduct meetings, guide the discussion, and help with the decision-making at these
meetings. Every quarter the Economic Development Advisory Committee meets; and, at these
meetings each member reports on the economic condition of their respective
communities/counties and provides professional economic development training to members.
This process also helps with the development of the CEDS in subsequent years.

Tourism Promotion

To assist with the tourism industry in the Panhandle — Staff will help local
communities/counties explore new ways of attracting visitors from outside the area. PRPC
will continue to be present at some meetings held by the Panhandle Tourism Marketing
Council.

Natural Resources

To preserve the natural resources that the Panhandle possesses — Staff will continue to
encourage the appropriate development, conservation, and economic use of all available
resources in the region. Furthermore, Staff will actively work with each groundwater
conservation district in the region to implement strategies identified in the Panhandle
Regional Water Plan that are beneficial to the region. PRPC Staff also assists up to 10 cities
annually with environmental assessments for municipal infrastructure projects.

EVALUATION

Performance Measures

As a part of the Panhandle Regional Planning Commission’s Strategic Work Program and
Budget, the Economic Development Department had to highlight their principle performance
measures for the year. This included the programs involved with the Economic Development
Administration. The measures were reviewed and approved by the PRPC Board of Directors.
The following is a list of the performance measures broken down by the different programs in
the department:

Economic Development Administration Programs (Administration)

e Submission of 2019 Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy Update,
e Conduct a minimum of 4 CEDS Committee meetings,
e Develop a minimum of 4 Economic Development related grant applications
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e Provision of two workshops on regional economic development issues,

e Manage 3 economic development projects for distressed communities

e Participate in the High Ground Program, the Panhandle Tourism Marketing Council,
and the Panhandle Area Chamber of Executives Association, and

e Submission of progress reports as required or requested.

Upon guidance from the Economic Development Administration and the National Association
of Development Organizations, a series of goals that are applicable to the region have been
developed. However, it is noted that PRPC as a political subdivision of the State of Texas does
not have the capacity or responsibility to take all necessary actions to achieve these goals.
These goals are intended to simply be a gauge of the region’s progress towards improved
overall well-being.

Regional Economic Goals (Non-PRPC Goals)

e To Reduce the number of Economically Distressed Counties to 12 by 2020
e To Have 0 Counties exceed national unemployment averages before 2020
e Toclose gap on regional mean wages vs. national to 10% by 2020

e Todevelop 1 new major economic driver in the region by 2020

e To construct 250 new middle-income homes in 24 rural Counties by 2020
e To bring over $5 million in EDA projects to the region by 2020

CONCLUSION

The Panhandle region has great natural resources, but the region’s most important resource is its
people. Recent economic trends have posed economic challenges to the residents of the region,
but through efforts to better educate people, diversify the region’s economy, and economic
conditions have remained relatively stable. There is ample opportunity for infrastructure
improvements and new industries to be pursued throughout the region.

The 2016 CEDS update served as the comprehensive update in the region. As such, the editions

in 2017, 2018, and 2019 have minor statistical upgrades and new information related to current
regional developments.
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2018-2019 PANHANDLE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
TERM
EXPIRES
NAME SEX RACE COUNTY September 30
RESIDENCE

Elected Public Officials
Don Alired M Anglo Oldham County 2021
Buster Davis M Anglo Hansford County 2019
Pat Simms M Anglo Moore County 2020
Jay Mayden M Anglo Childress County 2021
Ronnie Gordon M Anglo Hartley County 2019
John James M Anglo Collingsworth County 2019
Wayne Nance M Anglo Briscoe County 2021
Dan Looten M Anglo Carson County 2019
Harold Keeter M Anglo Swisher County 2020
Ginger Nelson*** F Anglo Potter/Randall County NA
Ernie Houdashell M Anglo Randall County 2021
Nancy Tanner F Anglo Potter County 2020
Tobe Shields M Anglo Hansford County 2021
Dr. John Howard*** M Anglo Donley County 2020
Ricky White ** Chair*** M Anglo Parmer County 2019
Kerry Symons M Anglo Ochiltree County 2020
Walter “Four” Price M Anglo Regional 2020
Minority Elected Officials
Sal Rivera M Hispanic | Castro County 2021
Juan Cantu M Hispanic | Lipscomb County 2019
Amelia Salazar F Hispanic | Randall County 2020
Citizen Representatives
Irene Favila F Hispanic | Deaf Smith County 2020
Cleo Castro M Hispanic | Moore County 2019
Raul Hernandez M Hispanic | Potter County 2021
Winston Sauls**Secretary/Treasurer*** M Black Hutchinson County 2019
Karen Price F Black Gray County 2019
Special District Representatives
Dr. Bill Hallerberg **Vice-Chair*** M Anglo Potter County 2019
Phillip Self M Anglo Childress County 2021
** Officers
*** Executive Committee
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2019 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE

NAME SEX | RACE COUNTY TERM EXPIRES
Dion Miller M Anglo Swisher County 2020
Randy Stark M Anglo Briscoe County 2019
Andrew Freeman M Anglo Potter County 2020
Wade Hawkins M Anglo Deaf Smith County 2019
Woodrow Richardson M Black Hall County 2020
Chris Alexander F Anglo Parmer County 2020
Mike Running M Anglo Moore County 2020
Katie Lingor F Anglo Hutchinson County 2019
David Dockery M Anglo Donley County 2019
Keila Bain F Anglo Oldham County 2021
Greg Duggan M Anglo Dallam/Hartley County 2021
Kathy Allen F Anglo Sherman County 2019
Shawn Campbell F Anglo Ochiltree County 2019
Karen Haddon F Anglo Lipscomb County 2021
Shane Spencer M Anglo Hemphill County 2019
Clay Rice M Anglo Gray County 202t
Kristen Moudy** F Anglo Wheeler County 2019
Liz Kendall F Anglo Armstrong County 2019
Jon Sessions M Anglo Collingsworth County 2020
B.J. Potts M Anglo Castro County 2021
Suzanne Bellsnyder F Anglo Hansford County 2020
Evelyn Ecker F Anglo Randall County 2020
Dorrance (Doc) Smith M Anglo Childress County 2021
Nancy Manley F Anglo Roberts County 2020
** Chair
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PRPC Region Prepared by Esri
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

2000-2010
2000 2010 Annual Rate
Population 402,862 427,927 0.61%
Households 148,973 157,732 0.57%
Housing Units 166,693 177,590 0.64%
Population by Race Number Percent
Total 427,927 100.0%
Population Reporting One Race 417,415 97.5%
White 342,514 80.0%
Black 20,438 4.8%
American Indian 3,705 0.9%
Asian 8,430 2.0%
Pacific Islander 177 0.0%
Some Other Race 42,151 9.9%
Population Reporting Two or More Races 10,512 2.5%
Total Hispanic Population 132,755 31.0%
Population by Sex
Male 216,295 50.5%
Female 211,632 49.5%
Population by Age
Total 427,927 100.0%
Age0 -4 33,304 7.8%
Age5-9 32,617 7.6%
Age 10 - 14 31,325 7.3%
Age 15 - 19 31,098 7.3%
Age 20 - 24 28,532 6.7%
Age 25 - 29 30,488 7.1%
Age 30 - 34 28,297 6.6%
Age 35 - 39 26,641 6.2%
Age 40 - 44 26,244 6.1%
Age 45 - 49 29,108 6.8%
Age 50 - 54 29,393 6.9%
Age 55 - 59 26,114 6.1%
Age 60 - 64 20,744 4.8%
Age 65 - 69 15,910 3.7%
Age 70 - 74 12,682 3.0%
Age 75 - 79 10,623 2.5%
Age 80 - 84 8,043 1.9%
Age 85+ 6,764 1.6%
Age 18+ 311,839 72.9%
Age 65+ 54,022 12.6%

Data Note: Hispanic population can be of any race. Census 2010 medians are computed from reported data distributions.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri converted Census 2000 data into 2010 geography.
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PRPC Region Prepared by Esri
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

Households by Type
Total 157,732 100.0%
Households with 1 Person 40,484 25.7%
Households with 2+ People 117,248 74.3%
Family Households 109,754 69.6%
Husband-wife Families 82,978 52.6%
With Own Children 35,630 22.6%
Other Family (No Spouse Present) 26,776 17.0%
With Own Children 15,732 10.0%
Nonfamily Households 7,494 4.8%
All Households with Children 57,953 36.7%
Multigenerational Households 6,636 4.2%
Unmarried Partner Households 8,947 5.7%
Male-female 8,015 5.1%
Same-sex 932 0.6%
Average Household Size 2.61
Family Households by Size
Total 109,754 100.0%
2 People 46,425 42.3%
3 People 23,294 21.2%
4 People 21,042 19.2%
S People 11,550 10.5%
6 People 4,480 4.1%
7+ People 2,963 2.7%
Average Family Size 3.15
Nonfamily Households by Size
Total 47,978 100.0%
1 Person 40,484 84.4%
2 People 6,169 12.9%
3 People 862 1.8%
4 People 300 0.6%
5 People 101 0.2%
6 People 35 0.1%
7+ People 27 0.1%
Average Nonfamily Size 1.20
Population by Relationship and Household Type
Total 427,927 100.0%
In Households 412,056 96.3%
In Family Households 354,516 82.8%
Householder 109,754 25.6%
Spouse 82,978 19.4%
Child 138,118 32.3%
Other relative 14,670 3.4%
Nonrelative 8,996 2.1%
In Nonfamily Households 57,540 13.4%
In Group Quarters 15,871 3.7%
Institutionalized Population 13,661 3.2%
Noninstitutionalized Population 2,210 0.5%

Data Note: Households with children include any households with peopte under age 18, related or not. Multigenerational households are families with 3 or more
parent-child relationships. Unmarrled partner households are usually classified as nonfamily households unless there is another member of the household related to
the householder. Multigenerational and unmarried partner households are reported only to the tract level. Esri estimated block group data, which is used to estimate
polygons or non-standard geography. Average family size excludes nonrelatives.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1.
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PRPC Region Prepared by Esri
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.

