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Executive Summary

The Regional Needs Assessment (Ri#&)tains information collecctely 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)RN#&providesstakeholders

(i.e., policymakers, healtbare 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 usavithin the region and across the stat€heRNAenables stakeholdes to engage in

long-term strategic prevention planning relative to the needs of the communityis RNA also serves
asatemplate forsharing information withstakeholderdn the future Finally, this RNA wilinfluence the
development ofa RegiondDataRepository (RDR) whickill function as part of a state data repository.

In this RNAmembers of the PRC sbught to provide a descriptive account of Central Texas based on
multiple datasetgo address the following question®hat do we know from datsets? And what could

be perceived as a concern from dafs® 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 havecdeased 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 presitnis per person).

Socialsupport associatiorscorefor region 7 were greater than the state average score.

The number of homeleskids per school for regioriZlower than the state average pestol.

=A =4 =4 =4 =4 =9

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 inherenthiit 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 cultwal, 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 asilfar sentries in the farming and ranching
communities of rural west Texas, the suburbs of Dallas/Fort Worth, the igitepf 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 hardiorking tapestry. The five point star, Austin stone, and Dairy Queen are but a
handful of iconic imagery likely to be experienced bgidents 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 ma
present differently amongsthe 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 areginegne supply and
trade routes of these powerful cartels (see Texas DPS Threat Overview, 2013). Some stakeholders
might also assume suburban and inAgty community types with more treatment centers for

substance abuse have higher drug use rates, basetthe 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. Hance,

6|Page
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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 Wwitelation 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.
Secordary information, taken from local surveys, focus groups, and interviews allows for participation
by residents in the community, whose expertis
lends a local voice to identified issues. It is tt
intent of the authors for the reader to ascertail
standardzed measures of substance ussated
trends, with an understanding of the explici
contextual values of the communities withir

Region 7. The information obtained an ey
. . Linkages

presented can be used by community, regiol ~—

and state level stakeholders to bette - ' Epidemiological

Workgroup

undergand the needs and serve residents withi
Region 7

Introduction

The Department of State Health Service
(DSHS), Susiance Abuse & Mental Health
Services Administration (SAMHSA), fund
approximately 188 school and community
based programs statewide to premt the use
and consequences of alcohol, tobacco and oth
drugs (ATOD) among Texas youth and families.
These programs provide evidendmsed curricula and effective prevention strategies identified by

31-(3186 #A10A0 A O 30A00AT AA | AODOA 00AGAT OEIT | #

SUSTAINABILITY
CULTURAL COMPETENCE

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 idearto 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
universalselective, 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 prevenibn 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 discouragitgreztucing

substance use and abuse. Their work provides valuable resources to enhance and improve our state's
DOAOGAT OEiIT OAOOGEAAO AEI AA OI AAAOAOO 100 OOAOAGO
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drinking; (2) marijuana use; and (3) noredical 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 carriedutAU 02 # AOA &£ AOOAA 11 OEA OOAOAGO DPOAC
drinking), marijuana, and prescription drugge, 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
adultsand 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 datadasrevention 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 tainors.

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 usésk 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 informat

How We Help the Community

PRCs provide technical assistance and consultation to provid [ 11
community groups and other stakeholders related to data collecti |
activities for the data repository. PRCs also contribute to tl

ET AOAAOA ET  obibdye dnl iundéskadding of e ;o7
populations they serve, improve programs, and make ddtaen R S
decisions. Additionally, the program provides a way to identi
community strengths as well as gaps in services and areas
improvement.

Our Regions

Currentareas 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

8|Page
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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 taidrand 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 highelilied for people to begin abusing
drugs? including tobacco, alcohol, and illegal and prescription drudsiring adolescence and young
adulthood. The teenage years are a critical period of vulnerability to substance use disorders given that
the brain is stlldeveloping 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 @MHO)
American Psychological Association both define adolescence as the period of age fraéh YOHO
identifies adolescence as the period in human growth and development that represents one of the critical
transitions in the life span and is characterizgda 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 {lasging positive and negative effexon future

health and wellbeing.

