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Gallup’s Map of Texas is a 1920 lithograph printed by the F.E. Gallup 

Map Company in Kansas City, Missouri. Besides counties, cities, railroads, 

and oil and gas fields, pipelines and refineries, the map shows geologic 

formations, rivers, creeks and mountainous areas. The original map is 

housed in the Texas State Library. 

The maps have been conserved and scanned to protect them from any 

further deterioration and to make them easily available to the public.

 The historical map featured on the cover is among hundreds 

housed at the Land Office that have been professionally conserved with 

private tax-exempt donations to the Adopt-A-Map program, which Lt. Gov. 

David Dewhurst began when he was land commissioner.

Once conserved, maps are scanned so that reproductions can be made 

without damaging the valuable originals. The Land Office sells copies of the 

scanned maps for either $20 or $40, depending on their size. Sale proceeds 

are used for conservation of other maps and land grant documents. 

Copies of these time honored treasures adorn the walls of TAC 

headquarters in Austin. The Land Office houses numerous maps of every 

Texas county that show the original land grants. Many maps have elaborate 

artwork and would be a wonderful addition to our county courthouses.

 To obtain more information on the Adopt-A-Map program or to order 

copies of maps, go to the Land Office web site at http://www.glo.state.tx.us 

under the Archives and Records section or contact GLO at (512) 463-5277. 

Leg. Ad.  Texas Association of Counties, Gene Terry, Executive Director, 1210 San Antonio, Austin, TX 78701
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Executive Summary 

 
The Texas Association of Counties (TAC) asked Texas counties to provide information 

on a number of different county expenditures going back several years.  TAC received 

118 responses from counties covering 60.5 percent of the state’s population. To analyze 

the returned data, TAC separated the responses into five different brackets based on the 

counties’ 2010 Census populations.   

 

Population Range Bracket Name 
Number of 

Respondents 

More than 1,000,000 Largest 4 

100,001 – 1,000,000 Large 16 

25,001-100,000 Mid-Sized 27 

10,000-25,000 Small 35 

Less than 10,000 Smallest 36 

 
The averages of each bracket were then graphed to show how expenditures have 

changed over a span of multiple years.  Trends in a number of different county 

expenditures, and comments from the counties, reveal several general conclusions: 

 

1. Counties are very distinct from each other in how they operate.  Increasing costs 

in one county do not indicate increasing costs in all counties for the same service.   

 

2. Short-term trends are subject to change.  A trend that lasts three or four years 

may reverse itself the following year.  Similarly a long term trend of five years 

can encompass several up and down fluctuations. 

 

3. The trends that have been noted apply only to the specific groups or county 

brackets highlighted in the report; trends among individual counties can vary 

significantly from the brackets.  

 

4. The uniqueness of counties extends to their financial systems. Many counties left 

at least one question blank or only partially answered.  This was often due to the 

way in which the county tracked certain expenditures and budget items.  

Respondents also noted the difficulty of obtaining data several years old. 
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5. Counties are sometimes at the mercy of fortune.  Since hurricanes Rita and Ike, 

and more recently the tremendous drought of the 2011 summer, many citizens 

and members of the media have been made more aware of the impact of natural 

disasters on local governments.  For instance, Texas experienced more than 

27,000 fires that destroyed 2,800 homes in 20111.  In addition, counties are also at 

the mercy of state funding for particular programs.  During the 83rd Legislature, 

the state of Texas is likely to face a budget shortfall similar to the 2011 session.  

 

6. Texas has been able to weather the fiscal storm over the past few years partially 

due to the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, which disbursed 

$787 billion to various state and local governments.  However, these funds are no 

longer available.  Accordingly, counties were asked not to include grant funds in 

the reported expenditures for this survey.   

 

7. In 2011, the Legislature abolished the Texas Juvenile Probation Commission and 

the Texas Youth Commission to create the Texas Juvenile Justice Department. 

The merger will bring with it new challenges of combining the agencies’ 

missions, processes and services to youth offenders — and shared state 

appropriations, which must now be delivered through one agency.   

 

8. Five new questions were added in this year’s survey relating to election costs. 

These questions were more specific and detailed compared to other questions 

asked which may have contributed to a low response rate.  Due to the limited 

data returned, no analysis is provided; instead, a short explanation is offered 

about the results. 

 

County commissioners in particular are often elected on the strength of their 

commitments to keep tax rates low.  This commitment acts as a brake on growing 

budgets since property taxes are the primary source of county revenues.  However, 

county officials must balance their fiscally conservative desires with state and federal 

mandates, existing restrictions and the public’s demand for more services. 

 

County expenditures can increase and decrease suddenly, as evidenced by the 

fluctuations shown in many of the trends noted in this report.  As a result, county 

officials need a certain amount of latitude to prepare for and accommodate the 

fluctuations caused by rising costs, natural disasters, additional mandates and declining 

revenues from other sources. 

                                                 
1
 Amarillo Globe-News, Wildfires, Drought will Plague Texas Economy, November 1, 2011. 
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Introduction 
 

During recent legislative sessions, some state officials have sought to place revenue caps 

on counties and cities stricter than the current 8 percent rollback rate.  Those legislators 

mistakenly equate county and city property taxes with school property taxes, which 

made up about 54 percent of the average homeowner’s tax bill in 2009.  County taxes 

accounted for less than 17 percent. 

 

Since property taxes are typically the main source of county revenues,2 commissioners 

who commit to low tax rates must create self -imposed limitations on county budgets.  

This limitation is offset by legislative restrictions, the imposition of unfunded mandates 

from the state and federal governments, and the public’s desire for additional 

discretionary and quality-of-life services. 

 

Restrictions on counties set in place by the Legislature include mandatory services and 

fees.  Less obvious restrictions include fines that must be high enough to act as a 

deterrent to crime, yet not so high that people are unable or unwilling to pay them.  If 

they do not pay, the convicted parties may end up in county jails.  This creates multiple 

problems for the county, as revenues are not collected and the county must pay to 

shelter, feed and care for the inmate. 

 

TAC conducted the seventh County Expenditures Survey from July 2012 to November 

2012.3 This survey was sent to all 254 counties, 1184 of which were able to provide total 

expenditures in a number of service areas over recent years (year means fiscal year 

when discussing county expenditures or budgets). 

 

TAC uses the survey to obtain hard data concerning spending requirements beyond the 

control of county officials and to study county government cost drivers.  Many of the 

questions asked attempted to obtain data from three or more years to determine if any 

trends could be identified.  General trends are noted in this report for all expenditures 

for which data was collected for periods of at least three years.  However, trends 

identified from three years of data are less reliable than trends established from data 

covering longer periods of time, which is why most questions asked for information 

from 2007 through 2012. 