Geography: County

Family Households by Age of Householder

Total 109,754 100.0%
Householder Age 15 - 44 48,468 44.2%
Householder Age 45 - 54 23,234 21.2%
Householder Age 55 - 64 18,698 17.0%
Householder Age 65 - 74 11,290 10.3%
Householder Age 75+ 8,064 7.3%

Nonfamily Households by Age of Householder

Total 47,978 100.0%
Householder Age 15 - 44 15,120 31.5%
Householder Age 45 - 54 8,272 17.2%
Householder Age 55 - 64 8,509 17.7%
Householder Age 65 - 74 6,652 13.9%
Householder Age 75+ 9,425 19.6%

Households by Race of Householder

Total 157,732 100.0%
Householder is White Alone 133,142 84.4%
Householder is Black Alone 5,840 3.7%
Householder is American Indian Alone 1,405 0.9%
Householder is Asian Alone 2,417 1.5%
Householder is Pacific Islander Alone 50 0.0%
Householder is Some Other Race Alone 12,228 7.8%
Householder is Two or More Races 2,650 1.7%

Households with Hispanic Householder 36,448 23.1%

Husband-wife Families by Race of Householder

Total 82,978 100.0%
Householder is White Alone 71,274 85.9%
Householder is Black Alone 1,699 2.0%
Householder is American Indian Alone 684 0.8%
Householder is Asian Alone 1,487 1.8%
Householder is Pacific Islander Alone 26 0.0%
Householder is Some Other Race Alone 6,530 7.9%
Householder is Two or More Races 1,278 1.5%

Husband-wife Families with Hispanic Householder 19,571 23.6%

Other Families (No Spouse) by Race of Householder

Total 26,776 100.0%
Householder is White Alone 20,190 75.4%
Householder is Black Alone 2,047 7.6%
Householder is American Indian Alone 292 1.1%
Householder is Asian Alone 376 1.4%
Householder is Pacific Islander Alone 11 0.0%
Householder Is Some Other Race Alone 3,252 12.1%
Householder is Two or More Races 608 2.3%

Other Families with Hispanic Householder 9,630 36.0%

Nonfamily Households by Race of Householder

Total 47,978 100.0%
Householder is White Alone 41,678 86.9%
Householder is Black Alone 2,094 4.4%
Householder is American Indian Alone 429 0.9%
Householder is Asian Alone 554 1.2%
Householder is Pacific Islander Alone 13 0.0%
Householder is Some Other Race Alone 2,446 5.1%
Householder is Two or More Races 764 1.6%

Nonfamily Households with Hispanic Householder 7,247 15.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1.
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PRPC Region Prepared by Esri
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

Total Housing Units by Occupancy

Total 177,590 100.0%
Occupied Housing Units 157,732 88.8%
Vacant Housing Units

For Rent 5,628 3.2%
Rented, not Occupied 190 0.1%
For Sale Only 2,109 1.2%
Sold, not Occupied 632 0.4%
For Seasonal/Recreational/Occasional Use 2,455 1.4%
For Migrant Workers 82 0.0%
Other Vacant 8,762 4.9%
Total Vacancy Rate 11.2%

Households by Tenure and Mortgage Status

Total 157,732 100.0%
Owner Occupied 106,805 67.7%

Owned with a Mortgage/Loan 58,824 37.3%
Owned Free and Clear 47,981 30.4%
Average Household Size 2.66
Renter Occupied 50,927 32.3%
Average Household Size 2.51
Owner-occupled Housing Units by Race of Householder
Total 106,805 100.0%
Householder is White Alone 93,802 87.8%
Householder is Black Alone 2,381 2.2%
Householder is American Indian Alone 897 0.8%
Householder is Asian Alone 1,150 1.1%
Householder is Pacific Islander Alone 21 0.0%
Householder is Some Other Race Alone 7,088 6.6%
Householder is Two or More Races 1,466 1.4%

Owner-occupied Housing Units with Hispanic Householder 21,634 20.3%

Renter-occupied Housing Units by Race of Householder

Total 50,927 100.0%

Householder is White Alone 39,340 77.2%

Householder is Black Alone 3,459 6.8%

Householder is American Indian Alone 508 1.0%

Householder is Asian Alone 1,267 2.5%

Householder is Pacific Islander Alone 29 0.1%

Householder Is Some Other Race Alone 5,140 10.1%

Householder is Two or More Races 1,184 2.3%
Renter-occupied Housing Units with Hispanic Householder 14,814 29.1%
Average Household Size by Race/Hispanic Origin of Householder

Householder is White Alone 2.51

Householder is Black Alone 2.70

Householder is American Indian Alone 2.73

Householder is Asian Alone 3.37

Householder is Pacific Isiander Alone 2.78

Householder is Some Other Race Alone 3.45

Householder is Two or More Races 2.92

Householder is Hispanic 3.39

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1,
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PRPC Region Prepared by Esri
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

2013 - 2017
ACS Estimate Percent MOE(%) Reliability
TOTALS
Total Population 437,221 198 I
Total Households 155,533 1,070 (11|
Total Housing Units 182,215 423 11}
POPULATION AGE 3+ YEARS BY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT
Total 418,420 100.0% 615 I
Enrolled in school 116,419 27.8% 1,338 11
Enrolled in nursery school, preschool 7,637 1.8% 574 (111]
Public school 5,570 1.3% 492 (]
Private school 2,067 0.5% 336 [
Enrolled in kindergarten 7,016 1.7% 518 i
Public school 6,432 1.5% 502 I
Private school 584 0.1% 179 m
Enrolled in grade 1 to grade 4 27,020 6.5% 865 11|
Public school 25,788 6.2% 865 m
Private school 1,232 0.3% 223 111
Enrolled in grade 5 to grade 8 25,241 6.0% 871 111}
Public school 23,797 5.7% 849 (111
Private school 1,444 0.3% 263 (511
Enrolled in grade 9 to grade 12 24,948 6.0% 669 o
Public school 23,754 5.7% 672 I
Private school 1,194 0.3% 242 m
Enrolled in college undergraduate years 21,228 5.1% 899 m
Public school 19,332 4.6% 880 (I
Private school 1,896 0.5% 322 m
Enrolled in graduate or professional school 3,329 0.8% 411 (11
Public school 2,887 0.7% 401 (11}
Private school 442 0.1% 123 m
Not enrolled in school 302,001 72.2% 1,243 I
POPULATION AGE 65+ BY RELATIONSHIP AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Total 58,760 100.0% 301 I
Living in Households 56,360 95.9% 453 on
Living in Family Households 39,156 66.6% 737 (181]
Householder 19,995 34.0% 522 (181
Spouse 15,190 25.9% 500 (111
Parent 1,873 3.2% 323 o
Parent-in-law 671 1.1% 196 m
Other Relative 1,243 2.1% 278 m
Nonrelative 184 0.3% 88 ]
Living in Nonfamily Households 17,204 29.3% 671 o
Householder 16,526 28.1% 641 (111
Nonrelative 678 1.2% 173 |
Living in Group Quarters 2,400 4.1% 372 m
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey Reliability: I high [l medium B low
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PRPC Region Prepared by Esri
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

2013 - 2017
ACS Estimate Percent MOE(+) Reliability
HOUSEHOLDS BY TYPE AND SIZE
Family Households 107,094 68.9% 1,189 o
2-Person 46,551 29.9% 1,025 11|
3-Person 22,462 14.4% 869 (111
4-Person 19,985 12.8% 853 o
5-Person 10,807 6.9% 655 o
6-Person 4,894 3.1% 453 1o
7+ Person 2,395 1.5% 299 1N8]
Nonfamily Households 48,439 31.1% 1,157 i
1-Person 41,147 26.5% 1,075 (115
2-Person 5,990 3.9% 504 I
3-Person 873 0.6% 208 m
4-Person 294 0.2% 112 m
S-Person 130 0.1% 93 0
6-Person 0 0.0% 0
7+ Person S 0.0% 8 H
HOUSEHOLDS BY PRESENCE OF PEOPLE UNDER 18 YEARS BY
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Households with one or more people under 18 years 55,029 35.4% 994 m
Family households 54,490 35.0% 997 m
Married-couple family 36,825 23.7% 1,004 100]
Male householder, no wife present 4,132 2.7% 433 (1o
Female householder, no husband present 13,533 8.7% 718 om
Nonfamily households 539 0.3% 156 o
Households with no people under 18 years 100,504 64.6% 1,205 11}
Married-couple family 43,976 28.3% 940 100
Other family 8,628 5.5% 592 o
Nonfamily households 47,900 30.8% 1,156 o
HOUSEHOLDS BY PRESENCE OF PEOPLE 65 YEARS AND OVER,
HOUSEHOLD SIZE AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Households with Pop 65+ 40,560 26.1% 556 o
1-Person 15,859 10.2% 636 D
2+ Person Family 23,882 15.4% 519 18]
2+ Person Nonfamily 819 0.5% 165 M
Households with No Pop 65+ 114,973 73.9% 1,034 mn
1-Person 25,288 16.3% 941 m
2+ Person Family 83,212 53.5% 1,103 D
2+ Person Nonfamily 6,473 4.2% 546 108,
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey Reliability: [l high [ll medium [} low
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PRPC Region
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

Prepared by Esri

2013 - 2017
ACS Estimate
POPULATION AGE 5+ YEARS BY LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME
AND ABILITY TO SPEAK ENGLISH