The information presented in this RNA is comprised of regional and state data, which generally define
adolescence as ages 10 through1®B7 The data reviewed here has been mined from multiple sources and

will therefore onsist of varying demographic subsets of age. Some domains of youth data conclude with
ACAO Xé¢h X T O Xih xEEI A TOEAOO Al i AETA OAATIT AOGAA
Epidemiology

As established by the Substance Abuse and Mental Healthi@sAdministration, 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 i MAAO T £ AOOC AT A AT ATETT OOA 11 OEA bOAI E/
PDAT Pl A6h APEAAITETIT T CU A£OAI A0 AOOC AT A AT AT EIT OOA
AT A OOAAOAAT A8 ! AAT OAET ¢ Oi Olaghis tihe st0dy &f thé dishibutbe / OCAT
and determinants of healthrelated states or events (including disease), and the application of this study

01 OEA AT1 0011 1T &£ AEOCGAAOGAG AT A 1T OEAO EAAI OE DPOIT Al
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The Substance Abuse Mental Health Services Administrelias also adopted the efiiamework 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 ceate an ongoing systematic infrastructure (such as a repository) that will enable

at risk and evaluating appropriate policy implementation for pretien and treatment.
Risk and Protective Factors

For many years, the prevalent belief

Risk & Protective Factors Model was rooted in the notion that the
physical properties of drugs and
alcohol were the primary determinant
I £ AAAEAOGET TN EIT xAOAON
environmental and biologial
attributions play a distinguished role
: in the potential for the development
ey G e of addiction. More than 20 years of

& " N research has examined the
e oo 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.

COMMUNITY

Family history
of ATOD use

Protective factors are characteristics

OEAO AAAOAAOGA A1l ETAEO
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 illnesseseppvievels, 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 compdationship; 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, oeihangly
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 inferausality between consumption patterns and consequences.

Consumption Patterns Defined
31 -(3! AAEETAO #1171 001 bOEK dse oA gcohd Gébdcco Caddhillicid dirdgs. E E CE

Consumption includes patterns of use of alcohol, tobacco, and illicigs, including initiation of use,
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regular or typical use, and hgfEOE OOA86 311 A AgAi Pl A0 T £ AiT100I P
terms of frequency, behaviors, and trends, such as current use (within the previous 30 days), current
binge drinking, havy 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 concep 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, beverageawa#able 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 ordeto derive meaningful and accurate relationships between consumption patterns
and consequences.

4EA . AGET T AT )1 OOEOOOGA 11 "I ATEITT ' AOOGA AT A 11 ATE
or 12 ounces of beer, a 5 ounce glass of wine, asuhbe shot of distilled spirits. With regard to intake,

12flozof = 8-9 fl oz of = 5 floz of = 3-40zof = 2-30zof = 1.5 0z of = 1.5 fioz shot of
regular beer malt liquor table wine fortified wine cordial, brandy 80-proof
(shown in a (such as liqueur, or (a single jigger spirits
12-0z glass) sherry or port; aperitif or shot) ("hard bquor”)
3.5 oz shown) (2.5 oz shown)

= ] |
- ] . . l l‘ /
1

{ el l \ Ny | > o ‘

® .

B )

= | | & )
~ - < s L
about 5% about 7% about 12% about 17% about 24% about 40% about 40%
alcoho alcohol alcohol aicohol alcohol alcohol alcohol

The percent of "pure” alcchol, expressed here as alcohol by volume (alc/vol), varies by beverage.
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
conclusve episode of drinking. The NIAAA (2004) defines it further as the drinking behaviors that raise

Al ET AEOEAOAI 60 "1 TTA "1 ATEIT #11AAT OOAOETT "' #(Q
5 or more drinks for men, and 4 or more for women hivita two hour time span. Risky drinking, on the
I OEAO EAT Ah EO DPOAAEAAOAA AU A 11T xAO "1 # TOAO 111

