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Executive Summary  
The Regional Needs Assessment (RNA) contains information colleccted by the Prevention Resource 
Center in Region 7 (PRC 7) with the Brazos Valley Council on Alcohol and Substance Abuse (BVCASA) 
and the Texas Department of State Health Services (DSHS). The RNA provides stakeholders                
(i.e., policymakers, health care workers, and interested residents) in the state, PRC and community at 
large, with a comprehensive view about the trends, outcomes and consequences associated with drug 
and alcohol use within the region and across the state. The RNA enables stakeholders to engage in 
long-term strategic prevention planning relative to the needs of the community. This RNA also serves 
as a template for sharing information with stakeholders in the future. Finally, this RNA will influence the 
development of a Regional Data Repository (RDR) which will function as part of a state data repository.  

In this RNA, members of the PRC 7 sought to provide a descriptive account of Central Texas based on 

multiple datasets to address the following questions: What do we know from datasets? And what could 

be perceived as a concern from data? As datasets were examined, several concerns were made visible by 

illustrating county level extremes (e.g., the highest percentage in dropout rate), including: 

¶ Perceptions of marijuana as harmful have decreased among college students and adolescents. 

¶ Alcohol and Marijuana were the primary substances for which people sought DSHS treatment. 

¶ There were more drug arrests than arrests related to alcohol. 

¶ There are more prescriptions than people (1.3 prescriptions per person). 

¶ Social support association score for region 7 were greater than the state average score. 

¶ The number of homeless kids per school for region 7 is lower than the state average per school. 

Determining needs of communities requires both a scientific and thoughtful approach. It would be 
negligent for the authors to present data describing conditions for communities or the state without 
also offering insight about contextual values inherent within those communities or the state. For, 
although communities can be described with numbers and percentages, they also contain residents 
with a fluid set of collective experiences, lifestyles, histories, traditions, and expectations. While Texas 
is a cultural, geographical, and social experience of diversity for many residents; the state is also 
culturally similar across its many community types (i.e., rural, suburban, city, and region). There are 
ubiquitous hallmarks within Texas many inhabitants see as familiar sentries in the farming and ranching 
communities of rural west Texas, the suburbs of Dallas/Fort Worth, the inner-city of Houston, or the Rio 
Grande Valley. While each of these communities is wonderfully unique in composition, most of them 
are united by a cultural pride, a commercialized branding rooted in folklore; the residents of Texas are 
part of a rugged and hard-working tapestry. The five point star, Austin stone, and Dairy Queen are but a 
handful of iconic imagery likely to be experienced by residents in the communities found across the 
extensive landscape of Texas.  

Given the various distinctions between community types, it would be easy to see how trends may 
present differently amongst the regions of Texas. For example, some stakeholders might assume 
border regions are plagued more by drug cartels. However, it should be noted that the activity of these 
cartels plagues many of the more interior regions as well, as these regions are integral to the supply and 
trade routes of these powerful cartels (see Texas DPS Threat Overview, 2013). Some stakeholders 
might also assume suburban and inner-city community types with more treatment centers for 
substance abuse have higher drug use rates, based on the likelihood of individuals to remain in a given 
community after concluding treatment and the high recidivism rate of addiction. Again, these would be 
assumptions, the nature of which may be verified or refuted through empirical investigation. Hence, a 
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needs assessment would be an appropriate place to start. It is not the aim of this document, however, 
to imply causality between substance and prevalence rates and the contextual values in community 
types. Broader implications of meaning or etiology with relation to data are not addressed in this 
assessment. 

The information presented in this assessment has been acquired by a team of regional evaluators 

through local and state entities, and compared with information from state and national datasets. 

Secondary information, taken from local surveys, focus groups, and interviews allows for participation 

by residents in the community, whose expertise 

lends a local voice to identified issues. It is the 

intent of the authors for the reader to ascertain 

standardized measures of substance use-related 

trends, with an understanding of the explicit 

contextual values of the communities within 

Region 7. The information obtained and 

presented can be used by community, region, 

and state level stakeholders to better 

understand the needs and serve residents within 

Region 7. 

Introduction  
The Department of State Health Services 

(DSHS), Substance Abuse & Mental Health 

Services Administration (SAMHSA), funds 

approximately 188 school and community-

based programs statewide to prevent the use 

and consequences of alcohol, tobacco and other 

drugs (ATOD) among Texas youth and families. 

These programs provide evidence-based curricula and effective prevention strategies identified by 

3!-(3!ȭÓ #ÅÎÔÅÒ ÆÏÒ 3ÕÂÓÔÁÎÃÅ !ÂÕÓÅ 0ÒÅÖÅÎÔÉÏÎ ɉ#3!0ɊȢ  

The Strategic Prevention Framework provided by CSAP guides many prevention activities in Texas. In 

2004, Texas received a state incentive grant from CSAP to implement the Strategic Prevention 

Framework in close collaboration with local communities in order to tailor services to meet local needs 

for substance abuse prevention. This prevention framework provides a continuum of services that target 

the three classifications of prevention activities under the Institute of Medicine (IOM), which are 

universal, selective, and indicated. 

The Department of State Health Services Substance Abuse Services funds Prevention Resource Centers 

(PRCs) across the state of Texas. These centers are part of a larger network of youth prevention programs 

providing direct prevention education to youth in schools and the community, as well as community 

coalitions that focus on implementing effective environmental strategies. This network of substance 

abuse prevention services work to improve the welfare of Texans by discouraging and reducing 

substance use and abuse. Their work provides valuable resources to enhance and improve our state's 

ÐÒÅÖÅÎÔÉÏÎ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ ÁÉÍÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓ ÏÕÒ ÓÔÁÔÅȭÓ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÐÒÅÖÅÎÔÉÏÎ ÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÉÅÓ ÔÏ ÒÅÄÕÃÅȡ ɉΧɊ ÕÎÄÅÒÁÇÅ 
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drinking; (2) marijuana use; and (3) non-medical prescription drug abuse. These priorities are outlined in 

the Texas Behavioral Health Strategic Plan developed in 2012. 

Prevention Resource Centers  
There are eleven regional Prevention Resource Centers (PRCs) servicing the State of Texas. Each PRC 

acts as the central data repository and substance abuse prevention training liaison for their region. Data 

collection efforts carried out ÂÙ 02# ÁÒÅ ÆÏÃÕÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅȭÓ ÐÒÅÖÅÎÔÉÏÎ ÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÉÅÓ ÏÆ ÁÌÃÏÈÏÌ ɉÕÎÄÅÒÁÇÅ 

drinking), marijuana, and prescription drug use, as well as other illicit drugs.  

Our Purpose 

Prevention Resource Centers have four fundamental objectives related to services provided to partner 

agencies and the community in general: (1) collect data relevant to ATOD use among adolescents and 

adults and share findings with community partners via the Regional Needs Assessment, presentations, 

and data reports, (2) ensure sustainability of a Regional Epidemiological Workgroup focused on 

identifying strategies related to data collection, gaps in data, and prevention needs, (3) coordinate 

regional prevention trainings and conduct media awareness activities related to risks and consequences 

of ATOD use, and (4) provide tobacco education to retailers to encourage compliance with state law and 

reduce sales to minors. 

What Evaluators Do 

Regional PRC Evaluators are primarily tasked with developing data collection strategies and tools, 

performing data analysis, and disseminating findings to the community. Data collection strategies are 

developed around drug use risk and protective factors, consumption data, and related consequences. 

Along with the Community Liaison and Tobacco Specialists, PRC Evaluators engage in building 

collaborative partnerships with key community members who aid in securing access to information.  

How We Help the Community 

PRCs provide technical assistance and consultation to providers, 

community groups and other stakeholders related to data collection 

activities for the data repository. PRCs also contribute to the 

ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÉÎ ÓÔÁËÅÈÏÌÄÅÒÓȭ ËÎowledge and understanding of the 

populations they serve, improve programs, and make data-driven 

decisions. Additionally, the program provides a way to identify 

community strengths as well as gaps in services and areas of 

improvement. 