Total 405,019
Sto 17 years
Speak only English 61,490
Speak Spanish 19,567
Speak English "very well" or "well" 18,251
Speak English "not well” 980
Speak English "not at all" 336
Speak other Indo-European languages 571
Speak English "very well" or "well" 366
Speak English "not well" 16
Speak English "not at all" 189
Speak Asian and Pacific Island languages 1,835
Speak English "very well” or "well" 1,349
Speak English "not well” 438
Speak English "not at all" 48
Speak other languages 813
Speak English "very well" or "well" 796
Speak English "not well" 17
Speak English "not at all" 0
18 to 64 years
Speak only English 187,592
Speak Spanish 64,361
Speak English "very well" or "well" 47,636
Speak English "not well" 11,060
Speak English "not at all" 5,665
Speak other Indo-European languages 1,963
Speak English "very well" or "well" 1,706
Speak English "not well" 184
Speak English "not at all" 73
Speak Asian and Pacific Island languages 5,921
Speak English "very well" or "well" 3,520
Speak English "not well" 1,640
Speak English "not at all" 761
Speak other languages 2,146
Speak English "very well" or "well" 1,438
Speak English "not well" 631
Speak English "not at all” 77
65 years and over
Speak only English 51,296
Speak Spanish 6,674
Speak English "very well”" or "well" 4,660
Speak English "not well” 980
Speak English "not at all" 1,034
Speak other Indo-European languages 278
Speak English "very well" or "well" 225
Speak English "not well” 15
Speak English "not at all" 38
Speak Asian and Pacific Island languages 468
Speak English "very well" or "well" 199
Speak English "not well” 153
Speak English "not at all” 116
Speak other languages 44
Speak English "very well" or "well" 2
Speak English "not well" 10
Speak English "not at all" 32

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey

Percent

100.0%

15.2%
4.8%
4.5%
0.2%
0.1%
0.1%
0.1%
0.0%
0.0%
0.5%
0.3%
0.1%
0.0%
0.2%
0.2%
0.0%
0.0%

46.3%
15.9%
11.8%
2.7%
1.4%
0.5%
0.4%
0.0%
0.0%
1.5%
0.9%
0.4%
0.2%
0.5%
0.4%
0.2%
0.0%

12.7%
1.6%
1.2%
0.2%
0.3%
0.1%
0.1%
0.0%
0.0%
0.1%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

Reliability: {IIl high

MOE(+)

336

999
866
904
271
131
227
142

27
192
263
327
216

51
253
243

21

1,404
1,234
1,451
804
568
383
315
90

60
339
364
309
276
480
333
230
74

392
285
369
186
209
92
77
19
48
76
80
65
64
51
4
15
49

Reliability
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PRPC Region Prepared by Esri
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

2013 - 2017
ACS Estimate Percent MOE(t) Reliability
WORKERS AGE 16+ YEARS BY PLACE OF WORK
Total 198,906 100.0% 1,733 1ei]
Worked in state and in county of residence 131,391 66.1% 1,908 m
Worked in state and outside county of residence 64,608 32.5% 1,539 (11
Worked outside state of residence 2,907 1.5% 376 (101
SEX BY CLASS OF WORKER FOR THE CIVILIAN EMPLOYED POPULATION 16 YEARS
AND OVER
Total: 202,314 100.0% 1,762 m
Male: 113,111 55.9% 1,152 i
Employee of private company 82,243 40.7% 1,326 o
Selflemployed in own incorporated business 4,262 2.1% 436 i
Private not-for-profit wage and salary workers 3,696 1.8% 443 I
Local government workers 5,782 2.9% 486 m
State government workers 3,875 1.9% 381 I
Federal government workers 3,361 1.7% 414 1|
Self-employed in own not incorporated business workers 9,656 4.8% 656 m
Unpaid family workers 236 0.1% 91 m
Female: 89,203 44.1% 1,266 (111
Employee of private company 58,260 28.8% 1,279 (in1]
Self-employed in own incorporated business 1,196 0.6% 198 o
Private not-for-profit wage and salary workers 7,826 3.9% 564 m
Local government workers 7,801 3.9% 541 111)
State government workers 6,515 3.2% 471 (111
Federal government workers 2,083 1.0% 288 (111]
Self-employed in own not incorporated business workers 5,366 2.7% 463 m
Unpaid family workers 156 0.1% 65 1]
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey Reliability: [ high [ medium @ low
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PRPC Region

Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.

Geography: County

Prepared by Esri

WORKERS AGE 16+ YEARS BY MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION

TO WORK
Total
Drove alone
Carpooled
Public transportation (excluding taxicab)
Bus or trolley bus
Streetcar or trolley car
Subway or elevated
Railroad
Ferryboat
Taxicab
Motorcycle
Bicycle
Walked
Other means
Worked at home

WORKERS AGE 16+ YEARS (WHO DID NOT WORK FROM HOME)

BY TRAVEL TIME TO WORK

Total
Less than S minutes
5 to 9 minutes
10 to 14 minutes
15 to 19 minutes
20 to 24 minutes
25 to 29 minutes
30 to 34 minutes
35 to 39 minutes
40 to 44 minutes
45 to 59 minutes
60 to 89 minutes
90 or more minutes

Average Travel Time to Work (in minutes)

2013 - 2017
ACS Estimate

198,906
163,285
24,291
847
737

50

47

0

13

a

332
406
3,338
1,447
4,956

193,950
14,793
38,486
38,201
39,321
23,063

6,249
14,381
2,215
2,282
6,414
5,401
3,144

N/A

FEMALES AGE 20-64 YEARS BY AGE OF OWN CHILDREN AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS

Total

Own children under 6 years only
In labor force
Not in labor force

Own children under 6 years and 6 to 17 years
In labor force
Not in labor force

Own children 6 to 17 years only
In labor force
Not in labor force

No own children under 18 years
In labor force
Not in labor force

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey

118,712
10,884
7,304
3,580
12,113
7,631
4,482
26,463
20,019
6,444
69,252
48,280
20,972

Percent

100.0%
82.1%
12.2%

0.4%
0.4%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.2%
0.2%
1.7%
0.7%
2.5%

100.0%
7.6%
19.8%
19.7%
20.3%
11.9%
3.2%
7.4%
1.1%
1.2%
3.3%
2.8%
1.6%

100.0%
9.2%
6.2%
3.0%

10.2%
6.4%
3.8%

22.3%

16.9%
5.4%

58.3%

40.7%

17.7%

Reliabitity: [ high

MOE(+)

1,733
2,083
1,177
229
219
41
40

(]

16

7
110
220
422
272
427

1,737
831
1,297
1,325
1,371
1,134
525
866
290
310
556
489
409

N/A

422
654
587
397
642
571
417
793
776
523
988
1,077
849

Reliability
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ACS Population Summary

PRPC Region
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

Prepared by Esri

2013 - 2017
ACS Estimate Percent MOE() Reliability
CIVILIAN NONINSTITUTIONALIZED POPULATION BY AGE & TYPES
OF HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE
Total 422,400 100.0% 848 m
Under 19 years: 122,244 28.9% 561 m
One Type of Health Insurance: 102,935 24.4% 1,350 m
Employer-Based Health Ins Only 53,586 12.7% 1,708 (151]
Direct-Purchase Health Ins Only 6,612 1.6% 649 H]
Medicare Coverage Only 270 0.1% 138 o
Medicaid Coverage Only 41,579 9.8% 1,569 m
TRICARE/Military Hith Cov Only 868 0.2% 240 m
VA Health Care Only 20 0.0% 16 g
2+ Types of Health Insurance 4,805 1.1% 675 m
No Health Insurance Coverage 14,504 3.4% 1,122 [
19 to 34 years: 92,609 21.9% 675 m
One Type of Health Insurance: 60,114 14.2% 1,238 o
Employer-Based Health Ins Only 47,175 11.2% 1,295 am
Direct-Purchase Health Ins Only 6,031 1.4% 568 I
Medicare Coverage Only 116 0.0% 63 m
Medicaid Coverage Only 5,937 1.4% 600 AN
TRICARE/Military Hith Cov Only 388 0.1% 128 m
VA Health Care Only 467 0.1% 196 m
2+ Types of Health Insurance 4,298 1.0% 483 I
No Health Insurance Coverage 28,197 6.7% 1,107 m
35 to 64 years: 151,080 35.8% 651 m
One Type of Health Insurance: 107,821 25.5% 1,297 I
Employer-Based Health Ins Only 85,410 20.2% 1,389 m
Direct-Purchase Health Ins Only 12,510 3.0% 780 ]
Medicare Coverage Only 2,347 0.6% 317 1]
Medicaid Coverage Only 5,628 1.3% 522 n
TRICARE/Military Hith Cov Only 599 0.1% 148 m
VA Health Care Only 1,327 0.3% 237 m
2+ Types of Health Insurance 13,028 3.1% 734 [
No Health Insurance Coverage 30,231 7.2% 1,104 m
65+ years: 56,467 13.4% 450 m
One Type of Health Insurance: 16,672 3.9% 682 {m
Employer-Based Health Ins Only 1,006 0.2% 194 m
Direct-Purchase Health Ins Only 136 0.0% 76 m
Medicare Coverage Only 15,447 3.7% 672 I
TRICARE/Military Hith Cov Only 17 0.0% 29 i
VA Health Care Only 66 0.0% 41 m
2+ Types of Health Insurance: 39,494 9.3% 755 1]
Employer-Based & Direct-Purchase Health Insurance 104 0.0% 54 m
Employer-Based Health & Medicare Insurance 10,194 2.4% 562 I
Direct-Purchase Health & Medicare Insurance 12,687 3.0% 632 1]
Medicare & Medicaid Coverage 3,254 0.8% 313 1
Other Private Health Insurance Combos 0 0.0% 0
Other Public Health Insurance Combos 2,007 0.5% 237 g
Other Health Insurance Combinations 11,248 2.7% 575 i
No Health Insurance Coverage 301 0.1% 103 1]