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, acadenfailure, 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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4EA 71T O01A (AAI OE / OCAT EUAOQEIT AOOEI AGAOG Al AT ET I
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 substaneeelated consequences. State and regional level data related to consequences

of alcohol and other drug use are summarized in latetisas 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 wvention 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 pisg, evidencebased
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 varietgfegional fields
with varying definitions of concepts related to substance abuse prevention, a description of definitions

0

AAT AA £ O01 A Ei OEA OAAOGEIiT OEOI AA O+AU #i1AADPOOS

and protective factors, consuption 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 followipgses:

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 thrbogt 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 relevantddatn prevention
and intervention programs targeted tneeds;

To provide data to local providers to support their gramtiting activities and provide justification for
funding requests;

To assist policymakers in program planning and policy decisions regarding substance abuse prevention,
intervention, and teatment 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,%84d May 30, 208 The state evaluator met with
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the regionalevaluators at a statewide conference in September@@ldiscuss the expectations of the
regional needs assessment for the third year.

Between September 2@land June 204, the state evaluator met with regional evaluators viangekly
conference callsa 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, regionspecific data collected through local law enforcemiecommunity coalitions, school
districts and localevel 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 witstakeholders 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 Pulic 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 datairses 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 (CAR&)following were
criterion for selection:

1 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:

1 Relevance: The data source provides amprapriate measure of substance use consumption,
consequence, and related risk and protective factors.

1 Timeliness: Our attempt is to provide the most recent data available (within the last five years);
however, older data might be provided for comparisorrposes.

1 Methodologically sound: Data that used welbcumented methodology with valid and reliable
data collection tools.

1 Representative: We chose data that most accurately reflects the target population in Texas and
across the eleven human servigegjions.

9 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 ald@ma 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 abtiol 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, th
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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 drsgyin 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 aount of the region. Local surveying and data collection was
used to support or inform the construction of our knowledge base.

Demographic Overview

The Preention Resource Centerworks to assess and collect information on the 30 countigisin
Region 7The regionis aligned to the Texas Department of Hdalind Human Services Region 7.
Offices for e PRC @relocated in Bryan Texas arsituatedin the Brazos Valley Council on Alcohol

and Substance Abuse (BVCASRggion 7 is also know as Central Texathe Texas Department of
State Health Services.

According to DSH3he urbanrural designatiorfor 17 of the 30 countiesasrural. Further county urban

rural labeling can be found in Appendix B. The classification of counties as wet, partially weiryand
determine the countiedegal status relatedo sales ofalcoholic beverages. Faxample wet means all

sales ofalcoholic beverage are legal everywhere in the county while dry means no sales of alcoholic
beverages in the county are leg&lartially wet counties can include dry counties that have a couple wet
cities or counties thategulate the sale of alcohol prohibiting the sale of alcohol on certain days or what
percentage of alcohol in a drink is sold in grocery stofesof June 2014, the TexAtcoholic Beverage
Commission has recorded the following 4 counties as wet: Brazos, FayeiteS&ba, and Washington.
There are no dry counties in Region 7, which means the other 26 counties are considered partially wet.

Hamilton

Freestone

MclLennan Limestone

Coryell

San Saba Lampasas

Bell Robertson

Madison

Burnet

Williamson Brazos

Grimes
Burleson

Travis
Blanco Washington

Bastrop

Fayette

Caldwell
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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, Holgs€wmposition, Employment

Rates, Industry, TANF Recipients, Food Stamp Recipients, and Free School Lunch Redipients.
section will also highlight some of the regions of the state that may be identified as priority populations
in terms of higher needselated to demographic and socieconomic 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; disparitien@memographic

factors should be identified

Population

Texas is a state of vast land area and a rapidly growing population. Compared to the U.S. as a whole,
4ABAOE WO XektimaxdoE2469 N £dedple ranks it as the secondst populous statebehind

# Al EZAl Ol EAdndTenbs ks ds the sedplastest growing state with a 2012015 growth

change of 9.24%, behindnly North Dakotaat 12.54%, well ahead of the national growth rate of 4.10%

Below in Table 1 are the regional componehtsE 4 AGAO8 OECT EAEAAT O Pi-b0O1I AOE]
2015 period. Note that Region 6 (Houston and surrounding counties) leads the growth component,
followed MidlandOdessa area of Region 9 and that of Austin and surrounding counties in Region 7.