 

                                                 
2 Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts, Financial Management Review: Hood County (Austin, TX: 2004) Online: 

http://www.cpa.state.tx.us/lga/fmr/cms/hoodco/ch07.htm 
3  Note:  To simplify this year’s survey from the previous years, the tax rates questions were removed.  
4 126 counties actually responded to this year’s survey, but only 118 surveys were submitted within the time allotment. This is one 

of the highest number of County Expenditures surveys received by CIP.      

 

http://www.cpa.state.tx.us/lga/fmr/cms/hoodco/ch07.htm
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During the survey analysis, responses were separated into five brackets based on each 

county’s population according to the 2010 Census.  The following table shows the 

population brackets, the short name for each bracket and the number of responding 

counties included in each bracket. 

 

Population Range Bracket Name 
Number of 

Respondents 

More than 1,000,000 Largest 4 

100,001-1,000,000 Large 16 

25,001-100,000 Mid-Sized 27 

10,001-25,000 Small 35 

Less than 10,001 Smallest 36 

 

The following pages analyze the survey responses by presenting charts showing the 

average expenditures according to the responses for each bracket. Charts do not show 

expenditures for individual counties.  In most charts, averages are shown for multiple 

years, reaching as far back as 2007. 

 

There were numerous cases when certain counties, due to the organization of their 

financial systems, could not separate out the data at the level of detail requested.  In 

addition, it was very difficult for many counties to provide some of the older data 

items.  Unless otherwise specified, the average expenditures (not adjusted for inflation) 

always show the average for all counties able to provide a numeric response for the 

specific year of each question.  Thus, averages for 2012 are often comprised of answers 

from more counties than averages from previous years.  The number of responses to 

each question is provided in the appendices.  As in the previous surveys, data for the 

most recent year (2012) are budgeted amounts.   

 

Additional material is provided in the appendices to place the analyses in perspective.  

Appendix A charts the change in inflation during the period from 2007 to 2011 based on 

the most widely used measure of inflation: the annual Consumer Price Index (CPI), All 

Urban Counties, U.S. Cities Average.  Appendix B charts the change in the state’s 

population during the same period.  This information is presented to enable 

comparisons among the changes in expenditures for various services.   
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Based on the CPI, inflation was 8.49 percent from 2007 to 2011.  From 2007 to 2011, 

based on estimates from the U.S. Census Bureau, the state’s population grew 7.71 

percent.  Combining those two numbers returns 16.2 percent.   

 

Appendix C and D contain information on the counties surveyed.  Appendix C includes 

a pie chart showing the percentage of the state’s population found in the responding 

counties.  It also includes a table listing the responding counties by population bracket 

and showing each population as of the 2010 Census.   

 

Appendix D features a map showing where each county is located so the reader can see 

the geographical coverage provided by the responding counties.   

 

The response rate for this survey was greater than anticipated and is greatly 

appreciated.  Thank you to the many counties and individuals across the state who 

participated. 

 

Questions about this report should be directed to Tim Brown or Paul Emerson at the 

Texas Association of Counties, (512) 478-8753. 
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Analysis of Average Expenditures by Category and Population Bracket 
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Volunteer Fire Departments (VFD) 
 

By Tim Brown 

Survey Question No. 1: What are the total expenditures for volunteer fire departments in your county? 

 

Not all counties provide funds for volunteer fire departments. Of the 118 counties that 

participated in this survey, nine left this question blank for each of the years for which 

TAC requested data; others simply reported expenditures of zero dollars.   

 

Of the responding counties that were able to answer this question, 41 budgeted for 

increased expenditures for volunteer fire departments for 2012 compared to 2011. For 

the same two-year period, 37 counties reported the same amount for both years, while 

29 counties reported a drop in expenditures for 2012.  

 

Chart 1 – VFD Expenditures

 
 

Average expenditures fluctuated over the survey period. The largest counties (pop. > 

1,000,000) had average expenditures lower in 2012 than in 2007, as shown in Chart 1.  

Only the small counties (pop. 10,001 – 25,000) increased average expenditures each year 

from 2007-2012, which is more clearly seen in Chart 2. 
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Chart 2 – VFD: (Smallest – Mid-Sized Counties)

 
 

It is not surprising that expenditures have risen in small and midsized counties; the 

numerous wildfires the state saw during the 2011 drought provide ample reason. In 

addition, the state cut its fire department grants from $25 million to $7 million last year.5 

As a result, it is likely counties will continue to increase expenditures for volunteer fire 

departments in upcoming years — at least until the drought ends. 

 

The following table shows average changes in expenditures for volunteer fire 

departments over the reporting period. 

 

Category Population Bracket VFD (2007-2012) 

Smallest 1-10,000 48.4% 

Small 10,000-25,000 80.7% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 18.7% 

Large 100,001 - 1,000,000 6.0% 

Largest > 1,000,000 -34.1% 
 

                                                 
5
 Associated Press, “State Funding Cuts Hurt Texas Volunteer Fire Departments,” Insurance Journal, January 12, 

2012, http://www.insurancejournal.com/news/southcentral/2012/01/11/230765.htm. 
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Emergency Medical Services 
 
By Bruce Barr 

Survey Question No. 2: What were the total expenditures for EMS in your county? 

 

During the last 40 years, Emergency Medical Services (EMS) has evolved dramatically 

from its beginnings as a patient retrieval system operated by funeral homes. 

Accompanying this progress is a rather large cost for many rural counties challenged 

with providing EMS to a total of 3.6 million people residing within 210,663 square miles 

in rural Texas. On average, each responding agency covers 6,333 people and 422 square 

miles. 

 

In several counties, especially large urban counties, EMS is typically funded through 

special districts and other local government entities, such as hospital districts.  The non-

county funding streams explain how Dallas County can pay less than $270,000 per year 

for EMS and why Bexar reports zero EMS expenditures.  Midsized and rural counties 

often lack special districts and other local government entities that can foot the bill.  

Accordingly, the top 10 counties spending the most county funds on EMS all have 

populations under 70, 000.  

 

Approximately 20 percent of Texas EMS firms are community supported volunteer 

EMS systems funded through county stipends and local activities like bake sales. The 

average funding amount for EMS is shown in the following two charts.   
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Chart 3 – EMS 

 
 

Charts 3 and 4 reflect the generally rising cost of EMS, especially for counties within the 

25,001 to 100,000 population bracket. However, as with the other brackets, the increase 

was not consistent. Expenditures climbed from 2007 to 2010 and dropped in 2011. 

Budgets in all brackets reached a peak in 2012.  