Our Regions  

Current areas serviced by a Prevention Resource Center are: 

Region 1 Panhandle and South Plains 
Region 2 Northwest Texas 
Region 3 Dallas/Fort Worth Metroplex 
Region 4 Upper East Texas 
Region 5 Southeast Texas 
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Region 6 Gulf Coast 
Region 7 Central Texas  
Region 8 Upper South Texas 
Region 9 West Texas 
Region 10 Upper Rio Grande 
Region 11 Rio Grande Valley/Lower South Texas 

Conceptual Framework of This Report  
As one reads through this document, two guiding concepts will appear throughout the report: a focus on 

the youth population, and the use of an empirical approach from a public health framework. For the 

purpose of strategic prevention planning related to drug and alcohol use among youth populations, this 

report is based on three main aspects: risk and protective factors, consumption patterns, and 

consequences of drug use.  

Adolescence  

According to the National Institute on Drug Abuse, there is a higher likelihood for people to begin abusing 

drugsɂincluding tobacco, alcohol, and illegal and prescription drugsɂduring adolescence and young 

adulthood. The teenage years are a critical period of vulnerability to substance use disorders given that 

the brain is still developing and some brain areas are less mature than others. 

The Texas Department of State Health Services posits a traditional definition of adolescence as ages 13-

17 (Texas Administrative Code 441, rule 25). However, The World Health Organization (WHO) and 

American Psychological Association both define adolescence as the period of age from 10-19. WHO 

identifies adolescence as the period in human growth and development that represents one of the critical 

transitions in the life span and is characterized by a tremendous pace in growth and change that is second 

only to that of infancy. Behavior patterns that are established during this process, such as drug use or 

nonuse and sexual risk taking or protection, can have long-lasting positive and negative effects on future 

health and well-being. 

The information presented in this RNA is comprised of regional and state data, which generally define 

adolescence as ages 10 through 17-19. The data reviewed here has been mined from multiple sources and 

will therefore consist of varying demographic subsets of age. Some domains of youth data conclude with 

ÁÇÅÓ Χέȟ Χή ÏÒ Χίȟ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÏÔÈÅÒÓ ÃÏÍÂÉÎÅ ȰÁÄÏÌÅÓÃÅÎÔȱ ÁÎÄ ȰÙÏÕÎÇ ÁÄÕÌÔȱ ÔÏ ÃÏÎÃÌÕÄÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÇÅ ΨΧȢ 

Epidemiology 

As established by the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, epidemiology helps 

prevention professionals identify and analyze community patterns of substance misuse and the various 

factors that influence behavior. Epidemiology is the theoretical framework for which this document 

evaluates the imÐÁÃÔ ÏÆ ÄÒÕÇ ÁÎÄ ÁÌÃÏÈÏÌ ÕÓÅ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÁÔ ÌÁÒÇÅȢ -ÅÁÎÉÎÇ ȬÔÏ ÓÔÕÄÙ ×ÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

ÐÅÏÐÌÅȭȟ ÅÐÉÄÅÍÉÏÌÏÇÙ ÆÒÁÍÅÓ ÄÒÕÇ ÁÎÄ ÁÌÃÏÈÏÌ ÕÓÅ ÁÓ Á ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÈÅÁÌÔÈ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÂÏÔÈ ÐÒÅÖÅÎÔÁÂÌÅ 

ÁÎÄ ÔÒÅÁÔÁÂÌÅȢ !ÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ 7ÏÒÌÄ (ÅÁÌÔÈ /ÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȟ Ȱ%ÐÉÄÅÍÉÏlogy is the study of the distribution 

and determinants of health-related states or events (including disease), and the application of this study 

ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÔÒÏÌ ÏÆ ÄÉÓÅÁÓÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÈÅÁÌÔÈ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍÓȢȱ 
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The Substance Abuse Mental Health Services Administration has also adopted the epi-framework for the 

purpose of surveying and monitoring systems which currently provide indicators regarding the use of 

drugs and alcohol nationally. Ultimately, the WHO, SAMHSA, and several other organizations are 

endeavoring to create an ongoing systematic infrastructure (such as a repository) that will enable 

ÅÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÁÎÄ ÓÔÒÁÔÅÇÉÃ ÐÌÁÎÎÉÎÇ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÎÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÄÉÓÅÁÓÅ ÂÕÒÄÅÎȟ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙÉÎÇ ÄÅÍÏÇÒÁÐÈÉÃÓ 

at risk and evaluating appropriate policy implementation for prevention and treatment. 

Risk and Protective Factors  

For many years, the prevalent belief 

was rooted in the notion that the 

physical properties of drugs and 

alcohol were the primary determinant 

ÏÆ ÁÄÄÉÃÔÉÏÎȠ ÈÏ×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌȭÓ 

environmental and biological 

attributions play a distinguished role 

in the potential for the development 

of addiction. More than 20 years of 

research has examined the 

characteristics of effective prevention 

programs. One component shared by 

effective programs is a focus on risk 

and protective factors that influence 

drug use among adolescents. 

Protective factors are characteristics 

ÔÈÁÔ ÄÅÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÁÎ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌȭÓ ÒÉÓË ÆÏÒ Á 

substance abuse disorder, such as: strong and positive family bonds, parental monitoring of children's 

activities and peers, and clear rules of conduct that are consistently enforced within the family. Risk 

factors increase the likelihood of substance abuse problems, such as: chaotic home environments, 

history of parental abuse of substances or mental illnesses, poverty levels, and failure in school 

performance. Risk and protective factors are classified under four main domains: community, school, 

family, and individual/peers.  

Consumption Patterns and Consequences 

Consequences and consumption patterns share a complex relationship; they are deeply intertwined and 

often occur in the context of other factors such as lifestyle, culture, or education level. It is a challenging 

task to determine if consumption of alcohol and other drugs has led to a consequence, or if a seemingly 

apparent consequence has resulted due to consumption of a substance. This report examines rates of 

consumption among adolescents and related consequences in the context of their cyclical relationship; 

it is not the intention of this report to infer causality between consumption patterns and consequences.  

Consumption Patterns Defined 

3!-(3! ÄÅÆÉÎÅÓ #ÏÎÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎ ÁÓ ȰÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÁÎÄ ÈÉÇÈ-risk use of alcohol, tobacco, and illicit drugs. 

Consumption includes patterns of use of alcohol, tobacco, and illicit drugs, including initiation of use, 
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regular or typical use, and high-ÒÉÓË ÕÓÅȢȱ 3ÏÍÅ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅÓ ÏÆ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎ ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓ ÆÏÒ ÁÌÃÏÈÏÌ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅ 

terms of frequency, behaviors, and trends, such as current use (within the previous 30 days), current 

binge drinking, heavy drinking, age of initial use, drinking and driving, alcohol consumption during 

pregnancy, and per capita sales. Consumption factors associated with illicit drugs may include route of 

administration such as intravenous use and needle sharing. 

The concept also encompasses standardization of substance unit, duration of use, route of 

administration, and intensity of use. Understanding the measurement of the substance consumed plays 

a vital role in consumption rates. With alcohol, for instance, beverages are available in various sizes and 

by volume of alcohol. Variation occurs between beer, wine and distilled spirits, and, within each of those 

categories, the percentage of the pure alcohol may vary. Consequently, a unit of alcohol must be 

standardized in order to derive meaningful and accurate relationships between consumption patterns 

and consequences. 

4ÈÅ .ÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ )ÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅ ÏÎ !ÌÃÏÈÏÌ !ÂÕÓÅ ÁÎÄ !ÌÃÏÈÏÌÉÓÍ ÄÅÆÉÎÅÓ ÔÈÅ ȰÄÒÉÎËȱ ÁÓ ÈÁÌÆ ÁÎ ÏÕÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÁÌÃÏÈÏÌȟ 

or 12 ounces of beer, a 5 ounce glass of wine, or 1.5 ounce shot of distilled spirits. With regard to intake, 

the NIAAA has also established a rubric for understanding the spectrum of consuming alcoholic 

beverages. Binge drinking has historically been operationalized as more than five drinks within a 

conclusive episode of drinking. The NIAAA (2004) defines it further as the drinking behaviors that raise 

ÁÎ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌȭÓ "ÌÏÏÄ !ÌÃÏÈÏÌ #ÏÎÃÅÎÔÒÁÔÉÏÎ ɉ"!#Ɋ ÕÐ ÔÏ ÏÒ ÁÂÏÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ȢΦήÇÍϻȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÔÙÐÉÃÁÌÌÙ 

5 or more drinks for men, and 4 or more for women, within a two hour time span. Risky drinking, on the 

ÏÔÈÅÒ ÈÁÎÄȟ ÉÓ ÐÒÅÄÉÃÁÔÅÄ ÂÙ Á ÌÏ×ÅÒ "!# ÏÖÅÒ ÌÏÎÇÅÒ ÓÐÁÎÓ ÏÆ ÔÉÍÅȟ ×ÈÉÌÅ ȰÂÅÎÄÅÒÓȱ ÁÒÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ Ô×Ï 

or more days of sustained heavy drinking.  