TABLE 1 - REGIONALPOPULATION ANDPERCENTCHANGE, 2010-2015

Region 2010 Population 2015 Population Estimate Growth (+4) 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.sS. 308,758,10¢ 321,418,820 12,660,715 4.1%
Age and Sex
4APA08 DI BDOI AOEIT EO OECTI EEZEAAT OI U Ul O CAxGedOEAT Ol

youth (019 years of age), Texas stands at 29.3% while the U.S. is 25.8%. The younger population is also

1U.S. Census Bureau, 2015 Population, Populé&iange, and Components of Change
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revealed in the category of persons 65 ygand over, where Texas has fewer in that group (11.8%) than
the U.S. at 14.5%.

TABLEZ2 - REGIONALPOPULATION BYAGECATEGORY

Region Population 019 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. 82,135,602.0C 25.8% 46,243,211 14.5%

Raceand Ethnicity

Texas is an increasingly diverse state with a strong Hispanic representation. The table below shows the
racial and ethic mak®©® D | £ 4 A @ A dvich Bireprésente® Byislightly fewer black and other
races and significantly higher Hispanic or Latino populafidine Hispanic population is concentrated in
region 11 and region 10, which are the regioiith the highest percent of Hispanics.

2 TexasState Data Center, 2015 Population Projectioasd U.S. Census Bureau, 20Annual 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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TABLE3- REGIONALPOPULATION BYRACE ANDETHNICITY

Region White Alone, Not Black Alone Hispanic Other
Hispanic
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 37.49Y% 16.62% 37.27Y 8.62%
7 55.18% 9.75% 28.70% 6.38%
8 35.19% 5.56% 55.53¥% 3.71%
9 47.179 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% 11.44Y% 39.56% 6.01%
u.sS. 62.10% 13.20% 17.40% 7.30%

Race and Ethnicity
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%

B Il
] —

White Alone, Not Black Alone, Not Hispanic Other
Hispanic Hispanic

0.00%

B Texas BU.S.

Languages

Texas has a significantly higher number of residents thatareign born(16.%%) than the U.S. as a whole

(13.290). As a result, there are also significantly higher numbers of the population (ages 5+2@0D4D

OEAO OAPT OO A OI AT COACA 1T OEAO OE3AI%cEipLdd ZDE% EO ODI
nationally* Another similar indicator is the populatiomith limited English proficiency (LEP). In Texas, it

is much higher atl4.2% of the population versu$.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

4U.S. Census Bureau: Statel@@ounty QuickFacts. 2014 Vintage.
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spokA %l C1 EOE 1 AOO OEAT " OAOU xAllho 1T AAOOMEE AO A
the significantly higher percentages in the border counties surrounding the El Paso (Region 10) and
Brownsville (Region 11) metro areas.

TABLE4 - REGIONALLIMITEDENGLISHPROFICIENCY

Region Persons %in Household Numebr 5 with LEP Percent5+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 294,133,38¢ 25,305,204 8.60%

Concentrations of Populations

ARGA08 1T AT A AOAA T &£ WwanhYnNo8AOCAHAAOAODADER AGAPERA
663,267.26 square miles. Texas 96.3 persons per square mile (density) is very close to the national
average of 87.3, with NeJersey1195.% and Alaska (1.2) representing the highest and lowest defisity.

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 criteriust 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 arerasidential, but contain urban land uses, or
when they contén 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 omdivil divisions, places, and census tracts,
often contain both urban and rural territory, population, and housing units.