 

Out of the 71 counties responding that provided costs for both 2011 and 2012, 36 

reported their 2012 EMS budget was higher than the previous year. Dallas was the 

only one of the largest counties showing an increase in funding from 2011 to 2012. 

Factors influencing the need for more money may include acquisition and 

maintenance of needed equipment, recruitment and retention of employees and low 

personnel salaries, especially in rural areas. Though the TxDOT Traffic Safety Division 

provides EMS training in rural and frontier areas, there are costs associated with any 

off-site training, including travel, food and lodging. 
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Chart 4 – EMS: (Smallest – Mid-Sized Counties)

 
 

The table below shows the average expenditures by population brackets during the 

five-year period. 

 

Category Population Bracket EMS (2007- 2012) 

Smallest 1-10,000 91.5% 

Small 10,001-25,000 44.7% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 11.4% 

Large 100,001-1,000,000 23.4% 

Largest > 1,000,000 58.3% 

 

While EMS spending appears to be relatively constant between the various county size 

brackets, this table indicates that the smallest counties have seen the highest rise in 

ambulance costs from 2007 to 2012. Surprisingly, the largest counties also saw a rise in 

the amount budgeted for EMS support.  
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Total County Fuel Expenditures 
 

By Tim Brown 

Survey Question No. 3: What are your total county fuel costs? 

 

The sudden spike in prices during 2008 opened the eyes of many people to how county 

services — like many businesses — are dependent on the cost of commodities such as 

oil and construction supplies. While the costs of these commodities have come back 

down in many cases, counties are still forced to spend much more for them than they 

did just a few years ago. For instance, this table shows the percentage change in average 

total county fuel expenditures from 2007 to 2012 by population bracket for all 

responding counties.   

 

 

The next table shows the change in average fuel expenditures for those counties able to 

provide expenditure data for both 2007 and 2012. There are significant differences for 

several brackets. For example, the “Smallest” bracket included several counties with 

data from both 2007 and 2012 that increased expenditures by more than 100 percent; 

one county, Jeff Davis, reported an increase of more than 1,100 percent. The removal of 

other counties pushed the bracket’s average up to 90.3 percent. 

 

 

After the large price increases of 2008, fuel prices dropped for most counties in 2009. 

Unfortunately, the drop was only temporary and prices have since increased. 

  

Category Population Bracket 
Fuel Expenditures  

(2007-2012) 

Smallest 1-10,000 55.8% 

Small 10,000-25,000 47.3% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 51.9% 

Large 100,001-1,000,000 50.5% 

Largest > 1,000,000 50.4% 

Category Population Bracket 
Fuel Expenditures  

(2007-2012) 

Smallest 1-10,000 90.3% 

Small 10,000-25,000 49.1% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 53.4% 

Large 100,001-1,000,000 61.2% 

Largest > 1,000,000 44.3% 
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By 2010 or 2011, average expenditures for most brackets had surpassed the highs of 

2008. 

 

Although it is difficult to see in Chart 5, average expenditures for 2009 did drop in the 

three smallest population brackets. This is better shown in Chart 6.   

 

Chart 5 – Fuel Expenditures

 
 

Not surprisingly, even though counties reported spending less in some years than in 

previous years, no county reported budgeting less for fuel in 2012 than they spent in 

2007.  Bosque reported the smallest increase at 1.3 percent. Jeff Davis saw the largest 

rise in costs, 1,111.1 percent, with most of the increase occurring from 2008 to 2009. 

 

Of the 108 counties that provided data for both 2007 and 2012, 80 saw fuel expenditures 

increase by at least 30 percent; 13 budgeted at least twice as much as they spent in 2007. 

The median change was an increase of 47.8 percent.6   

  

                                                 
6
 The median tells us that half the counties increased their expenditures by at least this much, while half increased 

their expenditures by no more than this much. 
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Chart 6 – Fuel Expenditures: (Smallest – Mid-Sized Counties)

 
 

While a great deal of uncertainty exists about the short-term direction of oil prices, the 

overall trend is for higher prices in the long-term, as seen in Chart 7.  Should economic 

activity ramp up, oil prices could quickly rebound and approach their previous highs.  

Even at $95.25 as of Sept. 18, petroleum spot prices are still well below the 2008 highs.  

New long-term purchase agreements will help some counties, such as Harrison, control 

future total fuel expenditures.7  
  

                                                 
7
 Robin Y. Richardson, “County Budget Filed with No Tax Increase Needed,” Marshall News Messenger, August 

22, 2012, http://www.marshallnewsmessenger.com/news/county-budget-filed-with-no-tax-increase-

needed/article_6256d11f-9fe1-5be8-89c7-4f4871de00e9.html. 
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Chart 7 – Oil Prices

 
 

Meanwhile, low natural gas prices have caused reduced revenues in some parts of the 

state. While natural gas was in the $4 range through much of the prior two years, it 

dropped at the beginning of 2012 and is projected to stay in the $2 to $3 range. 8  

 

While good news for consumers, the drop in price has not been good for counties. Like 

the property owners who depend on their royalty checks, counties that depend on the 

ad valorem taxes generated by the natural gas producing properties have had to adjust.  

Adjustments have included both higher property tax rates as well as budget cuts in 

some locations.9  

  

                                                 
8
 Donna McCollum, “Dip in Oil and Gas Prices Affecting East Texas County Budgets,” KTRE, September 11, 2012, 

http://www.ktre.com/story/19517492/dip-in-oil-and-gas-prices-is-afffecting-east-texas-county-budgets. 
9
 McCollum, “Dip in Oil and Gas Prices Affecting East Texas County Budgets.” 
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Chart 8 - Gas Prices
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Budgeted Law Enforcement Positions 
 

By Tim Brown 

Survey Question No. 4: How many total budgeted positions for law enforcement (licensed officers and 

support staff) personnel are there in your county? 

 

Survey responses indicate an overall upward trend in the average number of budgeted 

law enforcement positions for counties in four of the five population brackets, as shown 

in Chart 9. The responses are consistent with the burden of maintaining the law 

enforcement needs of areas with growing populations.  

 

The largest counties (pop. > 1,000,000) have shown the greatest tendency to fluctuate up 

and down. For example, Harris County added 439 total positions in two years, 2007 and 

2009, but lost positions in the other years, 2008 and 2010 through 2012.  Overall, Harris 

reported a loss of 8.8 percent of their law enforcement positions over the period covered 

by the survey. Similarly, Bexar lost 4.3 percent of their law enforcement positions over 

the same period.  Meanwhile Dallas and Tarrant counties reported a slight increase in 

budgeted positions of 0.6 and 3.1 percent respectively. 