Consequences 

For the purpose of the RNA, consequences are defined as adverse social, health, and safety problems or 

outcomes associated with alcohol and other drugs use. Consequences include events such as mortality, 

morbidity, violence, crime, health problems, academic failure, and other undesired events for which 

alcohol and/or drugs are clearly and consistently involved. Although a specific substance may not be the 

single cause of a consequence, measureable evidence must support a link to alcohol and/or drugs as a 

contributing factor to the consequence.  
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4ÈÅ 7ÏÒÌÄ (ÅÁÌÔÈ /ÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÅÓÔÉÍÁÔÅÓ ÁÌÃÏÈÏÌ ÕÓÅ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÌÄȭÓ ÔÈÉÒÄ ÌÅÁÄÉÎÇ ÒÉÓË ÆÁÃÔÏÒ ÆÏÒ ÌÏÓÓ ÏÆ 

healthy life, and that the world disease burden attributed to alcohol is greater than that for tobacco and 

illicit drugs. In addition, stakeholders and policymakers have a vested interest in the monetary costs 

associated with substance-related consequences. State and regional level data related to consequences 

of alcohol and other drug use are summarized in later sections of this report.  

 

Stakeholders 

Potential readers of this document include stakeholders from a variety of disciplines such as substance 

use prevention and treatment providers; medical providers; school districts and higher education; 

substance use prevention community coalitions; city, county, and state leaders; and community 

members interested in increasing their knowledge of public health factors related to drug consumption. 

The information presented in this report aims to contribute to program planning, evidence-based 

decision making, and community education. 

The executive summary found at the beginning of this report will provide highlights of the report for 

those seeking a brief overview. Since readers of this report will come from a variety of professional fields 

with varying definitions of concepts related to substance abuse prevention, a description of definitions 

ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÆÏÕÎÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÔÉÔÌÅÄ Ȱ+ÅÙ #ÏÎÃÅÐÔÓȢȱ 4ÈÅ ÃÏÒÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÆÏÃÕÓÅÓ ÏÎ ÓÕÂÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÕÓÅ ÒÉÓË 

and protective factors, consumption patterns, and consequences. 

Report  Purpose and Methods  
This needs assessment was developed to provide relevant substance abuse prevention data related to 

adolescents throughout the state. Specifically, this regional assessment serves the following purposes: 

To discover patterns of substance use among adolescents and monitor changes in substance use trends 

over time; 

To identify gaps in data where critical substance abuse information is missing; 

To determine regional differences and disparities throughout the state; 

To identify substance use issues that are unique to specific communities and regions in the state; 

To provide a comprehensive resource tool for local providers to design relevant, data-driven prevention 

and intervention programs targeted to needs; 

To provide data to local providers to support their grant-writing activities and provide justification for 

funding requests; 

To assist policy-makers in program planning and policy decisions regarding substance abuse prevention, 

intervention, and treatment in the state of Texas. 

Methodology 

The state evaluator and the regional evaluators collected primary and secondary data at the county, 

regional, and state levels between September 1, 2015 and May 30, 2016. The state evaluator met with 
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the regional evaluators at a statewide conference in September 2016 to discuss the expectations of the 

regional needs assessment for the third year.  

Between September 2015 and June 2016, the state evaluator met with regional evaluators via bi-weekly 

conference calls to discuss the criteria for processing and collecting data. The information was primarily 

gathered through established secondary sources including federal and state government agencies. In 

addition, region-specific data collected through local law enforcement, community coalitions, school 

districts and local-level governments are included to address the unique regional needs of the 

community. Additionally, qualitative data was collected through primary sources such as surveys and 

focus groups conducted with stakeholders and participants at the regional level. 

Primary and secondary data sources were identified when developing the methodology behind this 

document. Readers can expect to find information from the American Community Survey, Texas 

Department of Public Safety, Texas School Survey of Drug and Alcohol Use, and the Community 

Commons, among others. Also, adults and youth in the region were selected as primary sources. 

Quantitative Data Selection 

Relevant data elements were determined and reliable data sources were identified through a 

collaborative process among the team of regional evaluators and with support from resources provided 

by the Southwest Regional Center for Applied Prevention Technologies (CAPT). The following were 

criterion for selection: 

¶ For the purpose of this Regional Needs Assessment, the Regional Evaluators and the Statewide 

Prevention Evaluator chose secondary data sources as the main resource for this document 

based on the following criteria: 

¶ Relevance: The data source provides an appropriate measure of substance use consumption, 

consequence, and related risk and protective factors. 

¶ Timeliness: Our attempt is to provide the most recent data available (within the last five years); 

however, older data might be provided for comparison purposes. 

¶ Methodologically sound: Data that used well-documented methodology with valid and reliable 

data collection tools. 

¶ Representative: We chose data that most accurately reflects the target population in Texas and 

across the eleven human services regions. 

¶ Accuracy: Data is an accurate measure of the associated indicator. 

Qualitative Data Selection (each region to work on this section depending on their work completed) 

Focus Groups  

Asking individuals in the community what they see related to alcohol and drug trends or patterns, 

involved identifying individuals in key roles. For example, law enforcement individuals provide a 

description of what is encountered while on duty. The same can be said of individuals in roles 

involving close contact with alcohol and drug related activity (e.g., hospital workers). 

Interviews 

The use of focus groups was not used in the traditionally sense of coordinating and organizing a 

focus group session by inviting stakeholders to discuss issues in the community. Rather, the 



2016 Regional Needs Assessment 

14 | P a g e 
 

approach was to ask questions during organization meetings. By participating and attending 

meetings throughout the region, we were able to talk with stakeholders expressing concerns for 

their communities and possessing information about alcohol and drug use in their community. 

Surveys 

Surveys originating from the Prevention Resource Center (PRC) were not heavily relied on for 

gaining descriptive information of the region. Rather, state and federal survey information was 

collected to build a descriptive account of the region. Local surveying and data collection was 

used to support or inform the construction of our knowledge base. 

Demographic Overview  
The Prevention Resource Center 7 works to assess and collect information on the 30 counties within 

Region 7. The region is aligned to the Texas Department of Health and Human Services Region 7. 

Offices for the PRC 7 are located in Bryan Texas and situated in the Brazos Valley Council on Alcohol 

and Substance Abuse (BVCASA). Region 7 is also know as Central Texas by the Texas Department of 

State Health Services. 

According to DSHS, the urban-rural designation for 17 of the 30 counties was rural. Further county urban-

rural labeling can be found in Appendix B. The classification of counties as wet, partially wet, and dry 

determine the counties legal status related to sales of alcoholic beverages. For example, wet means all 

sales of alcoholic beverage are legal everywhere in the county while dry means no sales of alcoholic 

beverages in the county are legal. Partially wet counties can include dry counties that have a couple wet 

cities or counties that regulate the sale of alcohol prohibiting the sale of alcohol on certain days or what 

percentage of alcohol in a drink is sold in grocery stores. As of June 2014, the Texas Alcoholic Beverage 

Commission has recorded the following 4 counties as wet: Brazos, Fayette, San Saba, and Washington. 