TABLES- REGIONALURBAN ANDRURALPOPULATIONS

Region 2010 Population Urban Urban Percent Rural Rural Percat
1 839,58¢ 649,052 77.319 190,53¢ 22.69%
2 550,25( 354,892 64.50% 195,35¢ 35.50%
3 6,733,17 6,100,91¢ 90.61% 632,26( 9.39%

5U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey-2010
8U.S. Census Bureau: State and County QuickFacts. Last Revised: Thuieldas2@8b. (See Appendix A, Table 2.)
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4 1,111,691 542,81¢ 48.83% 568,87¢ 51.179

5 767,22 432,08¢ 56.32% 335,13 43.68%

6 6,087,13. 5,625,71. 92.42% 461,42C 7.58%

7 2,948,36¢ 2,309,32¢ 78.33Y 639,03¢ 21.67%

8 2,604,64 2,143,70! 82.30% 460,93¢ 17.709

9 571,87 451,19( 78.90% 120,681 21.10%

10 825,91 793,90¢ 96.12% 32,00¢€ 3.88%

11 2,105,70( 1,894,42¢ 89.97% 211,27¢ 10.03%

Texas 25,145,56 21,298,03¢ 84.70% 3,847,52. 15.30%

United States 312,471,3z 252,746,52 80.89%  59,724,80( 19.11%

L 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

< o S

Papulation, Density
(Persans per Sg
Mile) by County,
ACS 200813
W over 500 I_
B 101-500 = -
151-100
11-50
Under 11

I No Data or Data
Suppressed

roWmEYille
Community Commons, 771672013

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 singkparent households, employent 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 (ekading 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 201
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=10!

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 @gtmonths 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, theper capita income (2014 dollars, 202014 data) i$26,512This is significantly lower than

the U.S. per capita income measure§#8,554' Table 6 below features the higher per capita income

7U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey-2010
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Regions 3, 6 and 7 associated with the metro areas of Datles/Vorth, 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.

TABLEG - REGIONALPERCAPITAINCOME

Region Total Population Total Income ($) Per Capita Income ($)
1 852,813 $20,063,979,98¢ $23,527

2 549,812 $12,414,759,61. $22,580

3 7,012,720 $206,705,337,50. $29,476

4 1,121,471 $25,454,054,74¢ $22,697

5 770,091 $17,240,982,92¢ $22,388

6 6,371,624 $186,909,543,36( $29,335

7 3,091,787 $87,291,704,32¢ $28,233

8 2,709,360 $67,011,716,50. $24,733

9 596,648 $16,002,279,53¢ $26,820

10 848,562 $15,931,207,35! $18,774

11 2,167,145 $36,746,206,204 $16,956
Texas 26,092,032 $691,771,801,60! $26,512
u.S. 314,107,07: $8,969,237,037,05! $28,554

Household Compositionand 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. Magasgreater number of
persons per househol@(83 20102014) than the U.S. as a who®&3.2 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 kiging is presented below. This indicator is relevant as housing
conditions are associated with a wide range of health conditions and increased risk for didRegEs

11 has the highest percent of population living in an overcrowded unit.

TABLE7 - REGIONALHOUSINGCONDITIONS

Region Total Households Total Occupied Overcrowded % of Housing

Housing Units Housing Units  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

8U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey-2010
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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 singleparent householdsare statistically at greater risk for adverse health outcomes
such as mental health problems (including substaateise, depression, and suicide) and unhealthy
behaviors such as smoking and excessive alcohal$eléreported health has been shown to be worse
among lone parents (male and female) than for parents living as couples, even when controlling for
socioeconanic characteristics. Mortality risk is also higl@nong lone parentChildren in singlgparent
households are at greater risk of severe morbidity anetalise mortality then their peers in twparent
households.As indicated in Table 7 below, severayimns bear the societal pressure of more single
parent households than other%.