 

The average number of budgeted law enforcement positions increased in each of the 

remaining brackets. Chart 10 shows the trends for counties in the three smallest 

population brackets. 
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Chart 9 – Budgeted Law Enforcement Positions
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Chart 10 – Budgeted Law Enforcement Positions: (Smallest – Mid-sized Counties)

 
 

The following table reveals the percentage change in the average number of law 

enforcement positions. As in the charts, the counties are sorted into population brackets.  

 

Category Population Bracket 

Law Enforcement 

Personnel 

(2007 -2012)  

Smallest 1-10,000 31.1% 

Small 10,000-25,000 22.1% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 20.3% 

Large 100,001-1,000,000 6.9% 

Largest > 1,000,000 -5.7% 

 

As with the previous questions on this survey, counties in some brackets were unable to 

provide data for each year. When the analysis is limited to data from only those 

counties able to provide data for both 2007 and 2012, the percentages are altered, as 

seen in the next table. 
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The 110 counties that provided numbers for both 2007 and 2012 reported a combined 

increase of 304.5 budgeted law enforcement positions — a 1.4 percent increase. 

Individually, only four of the 110 counties had changes of more than 100 law 

enforcement positions.  Kaufman and Montgomery respectively added 186 and 124 

positions from 2007 through 2012. At the same time, Harris and Johnson dropped 818 

positions (the previously stated 8.8 percent decrease) and 103 positions (-35.2 percent) 

respectively. 

 

Cuts will apparently continue, at least in some counties. For example, Nacogdoches 

recently adopted a 2013 budget that shrinks the sheriff’s department by 13 full-time 

jailers, two detectives, one courthouse deputy and nine part-time jail staff members.10   

 

Curiously, the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) reports a decrease in violent crime 

over most of the survey period. According to the FBI, there were 510.6 violent crimes in 

Texas in 2007 per 100,000 inhabitants.11 In 2010, the most recent year the report is 

available, violent crimes were down to 450.3 per 100,000 inhabitants.12   

  

                                                 
10

 Erin Pradia, “More than 20 Nacogdoches County sheriff's employees to lose their jobs due to budget cuts,” The 

Nacogdoches Daily Sentinel, September 26, 2012.  
11

 Federal Bureau of Investigation, Crime in the United States 2007, available online at: 

http://www2.fbi.gov/ucr/cius2007/index.html  
12

 Federal Bureau of Investigation, Crime in the United States 2010, available online at: http://www.fbi.gov/about-

us/cjis/ucr/crime-in-the-u.s/2010/crime-in-the-u.s.-2010  

Category Population Bracket 

Law Enforcement 

Personnel 

(2007 -2012)  

Smallest 1-10,000 20.2% 

Small 10,000-25,000 23.2% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 22.7% 

Large 100,001-1,000,000 11.8% 

Largest > 1,000,000 -5.7% 

http://www2.fbi.gov/ucr/cius2007/index.html
http://www.fbi.gov/about-us/cjis/ucr/crime-in-the-u.s/2010/crime-in-the-u.s.-2010
http://www.fbi.gov/about-us/cjis/ucr/crime-in-the-u.s/2010/crime-in-the-u.s.-2010
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Court Appointed Attorneys  
 
By Laura Garcia 

Survey Question No. 5: What are the total county costs for court appointed attorneys in family law 

cases? (Do not include court appointed attorneys for criminal cases) 

 

Counties are responsible for the costs associated with court appointed attorneys for 

indigent parents and their children in certain Child Protective Services (CPS) cases.  In 

2005, the 79th Legislature passed Senate Bill 6. It broadened the types of CPS cases in 

which attorneys must be appointed by requiring the appointment of counsel for 

indigent parents opposed to temporary managing conservatorships of their children, in 

addition to the required appointment of counsel in permanent termination cases. 

Counties are presently responsible for the costs of appointed counsel in situations in 

which either temporary or permanent termination is sought.  

 

Over the past several years, the majority of Texas counties have seen an increase in 

these costs, due in part to the change in law requiring more court appointments. 

Statewide, Texas courts conduct approximately 90,000 child protection hearings every 

year. 

 

The table and charts below denote the average total expenditure percentage increase for 

various sized counties since 2008. Small counties, with populations between 10,000 and 

25,000 experienced a 70 percent increase in average expenses, while the largest counties, 

with populations greater than 1,000,000, experienced an 11 percent increase in average 

costs during the same time period. 

  

Category Population Bracket 
Court Appointed 

Attorneys (2008-2012) 

Smallest 1-10,000 104.7% 

Small 10,000-25,000 70.1% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 16.4% 

Large 100,001 – 1,000,000 57.0% 

Largest > 1,000,000 10.9% 

 

The cost of these attorney appointments is becoming a significant cost driver for many 

counties — much like the expenses incurred by counties to provide court appointed 

counsel for indigent defendants in criminal cases. It is a significant unfunded mandate 

for counties that will likely continue to strain county budgets in the years to come. 
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Chart 11 – Court Appointed Attorneys
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Chart 12 – Court Appoint Attorneys: (Smallest – Mid-Sized Counties)
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Inmate Medical, Dental and Mental Health Costs 
 

By Tim Brown 

Survey Question No. 6: What are the total expenditures for inmate medical, dental and mental health 

costs in your county jail?  Include costs associated with either a county jail or a privately run jail holding 

county inmates under contract with the county. 

 

Charts 13 and 14 show that counties’ average expenditures for inmate medical, dental 

and mental health care — which rose dramatically in recent years — saw a greatly 

reduced growth rate in 2010 and actually decreased in 2011 for most brackets. 

 

Chart 13 – Inmate Costs

 
 

Of the largest participating counties, only Harris County lacks a hospital district that 

can take care of these costs. As a result, Harris County accounted for all of the 

expenditures shown in its bracket (population > 1,000,000). Inmate medical, dental and 

mental health costs in Harris increased by 97.9 percent from 2007 to 2012. However, the 

county significantly reduced its expenditures for 2011. Following that decrease, the 2012 

budget is for less than the expenditures of 2010 in this category. 
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Chart 14 – Inmate Costs: (Smallest – Mid-Sized Counties)

 
 

The following table shows the increase in average costs for all five of the population 

brackets. 