There are no dry counties in Region 7, which means the other 26 counties are considered partially wet. 
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State Demographics by Region  
The state of Texas demographic section will describe statewide conditions for the following categories: 
Population, Age, Race, Ethnicity, Languages, Concentrations of Populations, and General 
Socioeconomics, which includes: Average Wages by County, Household Composition, Employment 
Rates, Industry, TANF Recipients, Food Stamp Recipients, and Free School Lunch Recipients. This 
section will also highlight some of the regions of the state that may be identified as priority populations 
in terms of higher needs related to demographic and socio-economic status indicators. A priority 
population may be defined by demographic factors such as age, gender, race/ethnicity, income level, 
education attainment or grade level, or health care coverage status; disparities among demographic 
factors should be identifiedi.  
 

Population 

Texas is a state of vast land area and a rapidly growing population. Compared to the U.S. as a whole, 

4ÅØÁÓȭ ΨΦΧΫ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ estimate of 27,469,114 people ranks it as the second-most populous state, behind 

#ÁÌÉÆÏÒÎÉÁȭÓ ΩίȟΧΪΪȟήΧήȟ and Texas ranks as the second-fastest growing state with a 2010-2015 growth 

change of 9.24%, behind only North Dakota at 12.54%, well ahead of the national growth rate of 4.10%1 

Below in Table 1 are the regional components ÏÆ 4ÅØÁÓȭ ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅÓ ÄÕÒÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ΨΦΧΦ-

2015 period. Note that Region 6 (Houston and surrounding counties) leads the growth component, 

followed Midland-Odessa area of Region 9 and that of Austin and surrounding counties in Region 7. 

TABLE 1 - REGIONAL POPULATION AND PERCENT CHANGE, 2010-2015 

Region 2010 Population 2015 Population Estimate Growth (+/-) Percent  

1  839,736  868,300  28,564  3.40% 

2  550,422  550,041  (381) -0.07% 

3  6,733,271  7,418,525  685,254  10.18% 

4  1,111,701  1,133,629  21,928  1.97% 

5  767,306  775,006  7,700  1.00% 

6  6,087,210  6,826,772  739,562  12.15% 

7  2,948,316  3,294,790  346,474  11.75% 

8  2,604,657  2,866,126  261,469  10.04% 

9  571,870  639,189  67,319  11.77% 

10  825,912  859,385  33,473  4.05% 

11  2,105,704  2,237,351  131,647  6.25% 

Texas  25,146,105  27,469,114  2,323,009  9.24% 

U.S. 308,758,105 321,418,820 12,660,715 4.1% 

 

 

Age and Sex 

4ÅØÁÓȭ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔÌÙ ÙÏÕÎÇÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÅ 5ÎÉÔÅÄ 3ÔÁÔÅÓ ÁÓ ×ÈÏÌÅȢ )Î ÔÈÅ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÉÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÅÅÎ-aged 

youth (0-19 years of age), Texas stands at 29.3% while the U.S. is 25.8%.  The younger population is also 

                                                                    
1 U.S. Census Bureau, 2015 Population, Population Change, and Components of Change. 
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revealed in the category of persons 65 years and over, where Texas has fewer in that group (11.8%) than 

the U.S. at 14.5%.2 

TABLE 2 - REGIONAL POPULATION BY AGE CATEGORY 

Region Population 0-19 Percent Population 65+ Percent 

1 257,260 29.2% 117,297 13.3% 

2 146,676 26.0% 95,632 17.0% 

3 2,118,676 29.3% 777,568 10.8% 

4 300,659 26.1% 199,394 17.3% 

5 208,746 26.4% 128,501 16.2% 

6 1,927,254 29.3% 678,720 10.3% 

7 900,633 28.1% 363,486 11.4% 

8 799,191 28.7% 373,269 13.4% 

9 175,219 29.1% 81,331 13.5% 

10 279,754 31.6% 102,419 11.6% 

11 772,692 33.8% 266,081 11.7% 

Texas 7,886,760 29.3% 3,183,698 11.8% 

U.S.  82,135,602.00  25.8% 46,243,211 14.5% 
 

Race and Ethnicity 

Texas is an increasingly diverse state with a strong Hispanic representation. The table below shows the 

racial and ethic make-ÕÐ ÏÆ 4ÅØÁÓȭ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ, which is represented by slightly fewer black and other 

races and significantly higher Hispanic or Latino population.3 The Hispanic population is concentrated in 

region 11 and region 10, which are the regions with the highest percent of Hispanics.   

                                                                    
2  Texas State Data Center, 2015 Population Projections, and U.S. Census Bureau, 2014 Annual Estimates of 
Population. 
3  Texas State Data Center, 2015 Population Projections, and U.S. Census Bureau, 2015 Annual Estimates of 
Population. 
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TABLE 3 - REGIONAL POPULATION BY RACE AND ETHNICITY 

Region White Alone, Not 
Hispanic 

Black Alone Hispanic Other 

1 54.39% 5.29% 36.70% 3.62% 

2 69.33% 5.94% 21.44% 3.29% 

3 48.96% 14.38% 28.81% 7.85% 

4 66.82% 15.36% 14.99% 2.83% 

5 62.18% 19.95% 14.44% 3.43% 

6 37.49% 16.62% 37.27% 8.62% 

7 55.18% 9.75% 28.70% 6.38% 

8 35.19% 5.56% 55.53% 3.71% 

9 47.17% 4.15% 46.30% 2.37% 

10 12.61% 2.45% 82.74% 2.20% 

11 13.48% 1.04% 84.01% 1.47% 

Texas  42.99% 11.44% 39.56% 6.01% 

U.S. 62.10% 13.20% 17.40% 7.30% 

 

 

Languages 

Texas has a significantly higher number of residents that are foreign born (16.5%) than the U.S. as a whole 

(13.1%). As a result, there are also significantly higher numbers of the population (ages 5+, 2010-2014) 

ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ Á ȰÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ %ÎÇÌÉÓÈ ÉÓ ÓÐÏËÅÎ ÁÔ ÈÏÍÅȟȱ ×ÉÔÈ 4ÅØÁÓ ÁÔ 34.9% compared to 20.9% 

nationally.4 Another similar indicator is the population with limited English proficiency (LEP). In Texas, it 

is much higher at 14.22% of the population versus 8.60% for the U.S. Persons are considered to have 

limited English proficiency they indicated that they spoke a language other than English, and if they 

                                                                    
4 U.S. Census Bureau: State and County QuickFacts. 2014 Vintage. 
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spokÅ %ÎÇÌÉÓÈ ÌÅÓÓ ÔÈÁÎ ΅ÖÅÒÙ ×ÅÌÌȟȱ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÄ ÁÓ Á ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔÁÇÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÇÅÄ Ϋ ÏÒ ÏÌÄÅÒȢ 5 Note 

the significantly higher percentages in the border counties surrounding the El Paso (Region 10) and 

Brownsville (Region 11) metro areas. 

TABLE 4 - REGIONAL LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY 

Region Persons 5+ in Household Numebr 5+ with LEP Percent 5+ with LEP 

1 789,750 69,948 8.86% 

2 514,095 26,457 5.15% 

3 6,495,307 843,803 12.99% 

4 1,048,689 56,541 5.39% 

5 719,756 39320 5.46% 

6 5,885,315 987,163 16.77% 

7 2,873,636 264,024 9.19% 

8 2,516,577 299,357 11.90% 

9 550,027 65,133 11.84% 

10 780,139 240,145 30.78% 

11 1,977,989 543,369 27.47% 

Texas 24,151,279 3,435,260 14.22% 

United States 294,133,388 25,305,204 8.60% 
 

Concentrations of Populations 

4ÅØÁÓȭ ÌÁÎÄ ÁÒÅÁ ÏÆ ΨάήȟΫήΦȢήΨ ÓÑÕÁÒÅ ÍÉÌÅÓ ÐÌÁÃÅÓ ÉÔ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ Ψnd ÌÁÒÇÅÓÔ ÓÔÁÔÅȟ ÂÅÈÉÎÄ !ÌÁÓËÁȭÓ ÖÁÓÔ 

663,267.26 square miles.  Texas 96.3 persons per square mile (density) is very close to the national 

average of 87.3, with New Jersey (1195.5) and Alaska (1.2) representing the highest and lowest density.6  

Also, Table 5 below contains the 2010 Census designations of populations by urban and rural status. To 

qualify as an urban area, the territory identified according to criteria must encompass at least 2,500 

people, at least 1,500 of which reside outside institutional group quarters. Areas adjacent to urban areas 

and cores are also designated as urban when they are non-residential, but contain urban land uses, or 

when they contain low population, but link outlying densely settled territory with the densely settled 

core.  