TABLES8 - REGIONALHOUSEHOLDCOMPOSITION

Percent Single Parent
Region Single Parent Households Total Households 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 figur@his 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.latest data from

the Bureau of Labor StatisticBLS, April 2016 indicdes that Texas currently holdsra April 2016
unemployment rateof 4.2%, while the nation as a whole sits at 4. T¥%e current rate of 4.2% represents

9U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey-2010
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a 0.1% increase from April 20TFhe rates by region are indicated below, wRegions 3 and 1 in the
metro Austin and Panhandler@as having the least current unemploymefit.

TABLEO - REGIONALEMPLOYMENTRATES

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%
US. 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

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 aredheatate for
white collar, hightech industriest!

TABLE10- REGIONALEMPLOYMENT BYINDUSTRYTYPE

Civilian Natural Production,

employed Management, resources, transportation,

population  business, Sales and construction, and material

Region 16+ science, arts  Service  office maintenance  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 3,374,57C 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%

10y.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics Inforavadiodnalysis, 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. 2040
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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. 143,435,23¢ 36.42% 18.16% 24.36% 8.98% 12.09%

TANF Recipients

This indicator reports the percentagesipients per 100,0000 populatiorreceiving 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 includesplemental Security Income (SSI) or noncasghefits 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 highetthleastate rate of
242.27 per 100K populatiddThere is no U.S. calculation available for this measure.

TABLE11- REGIONALTANFRECIPIENTSPER100KPOPULATION

Region 2015 Population 2015 TANF Recipients Recipients Per 100K Populatic

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 6,575,37C 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
SNAPRecipients

Another estimate of instability in providing for basic needshis estimated percentage of households
receiving the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) benefits. This indicator is relevant
because it assesses vulnerable populatiarisch 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 enrolmenf’he number of recipients per 100K population in in Texas is
highest in Regions 11, 10 anéP5.

2 Texas Health and Human Services Corsionis TANF Recipients by County, December 2015.
B Texas Health and Human Services CommisSiNAFRecipients by County, December 2015.
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TABLE12- REGIONALSNAPRECIPIENTSPER100KPOPULATION

Number of SNAF

Region 2015 Population Recipients Recipients Per 100K Populatis
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 ReduceePrice School Lunch Recipients

The NationalSchool 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 me&hose with incomes between 130
percent and 185 percent of the poverty level are eligible for redyprésk meals, for which students can

be charged no more than 40 cents

Total student counts and counts for students eligible for free and reduced pmodhés are acquired for

the school year 2@ 2014from the NCES Common Core of Data (CCD) Public School Universe Survey.
Schootlevel data is summarized to the county, state, and national levels for reporting purposes. Texas
reports that of the total studat population,60.08% are eligible to receive the school meal benefit,

which is greater than the U.S. rate 8.33%. The regional percentages vary greatly from a high in
Region 10 to a low in RegionThe regional percentages vary greatly with regionab@ region 11

having the highest eligible populatiott.

TABLES8 - REGIONALSCHOOLLUNCHASSISTANCE

Number Free/Reduced Pric Percent Free/Reduced Pric

Region Total Students Lunch Eligible 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 Datd42013
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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 13777¢ 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 mesetiboutside the IH 35 route.

Population Density per County (Per Square Mile)

1200 T8/is
1000
1,074.05
800
600 Brazos Williamson
337.68 Bell 394.85
400 Hays 300.88
24217 O O
200 0 O
228.89
o McLennan
-200,000 0 200,000 400,000 600,000 800,000 1,000,000 1,200,000
-200

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 develpment 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 populatipopulation 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 theTexas Triangle (a megaregion anchored by Houston, D&ltas 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 2002013. \

Population
The population for PRC7 in 2012 was 2,962,195 with a population dendifyb#8. 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 populatiofihe Texas 2012 population density was 96.53 while the United
States had a poputéon 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.

Region 7 Projected Population for Region 7, 2010  -2050

6,000,000

5,003,032
5,000,000
2,048,364
4,000,000 3,251,535
2,561,666
3,000,000
2,000,000
L47p490 | 2,531,366
Male
1,622,217
1,000,000 |, 75 674
0

So RPN TN VP ST A  BEEPA. o SIS BN VRN N C R C RPN
a2 o o o 0P o W M 0 W G
T E S S S S S

Population Female Male

Age
Most of the Texas population is in the age category-af/5years of age.