 

Category Population Bracket 
Inmate Health Care Costs 

(2007 - 2012)  

Smallest 1-10,000 79.0% 

Small 10,000-25,000 40.3% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 22.9% 

Large 100,001-1,000,000 20.3% 

Largest > 1,000,000 97.9% 

 

Out of the counties that responded to this survey question, 104 were able to provide 

data for both 2007 and 2012. When the analysis is limited to data from only those 104 

counties, the percentage increase in average costs changes dramatically for certain 

brackets, as seen in the next table.   
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Category Population Bracket 
Inmate Costs 
(2007 - 2012) 

Smallest 1-10,000 70.4% 

Small 10,000-25,000 39.8% 
Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 26.0% 

Large 100,001-1,000,000 20.3% 

Largest > 1,000,000 97.9% 

 

Given the decline in average expenditures shown for some of the brackets in 2011, it 

should be noted that most counties actually increased expenditures from 2011 to 2012. 

Of the counties that provided data for both years, 27 counties budgeted less for 2012 

than they spent in 2011, 10 budgeted the same amount and 66 budgeted more for 2012 

than was spent the prior year.    

 

In a further effort to control these expenditures, more counties, such as Dallas, are 

moving to charge jail inmates for medical care. The fees are kept fairly small so that 

they can be taken from the inmates’ commissary funds; the goal is to limit frivolous 

calls rather than to create a new revenue stream.13  
  

                                                 
13

 Kevin Krause, “Charging Jail Inmates for Medical Care,” The Dallas Morning News, February 21, 2012, 

http://www.dallasnews.com/news/community-news/dallas/headlines/20120221-dallas-county-to-begin-charging-

jail-inmates-for-medical-care.ece.  
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Blue Warrant Inmates 
 

By Tim Brown 

Survey Question No. 7:  What are the total expenditures for medical, dental and mental health 

costs applied to blue warrant inmates? 

 

A parole revocation warrant is also known colloquially in the United States as a “blue 

warrant.” (The warrants are traditionally enclosed in a blue jacket, hence the name.)  

When a prisoner is released from prison on parole, the judge places conditions on the 

prisoner's release. If the guidelines are not met, the former prisoner is subject to arrest. 

A blue warrant is issued when a person who is on parole violates one or more 

conditions of their parole. A parolee held in a county jail on a new charge is not 

considered a blue warrant inmate. 

 

TAC prepared the graph on the following page using Texas Commission on Jail 

Standards (TCJS) data. It shows the change in the total number of blue warrant inmates 

in all county jails over an extended period. The total number of blue warrant inmates in 

county jails has trended downward in recent years. However, the chart reveals that this 

declining path has not been smooth. The recent spike in blue warrant inmates at the end 

of 2011, for example, shows how cyclical these numbers can be. It is common for the 

number of blue warrant inmates to increase during the holiday season, which 

emphasizes the need to focus on multi-year periods when discussing trends. 

 

Because the number of blue warrant inmates held in county jails is available from the 

Texas Commission on Jail Standards, this survey only asks about the medical, dental 

and mental health care costs for those inmates. Interest in blue warrant inmates was 

originally prompted by legislation that attempted to reduce overcrowding in local jails 

by making some parole violators eligible for bail prior to their parole hearings; parolees 

accused of violating parole are housed in county jails while awaiting their parole 

revocation hearing.  

 

Unfortunately, medical, dental and mental health costs for blue warrant inmates can be 

difficult to separate from general inmate costs in many counties because county 

financial systems are often not designed to track costs for this particular segment of the 

jail population. 
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Given the challenges in reporting such figures, only 19 counties were able to provide 

data for 2012, and only 13 were able to provide data for both 2009 and 2012.  Therefore, 

care should be taken in using these averages to make comparisons since the sample 

sizes per bracket are so small. 

 

 
 

 

  



TEXAS ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES 

COUNTY INFORMATION PROGRAM 

31 

 

Chart 15 – Blue Warrant Inmates

 
 

The following table shows the change in average expenditures from 2011 to 2012 for the 

18 counties able to provide data for both years. 
 

Category Population Bracket 
Blue Warrant Inmates 

(2011 -2012)  

Smallest 1-10,000 88.2% 

Small 10,000-25,000 -12.2% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 30.7% 

Large 100,001 – 1,000,000 3.2% 

Largest > 1,000,000 n/a14 

 

Of those 18 counties, 11 told TAC they budgeted no funds for 2012: Andrews, 

Armstrong, Edwards, Fisher, Henderson, Kimble, Lamb, Menard, Panola, Reeves and 

Wharton.   
  

                                                 
14

 No county in this population bracket answered question 7.  
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Housing Inmates outside the County 
 

By Tim Brown and Laura Nicholes 

Survey Question No. 8: What are the county’s total expenditures for housing its inmates outside the 

county jail? 

 

Counties often face the need to utilize contract housing for inmates due to county jail 

overcrowding. Seventy-five counties provided 2012 budgeted expenditures for housing 

inmates outside the county jail. Of those, 20 had no expenditures ($0) budgeted in 2012 

for this expense. 

 

The following chart shows average expenditures by population bracket for all 

responding counties. 

 

Chart 16 – Inmate Housing

 
 

Last year, two counties in the largest population bracket — Bexar and Travis — 

provided responses to this survey question; this year, Bexar County was the only 

respondent in this bracket. As was noted in the 2011 County Expenditure Survey, Bexar 

reported a sudden increase in expenditures for 2009, which rapidly dropped off in the 

following years. 



TEXAS ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES 

COUNTY INFORMATION PROGRAM 

33 

 

Bexar’s 2012 budget for housing inmates outside their county jail saw a noticeable 

decrease of more than $273,000 from their reported 2011 expenses. As shown in the 

second largest population bracket (100,001-1,000,000), expenses for reporting counties 

have risen slightly. The mid-size, small and smallest counties show the lowest average 

expenses since 2008, with a steady pattern of decreasing contract housing expenditures. 

 

Chart 17 – Inmate Housing: (Smallest – Mid-Sized Counties)

 
 

Counties that have the capacity will often rent out their extra cells. Of course, 

sometimes that additional capacity disappears due to local demand and the revenue 

stream evaporates.   

 

At times, a jail may house somewhat less than the maximum capacity it can 

theoretically hold because the need to segregate different groups (e.g., males and 

females, high risk populations and/or special needs inmates) reduces the number of 

available beds in certain areas.  

 

This example also points out an additional difficulty that state inmates (e.g., blue 

warrant, paper ready or substance abuse felony punishment) can cause county jails. 

Housing state inmates reduces the number of beds the county can rent out or that the 

county can use for its own inmates. 
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As of September 2012, the Texas Commission on Jail Standards reports that county jails 

are operating at 70.73 percent capacity. This could be a result of increased or improved 

countywide cooperation in criminal justice planning and jail population management 

practices and might account for the overall decrease in reported expenses for housing 

inmates outside the county jail. 

 

Another good sign is that the table below shows decreasing average expenditures for all 

five population brackets.   