"Rural" areas consist of all territory, population, and housing units located outside UAs and UCs. 

Geographic entities, such as metropolitan areas, counties, minor civil divisions, places, and census tracts, 

often contain both urban and rural territory, population, and housing units.  

TABLE 5 - REGIONAL URBAN AND RURAL POPULATIONS 

Region 2010 Population Urban Urban Percent Rural Rural Percent 

1 839,586 649,052 77.31% 190,534 22.69% 

2 550,250 354,892 64.50% 195,358 35.50% 

3 6,733,179 6,100,919 90.61% 632,260 9.39% 

                                                                    
5 U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey. 2010-14. 
6 U.S. Census Bureau: State and County QuickFacts. Last Revised: Thursday, 28-May-2015. (See Appendix A, Table 2.) 
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4 1,111,696 542,818 48.83% 568,878 51.17% 

5 767,222 432,088 56.32% 335,134 43.68% 

6 6,087,133 5,625,713 92.42% 461,420 7.58% 

7 2,948,364 2,309,329 78.33% 639,035 21.67% 

8 2,604,647 2,143,709 82.30% 460,938 17.70% 

9 571,871 451,190 78.90% 120,681 21.10% 

10 825,913 793,905 96.12% 32,008 3.88% 

11 2,105,700 1,894,424 89.97% 211,276 10.03% 

Texas 25,145,561 21,298,039 84.70% 3,847,522 15.30% 

United States 312,471,327 252,746,527 80.89% 59,724,800 19.11% 

      
1 Assessment, Prioritization, and Priority Populations. (2016, July 27) Retrieved from Community Health 
Improvement Resources. Missouri Department of Health and Senior Services. 
http://health.mo.gov/data/InterventionMICA/AssessmentPrioritization_5.html  

 

 

 

 

State Socioeconomics  by Region  
Approximating general socioeconomics for the State of Texas has led to describing several components 

of socioeconomic status. The RNA provides descriptive information for average wages, household 

composition in relation to single-parent households, employment rates, and industry.  

Average Wages  
In Texas, the average weekly wage was $842.10 (including federal).  Excluding federal wages, the average 

weekly wage was 833.40. The employment numbers in Texas were 11,388,114 (including federal) and 

11,197,863 (excluding federal). The total wages amounted to $156,873,914,181 (including federal) and 

$153,542,103,331 (excluding federal). 
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Per Capita Income 

County Per Capita Income 2014 

Bastrop $30,383 

Bell $40,007 

Blanco $57,949 

Bosque $38,229 

Brazos $32,740 

Burleson $40,097 

Burnet $43,688 

Caldwell $29,283 

Coryell $32,678 

Falls $33,517 

Fayette $47,200 

Freestone $36,255 

Grimes $34,996 

Hamilton $50,220 

Hays $34,959 

Hill $36,121 

Lampasas $46,618 

Lee $43,241 

Leon $40,093 

Limestone $33,551 

Llano $39,508 

Madison $31,177 

Mclennon $35,467 

Milam $37,276 

Mills $35,472 

Robertson $44,251 

San Saba $34,718 

Travis $54,145 

Washington $49,365 

Williamson $38,938 

Region 7 Average $39,405 
Data source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. 

CA1-3. http://www.txcip.org/tac/census/morecountyinfo.php?MORE=1011 

Data year: 2014 

 

One of the most important factors related to risk for, and protection from, substance abuse is the 
ability to provide for the necessities of life. One of the indicators that measures this is per capita 
income, or the mean money income received in the past 12 months computed for every man, woman, 
and child in a geographic area, according to the Census Bureau. It is derived by dividing the total 
income of all people 15 years old and over in a geographic area by the total population in that area. In 
Texas, the per capita income (2014 dollars, 2010-2014 data) is $26,512. This is significantly lower than 
the U.S. per capita income measure of $28,554.7 Table 6 below features the higher per capita income 

                                                                    
7 U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey. 2010-14. 

http://www.txcip.org/tac/census/morecountyinfo.php?MORE=1011
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Regions 3, 6 and 7 associated with the metro areas of Dallas/Fort Worth, Houston and Austin, 
respectively. Regions 11, 10, and 5 present with the lowest per capita income in comparison to the rest 
of the regions in the State.  
 

TABLE 6 - REGIONAL PER CAPITA INCOME 

Region Total Population Total Income ($) Per Capita Income ($) 

1 852,813 $20,063,979,988  $23,527  

2 549,812 $12,414,759,612  $22,580  

3 7,012,720 $206,705,337,504  $29,476  

4 1,121,471 $25,454,054,744  $22,697  

5 770,091 $17,240,982,928  $22,388  

6 6,371,624 $186,909,543,360  $29,335  

7 3,091,787 $87,291,704,328  $28,233  

8 2,709,360 $67,011,716,504  $24,733  

9 596,648 $16,002,279,536  $26,820  

10 848,562 $15,931,207,356  $18,774  

11 2,167,145 $36,746,206,204  $16,956  

Texas 26,092,032 $691,771,801,600  $26,512  

U.S. 314,107,072 $8,969,237,037,056  $28,554  
 

Household Composition and Conditions 

Another way to gain a basic understanding of stresses to the family unit is the composition of the 
household. One basic indicator is the number of persons per household. Texas has a greater number of 
persons per household (2.83, 2010-2014) than the U.S. as a whole (2.63).8 The Community Commons 
report defines an overcrowded unit as one that has more than one occupant per room. Information 
related to the percent of overcrowded housing is presented below. This indicator is relevant as housing 
conditions are associated with a wide range of health conditions and increased risk for diseases. Region 
11 has the highest percent of population living in an overcrowded unit. 
  
TABLE 7 - REGIONAL HOUSING CONDITIONS  

Region Total Households Total Occupied 
Housing Units 

Overcrowded 
Housing Units  

% of Housing 
Units 
Overcrowded 

1 219,977 263,520 11,739 4.45 

2 126,251 177,775 4,935 2.78 

3 1,885,207 1,808,092 112,394 6.22 

4 267,054 330,486 14,660 4.44 

5 181,057 213,909 8,707 4.07 

6 1,722,230 1,467,564 113,200 7.71 

7 752,154 894,120 39,920 4.46 

                                                                    
8 U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey. 2010-14. 
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8 703,721 762,019 44,070 5.78 

9 157,358 180,319 9,008 5 

10 244,547 221,461 17,542 7.92 

11 673,940 581,640 68,111 11.71 

Texas 6,933,496 6,909,687 444,709 6.44 

U.S. 73,019,542 90,364,208 3,852,710 4.26 

 

Also children in single-parent households are statistically at greater risk for adverse health outcomes 

such as mental health problems (including substance abuse, depression, and suicide) and unhealthy 

behaviors such as smoking and excessive alcohol use. Self-reported health has been shown to be worse 

among lone parents (male and female) than for parents living as couples, even when controlling for 

socioeconomic characteristics. Mortality risk is also higher among lone parents. Children in single-parent 

households are at greater risk of severe morbidity and all-cause mortality then their peers in two-parent 

households. As indicated in Table 7 below, several regions bear the societal pressure of more single-

parent households than others.9 

TABLE 8 - REGIONAL HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION 

Region Single Parent Households Total Households 
Percent Single Parent 
Households 

1                                                74,594                          219,977  33.91% 

2                                                43,740                          126,251  34.65% 

3                                              600,317                      1,885,207  31.84% 

4                                                93,278                          267,054  34.93% 

5                                                70,844                          181,057  39.13% 

6                                              557,876                      1,722,230  32.39% 

7                                              235,257                          752,154  31.28% 

8                                              249,542                          703,721  35.46% 

9                                                52,470                          157,358  33.34% 

10                                                88,429                          244,547  36.16% 

11                                              248,553                          673,940  36.88% 

Texas                                          2,314,900                      6,933,496  33.39% 