Region 7 Age Distribution

296,760 216,283
= Age 0-4

295,619 = Age 5-17
= Age 18-24
= Age 25-34
T ‘ = Age 35-44
374,290
= Age 45-54
465,412 = Age 55-64
= Age 65+

409,408
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Source US Census Bureau, American Community Survey: 208

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 therseace 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. Thiast pie chart provides a NeHispanic population amount.

<1% 7% 3% Total Population

<1%

\ = White
A0 \

10%_\ = Black

= Asian

= Native American / Alaska Native
= Native Hawaiian / Pacific

Islander

= Some Other Race

3% Hispanic Population

= White

= Black

= Asian

= Native American / Alaska Native

= Native Hawaiian / Pacific
Islander
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<1% Non -Hispanic Population

= White

= Black

= Asian

= Native American / Alaska Native
= Native Hawaiian / Pacific

Islander

= Some Other Race

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.

6,000,000
Region 7 Race/Ethnicity, Population Projection 2010 -2050
5,093,032
5,000,000
4,000,000
3,251,535
3,000,000

2,948,364 2,198,627

1,780,896
2.000.000 ( 1,688,956 [
— 2,007,460
792,828 944,788
1,000,000 474,594
291,269 315,799 AN
175,311 | -
' \_ 412,351
0 210,052

Q O M b O QO & a»x Ao D O O o> sb 0 O O > b & O
NN QDD DX XXX O
D D D D R DD R DD DD DD D
Population Anglo Black Hispanic Other
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1200000 Region 7 Gender and Race/Ethnicity, Population Projection

2010-2050 1,111,882
1,086,745 —~

s

1,000,000
849,981 g9g 527 e
/ 1,026,154
i 882,369 981,306
800,000
838,975
600,000 482,378
405,870
400,000 462,410
242,335
386,958
160,293 232,259
200.000 148,422 155,506 e |
’ /7
142,847 206,432 — 205,919
90,329 — ==
84,982 108,088 101,964 Female Male
0
Q 9 > b 0 O & ™ b D O & o> sb O O O X b DO
S N N S i S A L L M MR I M LN SN N S
N A S G SRS S Sl S

anglo_male anglo_female black_male black_female

hispanic_male hispanic_female other_male other_female

Languages

The risng 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 calateto 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
OOAOU xAl1 186 4EA OI B OE OAafe olimi@d Engidn@roficienOikdividueld EECE
were located in Travis (13.81%6132,396), Limestone (11.97&62,613), and Bastrop (9.718%6,710).
Concentrations of Populations

Population density (per square mile) among Region 7 counties vary. Thdiesuwnith the highest
population density include: Travis, Williamson, and Brazos. The figure below displays the population
density values across the region.
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Population Density (Per Square Mile)
0 200 400 600 800

Region 7 |~115798~
Bastrop |783737
Bell [—————29518"
Blanco [714.7
Bosque [718.43
Brazos | 33161"
Burleson [=26.05
Burnet [|=43.21
Caldwell
Coryell
Falls
Fayette
Freestone
Grimes
Hamilton
EVS
Hill
Lampasas
Lee
Leon
Limestone
Llano
McLennan
Madison
Milam
Mills
Robertson
San Saba
Travis |
Washington
Williamson
Texas ;
United States |~87:55

The percentage of the population dmigration in Region 7, according to the American Community
Suvey (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 indivittukeaving their county residence for another,

from outside their state of residence, or from abroad were counted towanthigration estimates. The

three counties with the highest imigration percentages in Region 7 were Coryell (16.78%42,505),

Brazas (15.25%1)=29,157), and Hays (13.569421,252).