 

 

However, the previous table includes data for counties unable to provide data for 2008 

and 2012. The percentage changes are significantly different for most of the brackets 

when the averages are limited to only those counties able to provide data for both 2008 

and 2012, as seen in the next table. 

 

Category Population Bracket 
Housing Inmates  

(2008 -2012) 

Smallest 1-10,000 14.3% 

Small 10,000-25,000 -55.4% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 -29.9% 

Large 100,001 – 1,000,000 -20.0% 

Largest > 1,000,000 -91.5% 

 

Much greater variance exists between the population brackets in the second table. The 

responses to this question clearly demonstrate that counties can see their expenditures 

both increase and decrease fairly quickly over a relatively short period of time. 
  

Category Population Bracket 
Housing Inmates  

(2008 -2012) 

Smallest 1-10,000 -7.7% 

Small 10,000-25,000 -37.1% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 -36.7% 

Large 100,001 – 1,000,000 -25.5% 

Largest > 1,000,000 -91.5% 
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Mental Health/Mental Retardation Centers 
 

By Laura Nicholes 

Survey Question No. 9:  What was the county’s total financial support to the local Mental Health Mental 

Retardation (MHMR) center? 

 

Background 

 

In 1965, the Texas Legislature passed the Texas Mental Health and Mental Retardation 

Act, which established the Texas Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation 

(MHMR) and authorized local entities to assume responsibility for the administration of 

MHMR services. The act facilitated a partnership among the state, local agencies and 

the federal government. At the time, the federal government provided more than 50 

percent of funding for the new local centers.   

 

Today, there are 39 local MHMR centers (now commonly called Community Centers) 

providing services in all of Texas’ 254 counties to residents who have serious and 

persistent mental illnesses, intellectual and developmental disabilities or substance 

abuse disorders. Each community MHMR center is a unit of local government with its 

own governing board representing local entities such as county commissioners courts, 

cities, hospital districts and school districts.   

 

Counties have the option of providing funds directly to the local MHMR center when 

budgets allow. It is not surprising to see the level of county funding to local centers 

fluctuate from year to year as county General Funds are allocated.  

 

Local MHMR centers receive funding from the state and a combination of other sources.  

The 2007 and 2009 Legislatures appropriated millions of dollars each biennium toward 

redesigning the way mental health crisis services are delivered at the local level, which 

could help explain some decreases in funding by some counties in 2008 and 2010. As 

more consumers are served through increased state funding, the amount needed to 

continue serving the mental health needs of communities also appears to have 

increased.  
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Survey Analysis 

 

The following charts show the average expenditures to support local MHMR centers by 

population bracket for the responding counties. In 2009, there was an increase of county 

support for local centers, for the three largest brackets, which ticked downward in 2010 

and seems to have held fairly steady since.  

 

Chart 18 – MHMR

 
 

The smallest to mid- sized chart demonstrates the consistency in county funding 

realized since 2008. 
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Chart 19– MHMR: (Smallest – Mid-sized Counties) 

 
 

A handful of the 98 counties that answered the survey question provided 2012 

expenditures that differed significantly from 2008 expenditures. For instance, Gregg 

County (in the large population bracket, 100,001-1,000,000) reportedly increased its 

financial contributions by $270,000 in the last four years, including a $100,000 increase 

since 2011. Tom Green County (also within the large population bracket) has increased 

its donation to the local community center by $95,000 since 2008. Young County (in the 

smallest bracket, population 1-10,000) upped its contributions by a significant $19,000 

since 2008. Kendall County (in the 25,001-100,000 population bracket) noted an in-kind 

contribution to the local center, stating that juveniles are housed in a county-owned 

building. 

 

The Texas Council of Community MHMR Centers recently reported to the Senate 

Health and Human Services Committee that, in 2011, Local Taxing Authorities —, 

which include county government, cities, hospital districts and school districts —, 

contributed a total of $70,105,210 to MHMR community centers.  Of this amount, 

$49,521,779 (70.6 percent) came from county government.  
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The following table reveals the percent change in average county contributions to 

support MHMR Centers. As in the charts, counties are sorted into population brackets. 

 

Category Population Bracket 
MHMR 

(2007-2012)  

Smallest 1-10,000 -4.2% 

Small 10,000-25,000 7.0% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 0.7% 

Large 100,001-1,000,000 23.2% 

Largest > 1,000,000 0.8% 
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Employee Health Care 
 

By Tim Brown 

Survey Question No. 10: What was the county’s total health care cost for employees (including elected 

officials)? 

 

Most Texas counties provide health care coverage for their employees. For those that 

do, employee health care costs continued to rise for most counties. However, the most 

populous counties actually saw their average expenditures fall by 4.2 percent from 2011 

to 2012, as seen in Chart 20.   

 

Chart 20 – Employee Health Care Expenditures
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Chart 21 more clearly shows the trends for the smaller population brackets. 

 

Chart 21 – Employee Health Care Expenditures: (Smallest – Mid-Sized Counties)

 
 

As was the case last year, even with the decreases from 2011 to 2012, every population 

bracket saw significant increases over the reporting period. The following table shows 

the actual percentage change in employee health care costs from 2007 to 2012 for the 

responding counties grouped by population bracket.  

 

Category Population Bracket 
Employee Health Care 

(2007- 2012)  

Smallest 1-10,000 39.3% 

Small 10,000-25,000 54.8% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 49.1% 

Large 100,001 – 1,000,000 47.6% 

Largest > 1,000,000 33.6% 

 

Twelve of the responding counties were unable to provide data for the six-year period 

covered by this question. The next table shows the change in average expenditures 

when only those counties able to provide data for both 2007 and 2012 are included.  
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While the results are similar, generally the percentage changes are higher in the second 

table. 

Category Population Bracket 
Employee Health Care 

(2007- 2012)  

Smallest 1-10,000 34.8% 

Small 10,000-25,000 53.9% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 51.1% 

Large 100,001 – 1,000,000 47.6% 

Largest > 1,000,000 33.6% 

 

The 2012 Employer Survey on Purchasing Value in Health Care by Towers Watson notes 

that “while increases in health care costs have leveled off at historically low levels, they 

are nonetheless growing at about twice the rate of the general CPI.” 

 

The Towers Watson report also noted that wages have been rising more slowly than 

health care costs for employees. “The slower pace of health care cost trends ... does not 

diminish the growing affordability challenge for active employees, who see an 

increasing share of their total rewards going to health care benefits,” the report states.  