U.S.                                        24,537,900                    73,019,542  33.60% 
 

Employment Rates 

Texas generally enjoys a substantially more favorable employment climate than most states, as 

previously evidenced in part by the population growth figures. This indicator is relevant because 

unemployment creates financial instability and barriers to access including insurance coverage, health 

services, healthy food, and other necessities that contribute to poor health status. The latest data from 

the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS, April 2016) indicates that Texas currently holds an April 2016 

unemployment rate of 4.2%, while the nation as a whole sits at 4.7%. The current rate of 4.2% represents 

                                                                    
9 U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey. 2010-14.  
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a 0.1% increase from April 2015. The rates by region are indicated below, with Regions 3 and 1 in the 

metro Austin and Panhandle areas having the least current unemployment.10 

TABLE 9 - REGIONAL EMPLOYMENT RATES 

Region Labor Force Number Employed Number Unemployed Unemployment Rate 

1 419,920 406,118 13802 3.3% 

2 240,701 230,916 9785 4.1% 

3 3,817,091 3,682,390 134,701 3.5% 

4 504,920 480,735 24185 4.8% 

5 324,390 305,323 19067 5.9% 

6 3,339,025 3,178,131 160894 4.8% 

7 1,667,407 1,613,950 53,457 3.2% 

8 1,341,361 1,290,956 50405 3.8% 

9 307,732 292,266 15466 5.0% 

10 359,309 342,895 16414 4.6% 

11 935,605 873,072 62533 6.7% 

Texas 13,257,468 12,696,755 560,713 4.2% 

U.S. 159,624,372 152,082,706 7,541,666 4.7% 
 

Industry 

When compared to the U.S., Texas firms employ roughly the same proportions of workers by industry 

type. The data in the chart below ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ 4ÅØÁÓ ÈÁÓ Á ÓÌÉÇÈÔÌÙ ÍÏÒÅ ȰÂÌÕÅ ÃÏÌÌÁÒȱ ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅȟ ×ÉÔÈ 

marginally fewer management and business employees and slightly more mining, construction and 

similar labor force types. Region 7 (Austin area) and Region 3 (Dallas/Ft. Worth area) pace the state for 

white collar, high-tech industries.11 

TABLE 10 - REGIONAL EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY TYPE 

Region 

Civilian 
employed 
population 
16+ 

Management, 
business, 
science, arts  Service  

Sales and 
office  

Natural 
resources, 
construction, 
maintenance  

Production, 
transportation, 
and material 
moving  

1 394,362 30.73% 19.02% 24.18% 12.94% 13.12% 

2 228,357 29.97% 19.93% 23.94% 12.86% 13.31% 

3 3,374,570 37.38% 16.07% 25.31% 9.51% 11.73% 

4 463,091 28.20% 18.71% 23.71% 13.48% 15.89% 

5 302,876 28.00% 19.30% 23.00% 14.24% 15.45% 

6 2,977,406 36.35% 16.71% 23.61% 11.08% 12.25% 

7 1,451,071 39.71% 17.50% 24.18% 9.64% 8.97% 

                                                                    
10 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics Information and Analysis, April 2016. Rates 
are seasonally adjusted. 
11 Series S2406: Occupation by Class of Worker for the Civilian Employed Population 16 Years and Over. U.S. Census 
Bureau, American Community Survey. 2010-14.  
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8 1,197,426 33.48% 19.37% 25.58% 10.91% 10.66% 

9 269,715 27.70% 16.34% 24.40% 17.09% 14.46% 

10 330,951 29.63% 21.41% 26.48% 9.90% 12.59% 

11 819,185 26.90% 23.42% 25.26% 12.87% 11.55% 

Texas 11,809,010 34.88% 17.77% 24.59% 10.94% 11.82% 

U.S. 143,435,233 36.42% 18.16% 24.36% 8.98% 12.09% 
 

TANF Recipients 

This indicator reports the percentage reipients per 100,0000 populations receiving public assistance 

income. Public assistance income includes general assistance and Temporary Assistance to Needy 

Families (TANF). Separate payments received for hospital or other medical care (vendor payments) is 

excluded. This does not include Supplemental Security Income (SSI) or noncash benefits such as Food 

Stamps. The percentage of households in Texas who receive public assistance income of this type varies 

significantly from county to county, but the rates in Regions 11 and 10 are higher than the state rate of 

242.27 per 100K population.12 There is no U.S. calculation available for this measure. 

TABLE 11 - REGIONAL TANF RECIPIENTS PER 100K POPULATION 

Region 2015 Population 2015 TANF Recipients Recipients Per 100K Population 

1 882,775                                     1,523  172.52 

2 563,104                                     1,272  225.89 

3 7,225,438                                     9,898  136.99 

4 1,152,494                                     1,965  170.50 

5 792,109                                     1,390  175.48 

6 6,575,370                                     8,668  131.83 

7 3,210,292                                     4,119  128.31 

8 2,776,839                                     4,088  147.22 

9 601,840                                         780  129.60 

10 883,702                                     3,863  437.14 

11 2,283,153                                   27,368  1198.69 

Texas 26,947,116                                   65,286  242.27 
 

SNAP Recipients 

Another estimate of instability in providing for basic needs is the estimated percentage of households 

receiving the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) benefits. This indicator is relevant 

because it assesses vulnerable populations which are more likely to have multiple health access, health 

status, and social support needs; when combined with poverty data, providers can use this measure to 

identify gaps in eligibility and enrolment. The number of recipients per 100K population in in Texas is 

highest in Regions 11, 10 and 5.13 

                                                                    
12 Texas Health and Human Services Commission, TANF Recipients by County, December 2015.  
13 Texas Health and Human Services Commission, SNAP Recipients by County, December 2015. 
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TABLE 12 - REGIONAL SNAP RECIPIENTS PER 100K POPULATION 

Region 2015 Population 
Number of SNAP 
Recipients Recipients Per 100K Population 

1                             880,203                         115,693                                        13,143.90  

2                             563,104                           76,555                                        13,595.18  

3                          7,225,438                         850,614                                        11,772.49  

4                          1,152,494                         165,803                                        14,386.45  

5                             792,109                         127,457                                        16,090.84  

6                          6,575,370                         849,699                                        12,922.45  

7                          3,199,811                         338,074                                        10,565.44  

8                          2,787,320                         432,505                                        15,516.88  

9                             601,840                           69,078                                        11,477.80  

10                             886,274                         189,491                                        21,380.63  

11                          2,283,153                         591,670                                        25,914.60  

Texas                        26,947,116                      3,806,639                                        14,126.33  
 

Free and Reduced-Price School Lunch Recipients 

The National School Lunch Program is a federally assisted meal program operating in public and 

nonprofit private schools and residential child care institutions. Children from families with incomes at or 

below 130 percent of the poverty level are eligible for free meals. Those with incomes between 130 

percent and 185 percent of the poverty level are eligible for reduced-price meals, for which students can 

be charged no more than 40 cents. 

Total student counts and counts for students eligible for free and reduced price lunches are acquired for 
the school year 2013-2014 from the NCES Common Core of Data (CCD) Public School Universe Survey. 
School-level data is summarized to the county, state, and national levels for reporting purposes. Texas 
reports that of the total student population, 60.08% are eligible to receive the school meal benefit, 
which is greater than the U.S. rate of 52.35%. The regional percentages vary greatly from a high in 
Region 10 to a low in Region 2. The regional percentages vary greatly with region 10 and region 11 
having the highest eligible population.14  
 

TABLE 8 - REGIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH ASSISTANCE 
 

Region Total Students 
Number Free/Reduced Price 
Lunch Eligible 

Percent Free/Reduced Price 
Lunch Eligible 

1 512,729 293,229 57.19% 

2 229,556 123,627 53.85% 

3 1,004,629 554,721 55.22% 

4 196,361 108,819 55.42% 

5 155,512 100,401 64.56% 

                                                                    
14 National Center for Education Statistics, NCES Common Core of Data. 2013-14. 
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6 1,181,436 708715 59.99% 

7 315,751 192,759 61.05% 

8 498551 306658 61.51% 

9 399,449 219,950 55.06% 

10 184,051 137773 74.86% 

11 471,000 345,435 73.34% 

Texas 5,149,025 3,092,087 60.08% 

U.S. 50,195,195 26,012,902 52.35% 
 

Regional Demographics  
Most of the population in Region 7 can be found in the following counties: Travis, Williamson, Bell, 

Brazos, McLennan and Hays. Of the 6 counties mentioned, five are closely positioned to Interstate 

Highway (IH) 35. Brazos County is the only county mentioned outside the IH 35 route.  