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey

Reliability: [ high

] medium § low
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PRPC Region
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

Prepared by Esri

2013 - 2017
ACS Estimate
POPULATION BY RATIO OF INCOME TO POVERTY LEVEL

Total 419,623
Under .50 24,220
.50 to .99 40,672
1.00 to 1.24 23,638
1.25to0 1.49 22,746
1.50 to 1.84 31,114
1.85t01.99 12,569
2.00 and over 264,664

CIVILIAN POPULATION AGE 18 OR OLDER BY VETERAN STATUS

Total 320,420
Veteran 24,668
Nonveteran 295,752

Male 162,576
Veteran 23,066
Nonveteran 139,510

Female 157,844
Veteran 1,602
Nonveteran 156,242

CIVILIAN VETERANS AGE 18 OR OLDER BY PERIOD OF

MILITARY SERVICE
Total 24,668
Gulf War (9/01 or later), no Gulf War (8/90 to 8/01), no Vietnam Era 2,959
Gulf War (9/01 or later) and Gulf War (8/90 to 8/01), no Vietnam Era 1,395
Gulf War (9/01 or later), and Gulf War (8/90 to 8/01), and Vietnam Era 65
Gulf War (8/90 to 8/01), no Vietnam Era 3,392
Gulf War (8/90 to 8/01) and Vietnam Era 275
Vietnam Era, no Korean War, no World War II 7,870
Vietnam Era and Korean War, no World War 11 135
Vietnam Era and Korean War and World War 11 15
Korean War, no Vietnam Era, no World War 11 1,887
Korean War and World War 11, no Vietnam Era 109
World War II, no Korean War, no Vietnam Era 1,230
Between Gulf War and Vietnam Era only 3,254
Between Vietnam Era and Korean War only 1,921
Between Korean War and World War II only 113
Pre-World War II only 48
HOUSEHOLDS BY POVERTY STATUS
Total 155,533
Income in the past 12 months below poverty level 22,149
Married-couple family 5,183
Other family - male householder (no wife present) 818
Other family - female householder (no husband present) 6,707
Nonfamily household - male householder 4,007
Nonfamily household - female householder 5,434
Income in the past 12 months at or above poverty level 133,384
Married-couple family 75,618
Other family - male householder (no wife present) 6,443
Other family - female householder (no husband present) 12,325
Nonfamily household - male householder 19,392
Nonfamily household - female householder 19,606

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey

Percent

100.0%
5.8%
9.7%
5.6%
5.4%
7.4%
3.0%

63.1%

100.0%
7.7%
92.3%
50.7%
7.2%
43.5%
49.3%
0.5%
48.8%

100.0%
12.0%
5.7%
0.3%
13.8%
1.1%
31.9%
0.5%
0.1%
7.6%
0.4%
5.0%
13.2%
7.8%
0.5%
0.2%

100.0%
14.2%
3.3%
0.5%
4.3%
2.6%
3.5%
85.8%
48.6%
4.1%
7.9%
12.5%
12.6%

Reliability: [ high

MOE(+)

949
1,718
2,336
1,804
1,857
2,082
1,345
3,411

396
850
919
367
837
899
317
252
408

850
425
226
44
437
106
463
55
18
248
69
216
348
219
52
37

1,070
873
479
183
516
398
448

1,202

1,227
539
670
790
709

Reliability
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PRPC Region Prepared by Esri
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

2013 - 2017
ACS Estimate Percent MOE(%) Reliability
HOUSEHOLDS BY OTHER INCOME
Social Security Income 43,809 28.2% 804 I
No Social Security Income 111,724 71.8% 1,165 oD
Retirement Income 22,815 14.7% 765 Im
No Retirement Income 132,718 85.3% 1,285 oD
GROSS RENT AS A PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME IN
THE PAST 12 MONTHS
<10% of Income 2,737 5.3% 383 I
10-14.9% of Income 5,340 10.3% 505 o
15-19.9% of Income 7,071 13.6% 634 0o
20-24.9% of Income 6,440 12.4% 564 o
25-29.9% of Income 5,138 9.9% 517 i
30-34.9% of Income 3,801 7.3% 410 m
35-39.9% of Income 2,674 5.1% 386 o
40-49.9% of Income 3,736 7.2% 430 I
50+4+% of Income 9,476 18.2% 610 il
Gross Rent % Inc Not Computed 5,632 10.8% 450 o
HOUSEHOLDS BY PUBLIC ASSISTANCE INCOME IN THE PAST
12 MONTHS
Total 155,533 100.0% 1,070 o
With public assistance income 1,975 1.3% 273 In
No public assistance income 153,558 98.7% 1,093 180}
HOUSEHOLDS BY FOOD STAMPS/SNAP STATUS
Total 155,533 100.0% 1,070 m
With Food Stamps/SNAP 18,013 11.6% 809 1]
With No Food Stamps/SNAP 137,520 88.4% 1,163 1]
HOUSEHOLDS BY DISABILITY STATUS
Total 155,533 100.0% 1,070 i
With 1+ Persons w/Disability 41,677 26.8% 1,097 101
With No Person w/Disability 113,856 73.2% 1,492 o

Data Note: N/A means not available. Population by Ratio of Income to Poverty Level represents persons for whom poverty status is determined.
Household income represents income in 2015, adjusted for inflation.

2013-2017 ACS Estimate: The American Community Survey (ACS) replaces census sample data. Esri is releasing the 2013-2017 ACS estimates,
five-year period data collected monthly from January 1, 2011 through December 31, 2015. Although the ACS includes many of the subjects
previously covered by the decennial census sample, there are significant differences between the two surveys including fundamental differences in
survey design and residency rules.

Margin of error (MOE): The MOE is a measure of the variability of the estimate due to sampling error. MOEs enable the data user to measure the
range of uncertainty for each estimate with 90 percent confidence. The range of uncertainty is called the confidence interval, and it is calculated by
taking the estimate +/- the MOE. For example, if the ACS reports an estimate of 100 with an MOE of +/- 20, then you can be 90 percent certain
the value for the whole population falls between 80 and 120.

Reliability: These symbols represent threshold values that Esri has established from the Coefficients of Variation (CV) to designate the usability of
the estimates. The CV measures the amount of sampling error relative to the size of the estimate, expressed as a percentage.

(I High Reliability: Small CVs (less than or equal to 12 percent) are flagged green to Indicate that the sampling error is small relative to the
estimate and the estimate is reasonably reliable.
o Medium Reliability: Estimates with CVs between 12 and 40 are flagged yellow-use with caution.

] Low Reliability: Large CVs (over 40 percent) are flagged red to indicate that the sampling error is large
relative to the estimate. The estimate is considered very unreliable.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey Reliability: [IIl high [l medium § low
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Demographic and Income Comparison Profile

PRPC Region Prepared by Esri
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

TX(48011),TX(...
Census 2010 Summary
Population 427,927
Households 157,732
Families 109,754
Average Household Size 2.61
Owner Occupied Housing Units 106,805
Renter Occupied Housing Units 50,927
Median Age 34.7
2019 Summary
Population 453,095
Households 165,375
Families 114,466
Average Household Size 2.64
Owner Occupied Housing Units 109,367
Renter Occupied Housing Units 56,008
Median Age 36.1
Median Household Income $53,133
Average Household Income $71,637
2024 Summary
Population 462,733
Households 168,543
Families 116,389
Average Household Size 2.65
Owner Occupied Housing Units 111,536
Renter Occupied Housing Units 57,007
Median Age 36.8
Median Household Income $57,642
Average Household Income $80,501
Trends: 2019-2024 Annual Rate
Population 0.42%
Households 0.38%
Families 0.33%
Owner Households 0.39%
Median Household Income 1.64%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2019 and 2024.
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PRPC Region Prepared by Esri
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

TX(48011),TX(...

2019 Households by Income Number Percent
<$15,000 17,470 10.6%
$15,000 - $24,999 16,376 9.9%
$25,000 - $34,999 18,587 11.2%
$35,000 - $49,999 24,168 14.6%
$50,000 - $74,999 33,502 20.3%
$75,000 - $99,999 19,835 12.0%
$100,000 - $149,999 21,871 13.2%
$150,000 - $199,999 7,545 4.6%
$200,000+ 6,021 3.6%
Median Household Income $53,133
Average Household Income $71,637
Per Capita Income $26,492

2024 Households by Income Number Percent
<$15,000 15,004 8.9%
$15,000 - $24,999 14,668 8.7%
$25,000 - $34,999 17,412 10.3%
$35,000 - $49,999 23,363 13.9%
$50,000 - $74,999 34,478 20.5%
$75,000 - $99,999 21,184 12.6%
$100,000 - $149,999 25,657 15.2%
$150,000 - $199,999 9,629 5.7%
$200,000+ 7,148 4.2%
Median Household Income $57,642
Average Household Income $80,501
Per Capita Income $29,659

Data Note: Income is expressed in current doliars.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2019 and 2024.
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PRPC Region Prepared by Esri
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

TX(48011),TX(...