 

“*E+mployees, on average, paid 23.0% of total premium costs in 2011 and are 

expected to pay 23.7% in 2012, as companies take steps to control their costs. In 

paycheck deductions, this translated into an average employee contribution of 

$2,529 to premiums in 2011, which is expected to rise to $2,764 in 2012 – a 9.3% 

increase in one year. Employers’ costs also continue to rise.  On average, they pay 

34% more than they did five years ago, while employees contribute nearly 40% 

more.” 

 

However, it should be noted that the Towers Watson report includes both 

governmental and non-governmental entities — most of which are not in Texas — so it 

may not exactly track expenditures by counties.   
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Juvenile Probation 

 
By Laura Nicholes 

Survey Question No. 11: What were the county’s total expenditures for juvenile probation (do 

not include grant money or state appropriations)? 

 

Juvenile probation services are administered at the local level and must adhere to 

standards set by the state that address constitutional protections and the well-being of 

juveniles, as well as the safety of those working with juveniles. Juvenile probation 

services are funded by a combination of state appropriations and local funds, along 

with various grant opportunities. Counties are mandated to fund county juvenile 

probation departments at the amount they provided in 1994; county support may 

increase or decrease according to the county’s available resources and other local 

demands, but it cannot dip below the amount funded in 1994. A statewide average of 

approximately 65 percent of funding for juvenile departments comes from county 

general funds. 

 

In 2007 and 2008, county juvenile probation departments experienced a loss in Federal 

Title IV-E Foster Care administrative grant funding and struggled to fill unanticipated 

gaps in their budgets. Also in 2007, the Texas Legislature prohibited juvenile 

misdemeanor offenders from being placed in the Texas Youth Commission (TYC). As a 

result, juvenile probation caseloads and county funding requirements increased. In 

2009, the Legislature directed juvenile departments to further curb the number of 

offenders committed to TYC by supervising them and providing them treatment in 

their home communities. (It should be noted that the Legislature provided grant 

funding for counties demonstrating a plan for new treatment or rehabilitative “TYC 

diversion” programs).   

 

Based on the 114 counties that responded to this question on the survey, support to 

juvenile probation departments shows a consistent, increasing trend throughout the 

state. The largest counties reporting — Bexar, Dallas and Harris — each showed steady 

increases in contributions to the juvenile probation departments from 2007 to 2012; 

Tarrant County’s responses for all previous years displayed steady increases, but no 

data was provided for 2012 and this bracket still demonstrated significant support from 

counties.   
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Chart 22 – Juvenile Probation

 
 

For the smallest, small and mid-sized brackets, county funds to juvenile departments 

continue to rise each year.  A handful of individual counties have submitted substantial 

increases over the last five years.  For example, Webb County’s (large bracket) funding 

has increased by 54.4 percent.  Kerr County, with a mid-sized population, reports to 

have increased its support to juvenile probation by 31.5 percent over the same period. 

Kerr County saw a 21 percent increase over a 12 month period, from 2011 to 2012. 

Ochiltree County, a small bracket county in the Texas Panhandle, funded its juvenile 

probation department at $18,000 each year from 2007 to 2010.  But in 2011, Ochiltree’s 

financial support jumped to $98,536, an astounding amount for a county its size.  In 

2012, the support decreased to $30,000.  
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Chart 23 – Juvenile Probation: (Smallest – Mid-Sized Counties)

 

In 2011, the Legislature abolished TYC and the Texas Juvenile Probation Commission to 

create the Texas Juvenile Justice Department.  The merger will bring with it new 

challenges of combining the agencies’ missions, processes and services to youth 

offenders — and shared state appropriations, which must now be delivered through 

one agency.  It may take a few budget cycles to obtain trending agency/local budget 

data relating to detention facilities and community-based probation programming.  

 

Category Population Bracket 
Juvenile Probation 

(2007-2012)  

Smallest 1-10,000 47.9% 

Small 10,000-25,000 42.4% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 22.0% 

Large 100,001-1,000,000 25.6% 

Largest > 1,000,000 26.4% 
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Adult Probation 
 

By Laura Nicholes 

Survey Question No. 12: What were the county’s total expenditures for adult probation (do not 

include grant money or state appropriations)? 
 

Community Supervision and Corrections Departments (CSCDs) are funded by a 

mixture of state and local dollars and grant money. State funding to local CSCDs is 

formula-based; state contributions make up roughly 65 percent of CSCD operating 

budgets (a stark contrast to 65 percent of juvenile probation budgets coming from local 

funds). Ninety-seven counties answered this survey question. The charts below 

measure their reported contributions to the support of the local CSCD.   

 

Chart 24 – Adult Probation

 
 

Counties support local adult probation departments in a variety of ways across the 

various jurisdictions and depending on the needs, resources and local agreements 

between the counties, courts and probation departments.  Government Code, §76.008 

mandates that the county or counties served by a probation department shall provide 

physical facilities, equipment and utilities for the department.  
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Counties also make matched contributions to the Texas County and District Retirement 

System (TCDRS) for active CSCD employees; some counties have the option of 

choosing to join the state insurance benefit program or contract for benefits through the 

county provider.   

 

The most noticeable change in average expenditures appears in the largest counties 

bracket (population >1,000,000), which showed a decrease in years 2009 to 2011 and an 

increase in 2012. Large counties (population 100,000 – 1,000,000) show only a slight 

increase this past year.  
 

Chart 25 – Adult Probation: (Large – Largest Counties)

 
 

Brackets for the smallest to large counties appear to have remained fairly consistent 

since 2007. 
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Chart 26 – Adult Probation: (Smallest – Mid-Sized Counties)

 
 

The Legislature has poured millions of dollars into adult treatment and rehabilitative 

programs in recent years in an effort to reduce probation caseloads, recidivism rates 

and jail/prison overcrowding.  When the 83rd Legislature convenes in 2013, it is 

expected to receive recommendations for revisiting the CSCD funding formulas, 

performance measurements and incentive grant programs for efficiency and 

effectiveness in reducing recidivism and diverting offenders from entering the state 

prison system.    

 

Category Population Bracket 
Adult Probation 

 (2007-2012)  

Smallest 1-10,000 14.2% 

Small 10,000-25,000 75.4% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 -4.8% 

Large 100,001-1,000,000 15.8% 

Largest > 1,000,000 0.7% 
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Community Youth Programs 

 
By Laura Nicholes 

Survey Question No. 13:  How much did the county contribute for support of community 

programs directed to the housing, care, school, rehabilitation and treatment of youth? 

 

This question is intended to measure costs to counties associated with the provision of 

community diversion programs and supervision of an increased number of youth being 

redirected from state juvenile incarceration facilities.  Counties must provide a level of 

support for juvenile probation departments; however, support of community programs 

is a discretionary item in the county budget and contributions may increase or decrease 

according to the available resources and local demands placed on the county. 