 
The proportion of land to population in Region 7 is presented in the above figure to illustrate that large 

amounts of land are still available for the growing population in the region. The potential for further 

housing development is indicated in the figure as the trajectory of the population density is closer to 

population rather than land area. This suggests people in the region are living in concentrated areas. In 

the table below comparisons of Region 7 totals for population, population density and land area are 

provided. These values indicate Region 7 or Central Texas has plenty of room for future growth and 

development. In fact, most of the Region 7 land area has considerable potential for economic gain in 

relation to the Texas Triangle (a megaregion anchored by Houston, Dallas-Fort Worth, Austin, and San 

Antonio). 

Population Density of Region 7 Compared to Texas and U.S. 

Report Area Total Population Population Density* Total Land Area** 

Region 7 3,025,901 118.48 25,540 

Texas 25,639,372 261,162.44 98.17 

United States 311,536,591 3,530,997.60 88.23 
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Note. *=per square mile; **=unit in square miles. American Community Survey 2009-2013. 

 

Population  
The population for PRC7 in 2012 was 2,962,195 with a population density of 115.98. While PRC 7 has a 

total land area (square miles) of 25,540.27, the 2013 estimates for the region reflect a 118.48 population 

density with a 3,025,901 total population. The Texas 2012 population density was 96.53 while the United 

States had a population density of 87.55. For 2013, increases in population on land area for Texas rose to 

a population density of 98.17 and a population density of 88.23 for the United States. 

 

Age  

Most of the Texas population is in the age category of 5-17 years of age. 

 

2,948,364
3,251,535

5,093,032

1,475,690

1,629,318

2,561,666

1,472,674
1,622,217

2,531,366

0

1,000,000

2,000,000

3,000,000

4,000,000

5,000,000

6,000,000

Region 7 Projected Population for Region 7, 2010 -2050

Population Female Male

Female

Male

216,283

522,804

374,290

465,412
409,408

381,619

295,619

296,760

Region 7 Age Distribution

Age 0-4

Age 5-17

Age 18-24

Age 25-34

Age 35-44

Age 45-54

Age 55-64

Age 65+



2016 Regional Needs Assessment 

28 | P a g e 
 

Source. US Census Bureau, American Community Survey: 2008-12.  

Race  

The total population in relation to race is graphically illustrated in three different pie charts. The first chart 

displays the total population in Region 7 and how they break into the seven race categories listed. The 

second chart shows the population percentage difference when the Hispanic population is taken from 

the total population. Then, the Hispanic population is assessed on how they see themselves in the listed 

race categories. The last pie chart provides a Non-Hispanic population amount. 
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Ethnicity  

Using the Texas State Data Center projections on population from 2010 to 2050, the next figures provides 

information on race/ethnicity and gender in Region 7. 
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Languages  

The rising population of English language learners (ELL) is also a concern in Central Texas because 

language can serve as a barrier to services. In this report, ELL population is tied to limited English 

proficient individuals. The inability to speak English can relate to barriers in healthcare access, provider 

communications, and health literacy or education. Results from the American Community Survey (2012) 

demonstrated that Region 7 had a population of 252,828 (9.21%) individuals whom were age 5 and older 

with limited English proficiency. Limited English proficiency was determined by individuals age 5 and 

older who speak a language other than English at home and responded that they speak English less than 

ȰÖÅÒÙ ×ÅÌÌȢȱ 4ÈÅ ÔÏÐ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÉÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÈÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÐÅÒÃÅÎtage of limited English proficient individuals 

were located in Travis (13.81%; n=132,396), Limestone (11.97%, n=2,613), and Bastrop (9.71%; n=6,710).  

Concentrations of Populations  

Population density (per square mile) among Region 7 counties vary. The counties with the highest 

population density include: Travis, Williamson, and Brazos. The figure below displays the population 

density values across the region. 
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The percentage of the population in-migration in Region 7, according to the American Community 

Survey (from 2011 estimates), was 10.37% (295,994 of 2,853,455). The population mobility (geographic) 

was assessed by changes in residence within a one year period, excluding individuals moving from one 

household to another in the same county. Only individuals leaving their county residence for another, 

from outside their state of residence, or from abroad were counted toward in-migration estimates. The 

three counties with the highest in-migration percentages in Region 7 were Coryell (16.79%, n=12,505), 

Brazos (15.25%, n=29,157), and Hays (13.56%, n=21,252).  

General Socioeconomics  
Lemstra et al. (2008) conducted a meta-analysis of marijuana and alcohol use in adolescents (aged 10-

15) by socio-ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÓÔÁÔÕÓ ɉ3%3ɊȢ 4ÈÅÙ ÃÏÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ȰÌÏ×ÅÒ 3%3 ÁÄÏÌÅÓÃÅÎÔÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÈÉÇÈÅÒ ÒÁÔÅÓ ÏÆ 

marijuana and alcohol risk behavior than higher SES adolescents. Observing the implication of what 

Lemstra et al. (2008) described, poverty measures for Region 7 can help identify at-risk counties.  
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Average Wages by County  
In the table below, we see higher employment in Bell and McLennan counties. Higher average weekly 

wages exist in Travis, Lee, and Leon Counties.  
 

  Total (Including Federal)   

County Employment Wages AWW 

Bastrop 15,846 $149,654,837 $726.49 

Bell 112,608 $1,178,088,801 $804.76 

Blanco 2,965 $32,299,760 $838.07 

Bosque 3,814 $39,657,625 $799.91 

Brazos 99,371 $997,572,171 $772.22 

Burleson 4,253 $47,235,133 $854.40 

Burnet 13,508 $143,485,472 $817.12 

Caldwell 8,211 $79,895,823 $748.49 

Coryell 14,968 $123,265,183 $633.49 

Falls 3,031 $27,836,754 $706.54 

Fayette 9,551 $104,168,979 $838.94 

Freestone 5,915 $70,614,150 $918.32 

Grimes 8,535 $109,889,603 $990.36 

Hamilton 2,578 $22,132,664 $660.40 

Hays 59,884 $571,312,900 $733.87 

Hill 9,634 $96,497,763 $770.49 

Lampasas 4,572 $37,843,917 $636.76 

Lee 7,269 $98,523,549 $1,042.61 

Leon 5,776 $77,336,746 $1,029.95 

Limestone 8,563 $80,231,741 $720.71 

Llano 4,363 $38,091,090 $671.63 

Madison 5,007 $44,090,116 $677.36 

McLennan 106,148 $1,148,710,874 $832.44 

Milam 5,677 $66,689,349 $903.69 

Mills 1,361 $11,113,103 $627.95 

Robertson 3,947 $46,296,292 $902.34 

San Saba 1,613 $12,938,080 $617.01 

Travis 667,437 $10,152,693,762 $1,170.11 

Washington 15,392 $157,642,397 $787.83 

Williamson 147,604 $1,843,042,197 $960.49 

Source. Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages. AWW=Average Weekly Wage 

 

Household Composition  
More single-parent households with children exist in Grimes (45%), Leon (42%), Robertson (42%), and 

Washington (42%) Counties, as displayed in the preceding figure. 
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Employment Rates  
In Region 7, between March 2014 and April 2015, the labor force consisted of 21,059,936 individuals. Of 

the Region 7 labor force, 20,193,161 individuals were employed. At the same time, the number of 

individuals unemployed was 866,775. As a result, the unemployment rate in Region 7 was 4.1%, which 

was lower than the State (4.8%) and the nation (5.4%). In the figure below counties in red are those equal 

ÏÒ ÇÒÅÁÔÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÅ ÎÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÕÎÅÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔ ÒÁÔÅȢ 
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Industry  
The combined growth of industries is highest among Travis and Williamson Counties, as observed in the 

proceeding figure.  
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TANF Recipients 
In Region 7, there were 1,093,074 total households recorded from the American Community Survey 

(2013, 5-year average). Of the total households, 19,341 were households with public assistance income. 