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

15) by sociR AT 1T 1 EA OOAOOO j3w3Qq8 4EAU AT 1T Al OAAA OEAO
marijuana and alcohol risk behavior than higher SESlest®nts. Observing the implication of what
Lemstra et al. (2008) described, poverty measures for Region 7 can help idenigi abunties.
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Average Wages by County
In the table below, we see higher employment in Bell and McLennan counties. Higheigawsegekly

wages exist in Travis, Lee, and Leon Counties.

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 singleparent 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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PERCENT OF CHILDREN IN SINGEEARENT HOUSEHOLDS
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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 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
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UNEMPLOYMENT RATE, MARCH 201-APRIL 2015
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Industry
The combined growth of induses is highest among Travis and Williamson Counties, as observed in the
proceeding figure.

INDUSTRY EMPLOYMENT IN REGION?7
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TANF Recipients
In Region 7, there were 1,093,074 total households recorded from the American Community Survey

(2013, 5year average). Of the total householdE9,341 were households with public assistance income.

The 5year 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 8u6&)

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

PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS WITH PUBLIC ASSISTANCE INCOME
(TANF), ACS 2013 5-YEAR AVERAGE

11.47%

4.84%
3.62%

Q (=) O Qo O\O X
S92 e o B 2 % o elel T e B8 ~ o = - s Ble
2888 S |eksag 88 J33 Sk g sk 8|8 Tsg a3
33 ‘—i“i‘_':a‘—iNNril“‘ggrig‘_i‘_': 2 | g
o
|I|||||I|||II|II.II|I|||||
R o0 o 2 & w0 WP S L0 R DO S O S Y
'\Q“O Q)Q/%Q %@9&0 O %%@&*0 ™ OO R ‘;;r O G »‘;v\VV O ‘r%:\\\ O”
S NI ANN AN T FTAYAT Q VT RS Y B o) ovﬁ\
o VO TR0 (T O v SIS s S
\Z
2 o &R v O Q& Q% BN

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

(2013, Syear averag). Of the total households, 112,705 were households receiving Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) benefits. Thgear average percent of households receiving
SNAP benefits in Region 7, as a result, is 10.31%. Region 7 has a lower pdnoesthblds 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.

PERCENT HOUSEHOLDS RECEIVING SNAP BENEFITS, ACS 2013
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Free School Lunch Recipients
Region 7 had a 53% student population that quetdifior 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 2012015 texas had around 112,489 kids identify as homelss about 13,459 of those

kids were irRegion 7. The school districts with the most homeless kids wastin ISD, Waco ISD, Killeen
ISD, Bryan ISD, and Round Rock I1St2 figure below).

HOMELESSNESS IN SCHOOL
DISTRICTS

AUSTIN ISD
3000

2500 @
2000 &%,
15007 %
WACO ISD 1008 < BRYAN ISD

ROUND ROCK ISD KILLEEN ISD

Environmental Risk Factors

Education
Courtesy of CommunityCommons.orgEducational Attainment shows the distribution of educational

attainment levels in Region 7. Educational attainment is calculated for persons over 25, amvés age
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.

-A.. A ea Do o Do - Do - Bra - Bra - B Fal o

0 Hig 0 ome Assoclate A A A aduate o

00 00 ollege Pegree PDegree Profe ona
Diploma O 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

36|Page



2016 Regional Needs Assessment

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 215 37.3 235 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 39.5 215 5.8 10.5 3.9
Mills 18.5 30.1 225 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. 2003.

37|Page




2016 Regional Needs Assessment

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.
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Related to youth suspensions, data from the TeXeducation 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 ratesnties with

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

0 dent Pop de 0.0 de dent Rate
0 4 D, plined ae D pline 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/alcoholdiecit 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.

0 Drugs/Alcono Drugs/Alcono Drugs/Aicono Drugs/Aicono

ae de ade Rate de Rate
Bastrop 354 372 23.0 24.2
Bell 577 642 85 9.5
Blanco 14 16 8.4 9.6
Bosque 0 6 0.0 21
Brazos 368 431 13.2 154
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
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