2010 Population by Age Number Percent
Age 0 -4 33,304 7.8%
Age5-9 32,617 7.6%
Age 10 - 14 31,325 7.3%
Age 15 - 19 31,098 7.3%
Age 20 - 24 28,532 6.7%
Age 25 - 34 58,785 13.7%
Age 35 - 44 52,885 12.4%
Age 45 - 54 58,501 13.7%
Age 55 - 64 46,858 10.9%
Age 65 - 74 28,592 6.7%
Age 75 - 84 18,666 4.4%
Age 85+ 6,764 1.6%

2019 Population by Age Number Percent
Age 0 - 4 32,516 7.2%
Age5-9 32,222 7.1%
Age 10 - 14 31,841 7.0%
Age 15 - 19 29,977 6.6%
Age 20 - 24 29,220 6.4%
Age 25 - 34 64,315 14.2%
Age 35 - 44 56,685 12.5%
Age 45 - 54 52,315 11.5%
Age 55 - 64 54,488 12.0%
Age 65 - 74 40,311 8.9%
Age 75 - 84 20,637 4.6%
Age 85+ 8,568 1.9%

2024 Population by Age Number Percent
Age 0 -4 32,935 7.1%
Age 5-9 32,763 7.1%
Age 10 - 14 33,014 7.1%
Age 15 - 19 31,240 6.8%
Age 20 - 24 28,370 6.1%
Age 25 - 34 62,162 13.4%
Age 35 - 44 60,307 13.0%
Age 45 - 54 51,980 11.2%
Age 55 - 64 51,045 11.0%
Age 65 - 74 45,126 9.8%
Age 75 - 84 24,812 5.4%
Age 85+ 8,979 1.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2019 and 2024.
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Geography: County

Prepared by Esri

2010 Race and Ethnicity

White Alone

Black Alone

American Indian Alone
Aslan Alone

Pacific Islander Alone
Some Other Race Alone
Two or More Races
Hispanic Origin (Any Race)

2019 Race and Ethnicity

White Alone

Black Alone

American Indian Alone
Asian Alone

Pacific Islander Alone
Some Other Race Alone
Two or More Races
Hispanic Origin (Any Race)

2024 Race and Ethnicity

White Alone

Black Alone

American Indian Alone
Asian Alone

Pacific Islander Alone
Some Other Race Alone
Two or More Races
Hispanic Origin (Any Race)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2019 and 2024.

TX(48011),TX(...
Number Percent
342,514 80.0%
20,438 4.8%
3,705 0.9%
8,430 2.0%
177 0.0%
42,151 9.9%
10,512 2.5%
132,755 31.0%
Number Percent
346,968 76.6%
23,222 5.1%
4,550 1.0%
12,662 2.8%
253 0.1%
51,631 11.4%
13,809 3.0%
162,294 35.8%
Number Percent
347,597 75.1%
24,553 5.3%
4,877 1.1%
15,353 3.3%
298 0.1%
54,525 11.8%
15,530 3.4%
176,957 38.2%
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Demographic and Income Comparison Profile

PRPC Region

Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.

Geography: County

Prepared by Esri

TX(48011),TX(...

Trends 2019-2024
2.5-

2-
1.5
1-

0.5

Annual Rate (in percent)

Population

Population by Age
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i |

Households Families

Owner HHs

10
8-
el
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0
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B state
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Median HH Income

5-9

10-14

2019 Household Income

$25K - $34K

11.2%
$35K - $49K
14.6%

$50K - $74K
20.3%

$75K - $99K
12.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2019 and 2024.
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PRPC Region Prepared by Esri
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

2019 Population by Race 2019 Population by Age
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350,000 ] 6.4% 20.8%
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2019 Percent Hispanic Origin:35.8%
Households 2019 Home Value
200,000+ 165,375 168,543
157,732 18.9%
150,000
B <$100K
: M $100-199K
100,000 ~ 3% B $200-299K
33.4% 21% B $300-399K
50,000 6.7% B $400-499K
! $500K+
“Census 2010 2019 2024
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2019 and 2024.
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PRPC Region
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

Prepared by Esri

Summary 2019
Population 453,095
Households 165,375
Median Age 36.1
Average Household Size 2.64

Households by Income
Household

<$15,000
$15,000-$24,999
$25,000-$34,999
$35,000-$49,999
$50,000-$74,999
$75,000-$99,999
$100,000-$149,999
$150,000-$199,999
$200,000+

Median Household Income
Average Household Income
Per Capita Income

2024
462,733
168,543

36.8
2.65

2019
Number
165,375
17,470
16,376
18,587
24,168
33,502
19,835
21,871
7,545
6,021

$53,133
$71,637
$26,492

Percent
100%
10.6%
9.9%
11.2%
14.6%
20.3%
12.0%
13.2%
4.6%
3.6%

2019-2024
Change
9,638

3,168

0.7

0.01

Number
168,543
15,004
14,668
17,412
23,363
34,478
21,184
25,657
9,629
7,148

$57,642
$80,501
$29,659

2019-2024
Annual Rate
0.42%

0.38%

0.38%
0.08%

2024

Percent
100%
8.9%
8.7%
10.3%
13.9%
20.5%
12.6%
15.2%
5.7%
4.2%

Data Note: Income is reported for households as of July 1, 2019 and represents annual income for the preceding year, expressed in 2017 dollars. Income is reported for
households as of July 1, 2024 and represents annual income for the preceding year, expressed in 2022 dollars

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri Forecasts for 2019 and 2024,

July 18, 2019
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PRPC Region Prepared by Esri
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

2019 Households by Income and Age of Householder

<25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75+
HH Income Base 9,121 28,217 27,496 26,842 30,272 24,213 19,214
<$15,000 1,880 2,897 2,206 2,123 3,185 2,336 2,843
$15,000-$24,999 1,348 2,251 1,848 1,594 2,482 2,763 4,090
$25,000-$34,999 1,334 3,468 2,448 2,192 2,435 3,040 3,670
$35,000-$49,999 1,793 4,421 3,711 3,539 3,846 3,855 3,003
$50,000-$74,999 1,399 6,389 5,523 5,617 6,947 5,217 2,410
$75,000-$99,999 622 3,542 3,961 3,778 4,173 2,528 1,231
$100,000-$149,999 528 3,629 5,174 4,590 4,151 2,560 1,239
$150,000-$199,999 152 1,062 1,421 1,909 1,589 965 447
$200,000+ 65 558 1,204 1,500 1,464 949 281
Median HH Income $34,985 $52,792 $63,625 $65,472 $58,828 $50,338 $31,551
Average HH Income $45,375 $66,421 $81,522 $86,722 $78,698 $69,290 $48,375

Percent Distribution

<25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75+
HH Income Base 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
<$%$15,000 20.6% 10.3% 8.0% 7.9% 10.5% 9.6% 14.8%
$15,000-$24,999 14.8% 8.0% 6.7% 5.9% 8.2% 11.4% 21.3%
$25,000-$34,999 14.6% 12.3% 8.9% 8.2% 8.0% 12.6% 19.1%
$35,000-$49,999 19.7% 15.7% 13.5% 13.2% 12.7% 15.9% 15.6%
$50,000-$74,999 15.3% 22.6% 20.1% 20.9% 22.9% 21.5% 12.5%
$75,000-$99,999 6.8% 12.6% 14.4% 14.1% 13.8% 10.4% 6.4%
$100,000-$149,999 5.8% 12.9% 18.8% 17.1% 13.7% 10.6% 6.4%
$150,000-$199,999 1.7% 3.8% 5.2% 7.1% 5.2% 4.0% 2.3%
$200,000+ 0.7% 2.0% 4.4% 5.6% 4.8% 3.9% 1.5%

Data Note: Income is reported for households as of July 1, 2019 and represents annual income for the preceding year, expressed in 2017 dollars. Income is reported for
households as of July 1, 2024 and represents annual income for the preceding year, expressed in 2022 dollars
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri Forecasts for 2019 and 2024.

July 18, 2019
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Geography: County

2024 Households by Income and Age of Householder

<25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75+
HH Income Base 9,241 26,955 29,203 26,412 28,043 26,739 21,950
<$15,000 1,748 2,239 1,954 1,700 2,380 2,117 2,866
$15,000-$24,999 1,240 1,828 1,629 1,314 1,948 2,619 4,090
$25,000-$34,999 1,270 2,929 2,306 1,807 2,027 3,013 4,060
$35,000-$49,999 1,811 3,996 3,709 3,181 3,280 3,963 3,423
$50,000-$74,999 1,558 6,285 5,842 5,322 6,495 6,014 2,962
$75,000-$99,999 718 3,627 4,322 3,869 4,039 2,997 1,612
$100,000-$149,999 635 4,151 6,131 5,142 4,427 3,356 1,815
$150,000-$199,999 188 1,306 1,901 2,303 1,855 1,365 711
$200,000+ 73 594 1,409 1,774 1,592 1,295 411
Median HH Income $37,151 $57,349 $70,085 $74,204 $64,434 $54,857 $34,861
Average HH Income $50,426 $74,685 $90,402 $98,357 $89,030 $79,454 $56,027

Percent Distribution

<25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75+
HH Income Base 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
<$15,000 18.9% 8.3% 6.7% 6.4% 8.5% 7.9% 13.1%
$15,000-$24,999 13.4% 6.8% 5.6% 5.0% 6.9% 9.8% 18.6%
$25,000-$34,999 13.7% 10.9% 7.9% 6.8% 7.2% 11.3% 18.5%
$35,000-$49,999 19.6% 14.8% 12.7% 12.0% 11.7% 14.8% 15.6%
$50,000-$74,999 16.9% 23.3% 20.0% 20.1% 23.2% 22.5% 13.5%
$75,000-$99,999 7.8% 13.5% 14.8% 14.6% 14.4% 11.2% 7.3%
$100,000-$149,999 6.9% 15.4% 21.0% 19.5% 15.8% 12.6% 8.3%
$150,000-$199,999 2.0% 4.8% 6.5% 8.7% 6.6% 5.1% 3.2%
$200,000+ 0.8% 2.2% 4.8% 6.7% 5.7% 4.8% 1.9%

Data Note: Income is reported for households as of July 1, 2019 and represents annual income for the preceding year, expressed in 2017 dollars. Income is reported for
households as of July 1, 2024 and represents annual income for the preceding year, expressed in 2022 dollars
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri Forecasts for 2019 and 2024.