The 5-year average percent of households with public assistance income in Region 7, as a result, is 1.77%. 

Region 7 has a lower percent of households with public assistance income compared to the State (1.84%) 

and the nation (2.82%). In the figure below counties in red illustrate percentages above the State 

average. 

 

Food Stamp Recipients  
In Region 7, there were 1,093,074 total households recorded from the American Community Survey 

(2013, 5-year average). Of the total households, 112,705 were households receiving Supplemental 

Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) benefits. The 5-year average percent of households receiving 

SNAP benefits in Region 7, as a result, is 10.31%. Region 7 has a lower percent of households receiving 

SNAP benefits compared to the State (13.20%) and the nation (12.40%). In the figure below counties in 

red illustrate percentages above the State average. 
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Free School Lunch Recipients  

Region 7 had a 53% student population that qualified for total free and reduced lunch during the 2011-

12 school year. The counties with the most students qualifying for total free and reduced lunch are Falls 

(77.3%, 1904 students), Madison (71%, 1851 students), and Bastrop (68.8%, 9175 students). 

Homeless  Students 

In the school year 2014-2015 texas had around 112,489 kids identify as homelss about 13,459  of those 

kids were in Region 7. The school districts with the most homeless kids were Austin ISD, Waco ISD, Killeen 

ISD, Bryan ISD, and Round Rock ISD (see figure below). 

 

 

Environmental Risk Factors  
Education  
Courtesy of CommunityCommons.org ɀ Educational Attainment shows the distribution of educational 

attainment levels in Region 7. Educational attainment is calculated for persons over 25, and is an average 

for the period from 2009 to 2013. In the Table below, Falls County has the highest percent of individuals 

without a high school diploma, followed by Robertson and Burleson counties. 

Report Area Percent 
No High 
School 
Diploma 
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School 
Only 

Percent 
Some 
College 

Percent 
Associates 
Degree 

Percent 
"ÁÃÈÅÌÏÒȭÓ 
Degree 

Percent 
Graduate or 
Professional 
Degree 

Region 7 13.5 23.6 22.9 7.0 21.6 11.4 

Bastrop  19.6 32.2 24.7 7.3 11.3 4.9 

Bell  10.5 29.6 28.2 10.1 14.2 7.4 

Blanco  13.0 30.6 25.2 4.4 18.7 8.0 

Bosque  18.0 34.2 26.5 5.9 10.7 4.8 

Brazos  15.0 20.9 20.2 5.2 20.9 17.9 

Burleson 22.3 38.0 24.2 3.9 8.2 3.4 
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Burnet  15.8 31.6 25.4 5.3 15.1 6.9 

Caldwell  21.0 37.6 20.1 5.6 11.5 4.2 

Coryell  12.5 31.7 30.7 9.9 10.1 5.1 

Falls  25.6 38.2 21.4 4.0 7.3 3.5 

Fayette  19.9 36.6 21.1 5.7 12.7 4.1 

Freestone  21.2 34.5 25.2 7.4 8.6 3.1 

Grimes  21.5 37.3 23.5 6.6 7.4 3.7 

Hamilton  18.3 34.5 23.7 5.8 13.3 4.5 

Hays  10.7 21.4 24.3 6.9 25.8 10.9 

Hill 21.3 30.7 25.3 7.9 10.4 4.4 

Lampasas  14.0 28.0 29.1 9.1 13.0 6.8 

Lee  18.4 37.4 21.8 6.7 10.8 5.0 

Leon  17.1 35.6 27.3 5.2 10.3 4.5 

Limestone  20.7 37.7 22.4 6.8 9.2 3.2 

Llano  13.3 26.7 28.0 6.6 18.2 7.2 

McLennan  17.7 28.3 23.0 9.4 14.3 7.5 

Madison  21.3 37.9 22.3 6.1 9.3 3.2 

Milam  18.8 39.5 21.5 5.8 10.5 3.9 

Mills  18.5 30.1 22.5 7.0 15.3 6.7 

Robertson  23.7 37.2 20.1 3.2 11.2 4.6 

San Saba  19.0 36.0 28.1 3.8 10.2 2.9 

Travis  13.0 16.9 19.6 5.6 28.6 16.3 

Washington  19.1 29.3 19.8 8.3 17.3 6.2 

Williamson  8.01 20.6 25.2 8.2 26.4 11.6 

Texas 18.8 25.3 22.7 6.5 17.7 8.9 

United States 14.0 28.1 21.3 7.8 18.1 10.8 

Source. US Census Bureau, American Community Survey. 2009-13. 
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Dropout Rates  
From the figure below, Brazos County had the highest dropout rate in 2013, followed by Travis and Bell 

Counties. San Saba, Llano, and Lampasas Counties had a zero dropout rate. 

 

Youth Suspensions/Expulsions  
Related to youth suspensions, data from the Texas Education Agency (TEA) on discipline rates per 1,000 

student population by county is provided. From the Table below, there are higher student discipline rates 

in Burleson (301.3), Caldwell (294.0), and Grimes (292.9) Counties. As for incident rates, the counties with 

the highest rates were Caldwell (834.1), Burleson (790.8), and Bell (674.9) Counties. 

County Student Pop. 
2013-14 

Students 
Disciplined  

No. of 
Incidents 

Student 
Discipline Rate 

Incident Rate 

Bastrop 15373 3827 8034 248.9 522.6 

Bell 67774 17696 45743 261.1 674.9 
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Blanco 1670 231 428 138.3 256.3 

Bosque  2926 186 339 63.6 115.9 

Brazos  27961 5466 13337 195.5 477.0 

Burleson  2834 854 2241 301.3 790.8 

Burnet  7240 1279 2773 176.7 383.0 

Caldwell  6578 1934 5487 294.0 834.1 

Coryell 11807 1999 4159 169.3 352.2 

Falls  2353 563 1079 239.3 458.6 

Fayette  3670 543 1173 148.0 319.6 

Freestone  3638 361 527 99.2 144.9 

Grimes  4339 1271 2847 292.9 656.1 

Hamilton 1320 165 309 125.0 234.1 

Hays  31118 4769 9477 153.3 304.6 

Hill  6494 1164 2127 179.2 327.5 

Lampasas 3705 791 1536 213.5 414.6 

Lee  2994 541 1050 180.7 350.7 

Leon 3049 326 603 106.9 197.8 

Limestone  4101 924 1886 225.3 459.9 

Llano  1829 441 1022 241.1 558.8 

Madison 2588 488 907 188.6 350.5 

McLennan 46328 11910 29446 257.1 635.6 

Milam 4576 609 1038 133.1 226.8 

Mills  845 70 205 82.8 242.6 

Robertson  3225 464 772 143.9 239.4 

San Saba  978 49 79 50.1 80.8 

Travis 156082 23579 48986 151.1 313.8 

Washington 5308 1023 2354 192.7 443.5 

Williamson  105947 10398 20268 98.1 191.3 

Of the TEA discipline rates related to alcohol and drugs, the following counties had the highest 

drugs/alcohol student rates: Lampasas (27.3), Bastrop (23.0), and Llano (22.4). Additionally, the same 

three counties have the three highest drugs/alcohol incident rate. Llano had a 40.5 drugs/alcohol incident 

rate, while Lampasas and Bastrop each had 28.6 and 24.2 drugs/alcohol incident rates.  

County Drugs/Alcohol - 
Students 

Drugs/Alcohol - 
Incidents 

Drugs/Alcohol 
Student Rate 

Drugs/Alcohol 
Incident Rate 

Bastrop 354 372 23.0 24.2 

Bell 577 642 8.5 9.5 

Blanco 14 16 8.4 9.6 

Bosque 0 6 0.0 2.1 

Brazos 368 431 13.2 15.4 

Burleson 0 0 0.0 0.0 

Burnet 108 127 14.9 17.5 

Caldwell 87 129 13.2 19.6 

Coryell 89 109 7.5 9.2 

Falls 0 0 0.0 0.0 

Fayette 7 7 1.9 1.9 

Freestone 18 19 4.9 5.2 

Grimes 10 39 2.3 9.0 






























































































