July 18, 2019
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PRPC Region
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

Prepared by Esri

2013-2017
ACS Estimate

TOTALS
Total Population 437,221
Total Households 155,533
Total Housing Units 182,215

OWNER-OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY MORTGAGE STATUS

Total 103,488
Housing units with a mortgage/contract to purchase/similar debt 50,981
Second mortgage only 504
Home equity loan only 1,442
Both second mortgage and home equity loan 35

No second mortgage and no home equity loan 49,000
Housing units without a mortgage 52,507

AVERAGE VALUE BY MORTGAGE STATUS
Housing units with a mortgage $159,018
Housing units without a mortgage $124,741

OWNER-OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY MORTGAGE STATUS

& SELECTED MONTHLY OWNER COSTS

Total 103,488
With a mortgage: Monthly owner costs as a percentage of
household income in past 12 months

Less than 10.0 percent 4,110
10.0 to 14.9 percent 10,057
15.0 to 19.9 percent 12,265
20.0 to 24.9 percent 8,125
25.0 to 29.9 percent 5,115
30.0 to 34.9 percent 3,089
35.0 to 39.9 percent 1,530
40.0 to 49.9 percent 2,395
50.0 percent or more 4,128
Not computed 167

Without a mortgage: Monthly owner costs as a percentage of
household income in past 12 months

Less than 10.0 percent 24,994
10.0 to 14.9 percent 10,388
15.0 to 19.9 percent 5,809
20.0 to 24.9 percent 3,579
25.0 to 29.9 percent 1,889
30.0 to 34.9 percent 1,250
35.0 to 39.9 percent 800
40.0 to 49.9 percent 1,146
50.0 percent or more 2,079
Not computed 573

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey

Percent

100.0%
49.3%
0.5%
1.4%
0.0%
47.3%
50.7%

100.0%

4.0%
9.7%
11.9%
7.9%
4.9%
3.0%
1.5%
2.3%
4.0%
0.2%

24.2%
10.0%
5.6%
3.5%
1.8%
1.2%
0.8%
1.1%
2.0%
0.6%

Reliability: [ high

MOE()

198
1,070
423

1,132
1,101
138
217
24
1,088
1,001

$6,716
$5,614

1,132

383
599
688
575
454
372
224
329
410

77

863
604
421
359
256
204
174
218
249
139

Reliability

EE“EEEEB EEEB

BE

E

EEEEEEBEEEE

EEEEEEEBEEE

M medium @ low
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PRPC Region Prepared by Esri
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

2013-2017
ACS Estimate Percent MOE(t) Reliability
RENTER-OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY CONTRACT RENT
Total 52,045 100.0% 1,211 I
With cash rent 47,330 90.9% 1,202 m
Less than $100 684 1.3% 170 m
$100 to $149 622 1.2% 172 11|
$150 to $199 715 1.4% 151 1]
$200 to $249 831 1.6% 169 1]
$250 to $299 761 1.5% 180 m
$300 to $349 1,664 3.2% 254 m
$350 to $399 1,847 3.5% 295 an
$400 to $449 3,274 6.3% 392 181}
$450 to $499 3,000 5.8% 407 mm
$500 to $549 4,892 9.4% 503 m
$550 to $599 3,771 7.2% 420 i
$600 to $649 4,549 8.7% 442 o
$650 to $699 3,257 6.3% 383 10]
$700 to $749 3,303 6.3% 454 oo
$750 to $799 2,697 5.2% 393 mm
$800 to $899 3,540 6.8% 442 [111]
$900 to $999 2,117 4.1% 332 o
$1,000 to $1,249 3,166 6.1% 448 o
$1,250 to $1,499 1,305 2.5% 262 m
$1,500 to $1,999 846 1.6% 197 m
$2,000 to $2,499 276 0.5% 118 m
$2,500 to $2,999 76 0.1% 48 m
$3,000 to $3,499 79 0.2% 50 m
$3,500 or more 58 0.1% 58 il
No cash rent 4,715 9.1% 406 o
Median Contract Rent $618 N/A
Average Contract Rent $669 $27 (111]
RENTER-OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY INCLUSION OF
UTILITIES IN RENT
Total 52,045 100.0% 1,211 (1))
Pay extra for one or more utilities 45,121 86.7% 1,245 [111]
No extra payment for any utilities 6,924 13.3% 494 (111
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey Reliability: [ high  [[] medium @ low

July 18, 2019
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PRPC Region Prepared by Esri
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

2013-2017
ACS Estimate Percent MOE(%) Reliability
RENTER-OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY GROSS RENT
Total: 52,045 100.0% 1,211 m
With cash rent: 47,330 90.9% 1,202 o
Less than $100 344 0.7% 118 m
$100 to $149 271 0.5% 124 m
$150 to $199 294 0.6% 118 m
$200 to $249 610 1.2% 141 m
$250 to $299 422 0.8% 123 1]
$300 to $349 844 1.6% 185 11|
$350 to $399 742 1.4% 168 1|
$400 to $449 1,096 2.1% 211 1))
$450 to $499 1,459 2.8% 253 [m
$500 to $549 2,581 5.0% 338 m
$550 to $599 3,092 5.9% 389 [111]
$600 to $649 3,526 6.8% 416 151}
$650 to $699 3,489 6.7% 412 151}
$700 to $749 3,313 6.4% 404 et}
$750 to $799 3,296 6.3% 418 m
$800 to $899 5,551 10.7% 559 o
$900 to $999 4,810 9.2% 468
$1,000 to $1,249 6,257 12.0% 628
$1,250 to $1,499 2,817 5.4% 390
$1,500 to $1,999 1,795 3.4% 289 m
$2,000 to $2,499 437 0.8% 128 m
$2,500 to $2,999 147 0.3% 85 m
$3,000 to $3,499 79 0.2% 50 m
$3,500 or more 58 0.1% 58 0
No cash rent 4,715 9.1% 406 o
Median Gross Rent $774 N/A ]
Average Gross Rent $836 $33 1]
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey Reliability: [ high [0 medium [0 low

July 18, 2019
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PRPC Region
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

Prepared by Esri

HOUSING UNITS BY UNITS IN STRUCTURE

Total
1, detached
1, attached
2
3or4
Sto9
10to 19
20 to 49
50 or more
Mobile home
Boat, RV, van, etc.

HOUSING UNITS BY YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT

Total
Built 2014 or later
Built 2010 to 2013
Built 2000 to 2009
Built 1990 to 1999
Built 1980 to 1989
Built 1970 to 1979
Built 1960 to 1969
Built 1950 to 1959
Built 1940 to 1949
Built 1939 or earlier

Median Year Structure Built

OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY YEAR HOUSEHOLDER MOVED

INTO UNIT
Total
Owner occupied
Moved in 2015 or later
Moved in 2010 to 2014
Moved in 2000 to 2009
Moved in 1990 to 1999
Moved in 1980 to 1989
Moved in 1979 or earlier
Renter occupied
Moved in 2015 or later
Moved in 2010 to 2014
Moved in 2000 to 2009
Moved in 1990 to 1999
Moved in 1980 to 1989
Moved in 1979 or earlier

Median Year Householder Moved Into Unit

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey

2013-2017
ACS Estimate

182,215
133,955
3,622
4,496
4,072
6,218
5,474
3,520
3,798
16,808
252

182,215
1,546
5,101

18,276
15,521
22,419
29,049
29,669
30,335
15,733
14,566

1970

155,533

5,515
21,879
34,661
19,061

9,971
12,401

13,133
27,994
8,320
1,721
548
329

2008

Percent

100.0%
73.5%
2.0%
2.5%
2.2%
3.4%
3.0%
1.9%
2.1%
9.2%
0.1%

100.0%
0.8%
2.8%

10.0%
8.5%
12.3%
15.9%
16.3%
16.6%
8.6%
8.0%

100.0%

3.5%
14.1%
22.3%
12.3%

6.4%

8.0%

8.4%
18.0%
5.3%
1.1%
0.4%
0.2%

Reliability: [ high

MOE(%) Reliability

423
1,064
345
456
442
567
458
403
377
736
99

423
290
474
772
730
899
977
953
949
736
690

EEEEEEEEEEE EEEEEEEEEEB

N/A

1,070

527
859
988
762
535
536

814
1,009
608
225
137
96

SEEEEE EBEBEEE B

N/A

[} medium [ low
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PRPC Region Prepared by Esri
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

2013-2017
ACS Estimate Percent MOE(1) Reliability
OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY HOUSE HEATING FUEL
Total 155,533 100.0% 1,070 1o
Utility gas 95,193 61.2% 1,279 1]
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 3,285 2.1% 304 (15|
Electricity 54,515 35.1% 1,231 m
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 911 0.6% 193 m
Coal or coke 17 0.0% 20 ]
Wood 631 0.4% 162 m
Solar energy 39 0.0% 35 ']
Other fuel 553 0.4% 138 m
No fuel used 389 0.3% 108 M
OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY VEHICLES AVAILABLE
Total 155,533 100.0% 1,070 an
Owner occupied
No vehicle available 2,158 1.4% 260 1y
1 vehicle available 23,960 15.4% 784 1Y)
2 vehicles available 46,033 29.6% 1,102 |
3 vehicles available 21,016 13.5% 764 o
4 vehicles available 7,398 4.8% 517 m
5 or more vehicles available 2,923 1.9% 350 [
Renter occupied
No vehicle available 5,661 3.6% 463 (1]
1 vehicle available 25,233 16.2% 967 (1]
2 vehicles available 16,120 10.4% 928 [
3 vehicles available 3,677 2.4% 389 o
4 vehicles available 1,152 0.7% 222 (111
5 or more vehicles available 202 0.1% 82 M
Average Number of Vehicles Available 1.9 0.0 (111}

Data Note: N/A means not available.

2013-2017 ACS Estimate: The American Community Survey (ACS) replaces census sample data. Esri is releasing the 2013-2017 ACS estimates,
five-year period data collected monthly from January 1, 2011 through December 31, 2015. Although the ACS includes many of the subjects
previously covered by the decennial census sample, there are significant differences between the two surveys including fundamental differences in
survey design and residency rules.

Margin of error (MOE): The MOE is a measure of the variability of the estimate due to sampling error. MOEs enable the data user to measure the
range of uncertainty for each estimate with 90 percent confidence. The range of uncertainty is called the confidence interval, and it is calculated by
taking the estimate +/- the MOE. For example, if the ACS reports an estimate of 100 with an MOE of +/- 20, then you can be 90 percent certain
the value for the whole population falls between 80 and 120.

Reliability: These symbols represent threshold values that Esri has established from the Coefficients of Variation (CV) to designate the usability of
the estimates. The CV measures the amount of sampling error relative to the size of the estimate, expressed as a percentage.

[ High Reliability: Small CVs (less than or equal to 12 percent) are flagged green to indicate that the sampling error is small relative to the
estimate and the estimate is reasonably reliable.

M Medium Reliability: Estimates with CVs between 12 and 40 are flagged yellow-use with caution.
i Low Reliability: Large CVs (over 40 percent) are flagged red to indicate that the sampling error is large

relative to the estimate. The estimate is considered very unreliable.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey Reliability; [I high {1l medium [ low

July 18, 2019
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PRPC Region

Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

Prepared by Esri

Population

2010 Total Population
2019 Total Population
2024 Total Population
2019-2024 Annual Rate

427,927
453,095
462,733

0.42%

Housing Units by Occupancy Status and Tenure

Total Housing Units
Occupied
Owner
Renter
Vacant

Owner Occupied Housing Units by Value
Total

<$50,000
$50,000-$99,999
$100,000-$149,999
$150,000-$199,999
$200,000-$249,999
$250,000-$299,999
$300,000-$399,999
$400,000-$499,999
$500,000-$749,999
$750,000-$999,999
$1,000,000-$1,499,999
$1,500,000-$1,999,999
$2,000,000+

Median Value
Average Value

Census 2010 Housing Units
Total
In Urbanized Areas
In Urban Clusters
Rural Housing Units

Data Note: Persons of Hispanic Origin may be of any race.

Households

2019 Median Household Income
2024 Median Household Income
2019-2024 Annual Rate

Census 2010 2019
Number Percent Number Percent
177,590 100.0% 185,903 100.0%
157,732 88.8% 165,375 89.0%
106,805 60.1% 109,367 58.8%
50,927 28.7% 56,008 30.1%
19,858 11.2% 20,528 11.0%

2019
Number Percent
109,362 100.0%
16,670 15.2%
25,881 23.7%
19,206 17.6%
17,340 15.9%
9,819 9.0%
7,214 6.6%
7,349 6.7%
2,288 2.1%
2,042 1.9%
750 0.7%
503 0.5%
81 0.1%
219 0.2%

$131,579
$171,757

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2019 and 2024.

$53,133
$57,642
1.64%
2024
Number Percent
190,240 100.0%
168,543 88.6%
111,536 58.6%
57,007 30.0%
21,697 11.4%
2024
Number Percent
111,531 100.0%
14,825 13.3%
22,918 20.5%
17,457 15.7%
17,651 15.8%
11,157 10.0%
8,185 7.3%
10,237 9.2%
3,689 3.3%
3,125 2.8%
1,123 1.0%
726 0.7%
112 0.1%
326 0.3%
$151,602
$198,487
Number Percent
177,590 100.0%
80,744 45.5%
52,354 29.5%
44,492 25.1%

July 18, 2019
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PRPC Region Prepared by Esri
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

Census 2010 Owner Occupied Housing Units by Mortgage Status Number Percent
Total 106,805 100.0%
Owned with a Mortgage/Loan 58,824 55.1%
Owned Free and Clear 47,981 44.9%

Census 2010 Vacant Housing Units by Status

Number Percent

Total 19,858 100.0%
For Rent 5,628 28.3%
Rented- Not Occupied 190 1.0%
For Sale Only 2,109 10.6%
Sold - Not Occupied 632 3.2%
Seasonal/Recreational/Occasional Use 2,455 12.4%
For Migrant Workers 82 0.4%
Other Vacant 8,762 44.1%

Census 2010 Occupied Housing Units by Age of Householder and Home Ownership
Owner Occupled Units

Occupied Units Number % of Occupied

Total 157,732 106,805 67.7%
15-24 10,377 2,245 21.6%
25-34 ) 26,664 13,245 49.7%
35-44 26,547 17,327 65.3%
45-54 31,506 23,197 73.6%
55-64 27,207 21,681 79.7%
65-74 17,942 14,990 83.5%
75-84 12,893 10,713 83.1%
85+ 4,596 3,407 74.1%

Census 2010 Occupied Housing Units by Race/Ethnicity of Householder and Home Ownership
Owner Occupied Units

Occupied Units Number 9% of Occupied

Total 157,732 106,805 67.7%
White Alone 133,142 93,802 70.5%
Black/African American Alone 5,840 2,381 40.8%
American Indian/Alaska Native 1,405 897 63.8%
Asian Alone 2,417 1,150 47.6%
Pacific Islander Alone 50 21 42.0%
Other Race Alone 12,228 7,088 58.0%
Two or More Races 2,650 1,466 55.3%
Hispanic Origin 36,448 21,634 59.4%

Census 2010 Occupied Housing Units by Size and Home Ownership
Owner Occupied Units

Occupied Units Number % of Occupied
Total 157,732 106,805 67.7%
1-Person 40,484 22,631 55.9%
2-Person 52,594 40,054 76.2%
3-Person 24,156 16,353 67.7%
4-Person 21,342 14,885 69.7%
5-Person 11,651 7,902 67.8%
6-Person 4,515 3,044 67.4%
7+ Person 2,990 1,936 64.7%
2019 Housing Affordability
Housing Affordability Index 174
Percent of Income for Mortgage 12.1%

Data Note: Persons of Hispanic Origin may be of any race.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2019 and 2024.
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Market Profile

PRPC Region
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

Prepared by Esri

Population Summary
2000 Total Population
2010 Total Population
2019 Total Population
2019 Group Quarters
2024 Total Population
2019-2024 Annual Rate
2019 Total Daytime Population
Workers
Residents
Household Summary
2000 Households
2000 Average Household Size
2010 Households
2010 Average Household Size
2019 Households
2019 Average Household Size
2024 Households
2024 Average Household Size
2019-2024 Annual Rate
2010 Families
2010 Average Family Size
2019 Families
2019 Average Family Size
2024 Families
2024 Average Family Size
2019-2024 Annual Rate
Housing Unit Summary
2000 Housing Units
Owner Occupied Housing Units
Renter Occupied Housing Units
Vacant Housing Units
2010 Housing Units
Owner Occupied Housing Units
Renter Occupied Housing Units
Vacant Housing Units
2019 Housing Units
Owner Occupied Housing Units
Renter Occupied Housing Units
Vacant Housing Units
2024 Housing Units
Owner Occupied Housing Units
Renter Occupied Housing Units
Vacant Housing Units
Median Household Income
2019
2024
Median Home Value
2019
2024
Per Capita Income
2019
2024
Median Age
2010
2019
2024

TX(48011),TX(...

402,862
427,927
453,095

16,556
462,733

0.42%
444,826
212,867
231,959

148,973
2.59
157,732
2,61
165,375
2.64
168,543
2.65
0.38%
109,754
3.15
114,466
3.19
116,389
3.20
0.33%

166,693
61.8%
27.5%
10.6%

177,590
60.1%
28.7%
11.2%

185,903
58.8%
30.1%
11.0%

190,240
58.6%
30.0%
11.4%

$53,133
$57,642

$131,579
$151,602

$26,492
$29,659

34.7
36.1
36.8

Data Note: Household population includes persons not residing in group quarters. Average Household Size is the household population divided by total households.
Persons in families include the householder and persons related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption. Per Capita Income represents the income received by
all persons aged 15 years and over divided by the total population.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2019 and 2024 Esri converted Census 2000 data into 2010 geography.
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PRPC Region Prepared by Esri
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

TX(48011),TX(...
2019 Households by Income
Household Income Base 165,375
<$15,000 10.6%
$15,000 - $24,999 9.9%
$25,000 - $34,999 11.2%
$35,000 - $49,999 14.6%
$50,000 - $74,999 20.3%
$75,000 - $99,999 12.0%
$100,000 - $149,999 13.2%
$150,000 - $199,999 4.6%
$200,000+ 3.6%
Average Household Income $71,637
2024 Households by Income

Household Income Base 168,543
<$15,000 8.9%
$15,000 - $24,999 8.7%
$25,000 - $34,999 10.3%
$35,000 - $49,999 13.9%
$50,000 - $74,999 20.5%
$75,000 - $99,999 12.6%
$100,000 - $149,999 15.2%
$150,000 - $199,999 5.7%
$200,000+ 4.2%
Average Household Income $80,501

2019 Owner Occupied Housing Units by Value
Total 109,362
<$50,000 15.2%
$50,000 - $99,999 23.7%
$100,000 - $149,999 17.6%
$150,000 - $199,999 15.9%
$200,000 - $249,999 9.0%
$250,000 - $299,999 6.6%
$300,000 - $399,999 6.7%
$400,000 - $499,999 2.1%
$500,000 - $749,999 1.9%
$750,000 - $999,999 0.7%
$1,000,000 - $1,499,999 0.5%
$1,500,000 - $1,999,999 0.1%
$2,000,000 + 0.2%
Average Home Value $171,757

2024 Owner Occupied Housing Units by Value
Total 111,531
<$50,000 13.3%
$50,000 - $99,999 20.5%
$100,000 - $149,999 15.7%
$150,000 - $199,999 15.8%
$200,000 - $249,999 10.0%
$250,000 - $299,999 7.3%
$300,000 - $399,999 9.2%
$400,000 - $499,999 3.3%
$500,000 - $749,999 2.8%
$750,000 - $999,999 1.0%
$1,000,000 - $1,499,999 0.7%
$1,500,000 - $1,999,999 0.1%
$2,000,000 + 0.3%
Average Home Value $198,487

Data Note: Income represents the preceding year, expressed in current dollars. Household income includes wage and salary earnings, interest dividends, net rents,
pensions, SSI and welfare payments, child support, and alimony.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2019 and 2024 Esri converted Census 2000 data into 2010 geography.
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Geography: County

TX(48011),TX(...
2010 Population by Age

Total 427,927

0-4 7.8%

5-9 7.6%

10 - 14 7.3%

15-24 13.9%

25 - 34 13.7%

35-44 12.4%

45 - 54 13.7%

55 - 64 10.9%

65 -74 6.7%

75 - 84 4.4%

85 + 1.6%

18 + 72.9%
2019 Population by Age

Total 453,095

0-4 7.2%

5-9 7.1%

10 - 14 7.0%

15 - 24 13.1%

25-34 14.2%

35-44 12.5%

45 - 54 11.5%

55 -64 12.0%

65 -74 8.9%

75 - 84 4.6%

85 + 1.9%

18 + 74.8%
2024 Population by Age

Total 462,733

0-4 7.1%

5-9 7.1%

10 - 14 7.1%

15 - 24 12.9%

25-34 13.4%

35-44 13.0%

45 - 54 11.2%

55 - 64 11.0%

65 - 74 9.8%

75 -84 5.4%

85 + 1.9%

18 + 74.6%
2010 Population by Sex

Males 216,295

Females 211,632
2019 Population by Sex

Males 229,284

Females 223,811
2024 Population by Sex

Males 234,408

Females 228,325

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2019 and 2024 Esri converted Census 2000 data into 2010 geography.
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PRPC Region Prepared by Esri
Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

TX(48011),TX(...

2010 Population by Race/Ethnicity
Total 427,927
White Alone 80.0%
Black Alone 4.8%
American Indian Alone 0.9%
Asian Alone 2.0%
Pacific Islander Alone 0.0%
Some Other Race Alone 9.9%
Two or More Races 2.5%
Hispanic Origin 31.0%
Diversity Index 63.2

2019 Population by Race/Ethnicity
Total 453,095
White Alone 76.6%
Black Alone 5.1%
American Indian Alone 1.0%
Asian Alone 2.8%
Pacific Islander Alone 0.1%
Some Other Race Alone 11.4%
Two or More Races 3.0%
Hispanic Origin 35.8%
Diversity Index 68.1

2024 Population by Race/Ethnicity
Total 462,733
White Alone 75.1%
Black Alone 5.3%
American Indian Alone 1.1%
Asian Alone 3.3%
Pacific Islander Alone 0.1%
Some Other Race Alone 11.8%
Two or More Races 3.4%
Hispanic Origin 38.2%
Diversity Index 70.0

2010 Population by Relationship and Household Type

Total 427,927
In Households 96.3%
In Family Households 82.8%
Householder 25.6%
Spouse 19.4%
Child 32.3%
Other relative 3.4%
Nonrelative 2.1%
In Nonfamily Households 13.4%
In Group Quarters 3.7%
Institutionalized Population 3.2%
Noninstitutionalized Population 0.5%

Data Note: Persons of Hispanic Origin may be of any race. The Diversity Index measures the probability that two people from the same area will be from different race/
ethnic groups.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2019 and 2024 Esri converted Census 2000 data into 2010 geography.
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PRPC Region

Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.

Geography: County

Market Profile

Prepared by Esri

2019 Population 25+ by Educational Attainment
Total
Less than 9th Grade
9th - 12th Grade, No Diploma
High School Graduate
GED/Alternative Credential
Some College, No Degree
Associate Degree
Bachelor's Degree
Graduate/Professional Degree
2019 Population 15+ by Marital Status
Total
Never Married
Married
Widowed
Divorced
2019 Civilian Population 16+ in Labor Force
Civilian Employed
Civilian Unemployed (Unemployment Rate)
2019 Employed Population 16+ by Industry
Total
Agriculture/Mining
Construction
Manufacturing
Wholesale Trade
Retail Trade
Transportation/Utilities
Information
Finance/Insurance/Real Estate
Services
Public Administration
2019 Employed Population 16+ by Occupation
Total
White Collar
Management/Business/Financial
Professional
Sales
Administrative Support
Services
Blue Collar
Farming/Forestry/Fishing
Construction/Extraction
Installation/Maintenance/Repair
Production
Transportation/Material Moving
2010 Population By Urban/ Rural Status
Total Population
Population Inside Urbanized Area
Population Inside Urbanized Cluster
Rural Population

TX(48011),TX(...

297,319
7.9%
9.4%

21.9%
6.3%
25.1%
8.2%
14.8%
6.5%

356,516
29.1%
53.4%

6.0%
11.5%

96.6%
3.4%

214,117
7.8%
8.5%

10.1%
2.9%
10.9%
6.7%
1.2%
4.9%
42.1%
5.0%

214,117
51.6%
11.3%
17.1%
10.7%
12.5%
18.7%
29.7%

3.1%
7.1%
4.3%
7.9%
7.3%

427,927
46.0%
29.8%
24.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2019 and 2024 Esri converted Census 2000 data into 2010 geography.
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Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.
Geography: County

TX(48011),TX(...
2010 Households by Type
Total 157,732
Households with 1 Person 25.7%
Households with 2+ People 74.3%
Family Households 69.6%
Husband-wife Families 52.6%
With Related Children 24.5%
Other Family (No Spouse Present) 17.0%
Other Family with Male Householder 5.1%
With Related Children 3.3%
Other Family with Female Householder 11.9%
With Related Children 8.5%
Nonfamily Households 4.8%
All Households with Children 36.7%
Multigenerational Households 4.2%
Unmarried Partner Households 5.7%
Male-female 5.1%
Same-sex 0.6%
2010 Households by Size
Total 157,732
1 Person Household 25.7%
2 Person Household 33.3%
3 Person Household 15.3%
4 Person Household 13.5%
5 Person Household 7.4%
6 Person Household 2.9%
7 + Person Household 1.9%
2010 Households by Tenure and Mortgage Status
Total 157,732
Owner Occupied 67.7%
Owned with a Mortgage/Loan 37.3%
Owned Free and Clear 30.4%
Renter Occupied 32.3%
2010 Housing Units By Urban/ Rural Status
Total Housing Units 177,590
Housing Units Inside Urbanized Area 45.5%
Housing Units Inside Urbanized Cluster 29.5%
Rural Housing Units 25.1%

Data Note: Households with children include any households with people under age 18, related or not. Multigenerational households are families with 3 or more parent-

child relationships. Unmarried partner households are usually classified as nonfamily households unless there is another member of the household related to the
householder. Multigenerational and unmarried partner households are reported only to the tract level. Esri estimated block group data, which is used to estimate
polygons or non-standard geography.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2019 and 2024 Esri converted Census 2000 data into 2010 geography.
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PRPC Region

Armstrong County, TX (48011) et al.

Geography: County

Prepared by Esri

Top 3 Tapestry Segments

TX(48011),TX(...

1. Barrios Urbanos (7D)
2. Prairie Living (6D)
3. Rustbelt Traditions (5D)
2019 Consumer Spending
Apparel & Services: Total $ $291,514,108
Average Spent $1,762.75
Spending Potential Index 82
Education: Total $ $195,375,674
Average Spent $1,181.41
Spending Potential Index 74
Entertainment/Recreation: Total $ $460,942,647
Average Spent $2,787.26
Spending Potential Index 85
Food at Home: Total $ $735,809,594
Average Spent $4,449.34
Spending Potential Index 86
Food Away from Home: Total $ $508,695,797
Average Spent $3,076.01
Spending Potential Index 84
Health Care: Total $ $874,202,588
Average Spent $5,286.18
Spending Potential Index 89
HH Furnishings & Equipment: Total $ $298,914,542
Average Spent $1,807.50
Spending Potential Index 85
Personal Care Products & Services: Total $ $122,012,217
Average Spent $737.79
Spending Potential Index 83
Shelter: Total $ $2,419,523,650
Average Spent $14,630.53
Spending Potential Index 79
Support Payments/Cash Contributions/Gifts in Kind: Total $ $343,972,447
Average Spent $2,079.95
Spending Potential Index 84
Travel: Total $ $292,682,695
Average Spent $1,769.81
Spending Potential Index 79
Vehicle Maintenance & Repairs: Total $ $165,543,045
Average Spent $1,001.02
Spending Potential Index 87

Data Note: Consumer spending shows the amount spent on a variety of goods and services by households that reside in the area. Expenditures are shown by broad
budget categories that are not mutually exclusive. Consumer spending does not equal business revenue. Total and Average Amount Spent Per Household represent annual
figures. The Spending Potential Index represents the amount spent in the area relative to a national average of 100.

Source: Consumer Spending data are derived from the 2016 and 2017 Consumer Expenditure Surveys, Bureau of Labor Statistics. Esri.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 Summary File 1. Esri forecasts for 2019 and 2024 Esri converted Census 2000 data into 2010 geography.
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