 

In 2007, the Legislature prohibited misdemeanor offenders from being sent to the Texas 

Youth Commission (TYC) and data reflected an increase in funding from counties; 

juvenile probation departments experienced an unanticipated loss in federal grant 

money in 2008 that continues to impact the budget and range of services in many 

smaller counties.  In 2009, the Legislature appropriated about $50 million in grant funds 

for the purpose of establishing new programs to serve juveniles in their home 

communities and diverting more commitments from TYC.  All county juvenile 

probation departments were eligible for a portion of the grant money. 
 

Only 48 counties responded to this 2012 survey question; their data demonstrates a 

slight, across-the-board, increase of support toward community based 

rehabilitation/treatment/diversion programs for system-involved youth.   
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Chart 27 – Community Youth Programs

 

Chart 28 – Community Youth Programs: (Smallest – Mid-Sized Counties)
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The data pattern appears to fluctuate annually. There was a noticeable spike from 2008 

to 2009, when the impacts of initial juvenile justice reform measures were being 

implemented.  The downward trend from 2009 to 2011 is likely the result of the first 

round of diversion grant money from the 81st Legislature. There was another increase 

in 2012, perhaps showing counties’ increased contributions to the support, maintenance 

and continuation of new or developing programs.   

 

Category Population Bracket 

Community Youth 

Programs 

(2007-2012)  

Smallest 1-10,000 -61.5% 

Small 10,000-25,000  44.6% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000  62.8% 

Large 100,001 – 1,000,000 -17.4% 

Largest > 1,000,000    5.1% 

 

The table above shows the increase in average expenditures by population bracket 

during a six-year period. 
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Services to the Elderly 

 
By Paul Emerson 

Survey Question No. 14: What were the total expenditures for services to the elderly in your 

county? 

 
In 2007, Rep. Warren Chisum initiated the passage of House Bill 40715, which required 

the Texas Department of Agriculture (TDA) to establish a home-delivered meal grant 

program designed to benefit elderly and disabled Texans.  TDA’s grant program is 

officially known as the Texans Feeding Texans: Home Delivered Meal Grant Program 

(HDMGP).   

 

These grants are awarded to qualified home-delivered meal providers who meet certain 

guidelines. One particular guideline includes cooperation and funding of the county 

where the provider delivers the meals.  Counties can bring dollars to their community 

by giving applicants a grant equivalent to $0.25 cents per county senior as reported in 

the latest Census. This program helps defray unfunded costs of existing home-delivered 

meal programs due to the anticipated rapid growth of the state’s elderly population.    

 

As shown in the table below, TDA reported that 165 counties participated in the 

program in 2012, which is only one county shy of the number that participated the 

previous year. So far, 2010 reflects the highest number of counties participating in this 

program.  It is also interesting to note from the table that even though fewer counties 

participated in 2012, close to 5,000 more meals were provided, compared to 2011.   

 

With state funding reduced by 10 percent, fewer people will be served during the 

current biennium. This may also affect which counties are able to contribute to various 

local organizations. The 10 percent budget reduction that occurred during the 82nd 

Legislature reflects a loss of $1 million per year to the program for 2012 and 2013.  The 

grant program bi-annual budget is now at $18 million.   

 

It is also anticipated that most state agencies, including TDA, will experience a similar 

budget shortfall for the upcoming 83rd Legislative Session. TDA has submitted its 

Legislative Appropriations Request showing a 10-percent reduction for the next budget 

                                                 
15

  In accordance with Texas Agriculture Code, §12.042, (Texans Feeding Texans: Home–Delivered Meal Grant 

Program). 
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cycle (2014-2015 biennium). This reduction would likely have a direct impact on the 

HDMGP.    

 

Number of Participating Counties in the HDMGP 

Fiscal Years 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

Amount 

Awarded $9.5 million $10 million 
 

$9.5 million 

 

$9.5 million $8.5 million 

Number of 

Participating 

Counties 

 
82 

 
157 

 
170 

 
167 

 
165 

Number of 

Applicants 

Awarded 

 
95 

 
182 

 
192 

 
193 

 
188 

Number of  

Eligible Meals 

Served* 

 
1,896,977 

 

 
3,627,918 

 
4,577,265 

 
4,676,922 

 
4,681,723 

* The Department of Aging and Disability’s figures only reflects the number of eligible TDA meals. 
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Chart 29 – Services to the Elderly

 
 

According to the chart above, the largest population bracket experienced a steady 

increase in expenditures from 2009 to 2011.  In review of the data, Harris County 

budgeted roughly $172,000 less in 2012 than expended during the previous year, even 

though Bexar and Dallas budgeted expenditures slightly increased in 2012.  Among the 

largest population bracket, funding for this particular program has been relatively 

consistent, except for Bexar County, which showed considerable fluctuation in its 

expenditures over the past six years.  Tarrant County left this question blank with no 

explanation provided.  Travis County did not response to this year’s survey.  

 

It may be difficult to see in the chart above, but 14 of the counties in the large 

population bracket (100,001-1,000,000) also indicated a slight budget increase in 2012. 

An increase is also illustrated for smallest to mid-sized counties in the table below, 

which shows a 6.3 percent increase from 2007 to 2012.  Other population brackets reflect 

similar increases from 2007 to 2012. 
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Chart 30 – Service to the Elderly: (Smallest – Mid-Sized Counties)

 
 

The chart above shows various inconsistencies from year to year among the smaller 

population brackets compared to the largest population bracket. While average 

expenditures in the smaller brackets fluctuate from year to year, an overall increasing 

trend is noted over the 2007 to 2012 period.   

 

The table below shows the average change in expenditures during a five-year period by 

population bracket.  Notwithstanding another economic downturn, county 

participation levels will likely continue to show strong numbers, as illustrated below. 

 

 

Category 
Population Bracket 

Services to the Elderly 

(2007-2012)  

Smallest 1-10,000 23.3% 

Small 10,000-25,000 76.6% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 86.7% 

Large 100,001-1,000,000 6.3% 

Largest > 1,000,000 30.6% 
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Service to Veterans 

 
By Ender Reed 

Survey Question No. 15: What are the total expenditures for services to veterans in your 

county? 

 

Under Government Code, § 434.032, counties with a population greater than 200,000 are 

required to have a veterans’ county service office. Counties reported that their veteran 

services expenditures have increased since the mandate’s establishment in 2007.  

 

There was an increase in veteran services expenditures for counties overall.  The end of 

the Iraq war in December 2011 brought many troops home and caused a requisite 

increase in the demand for veterans’ services. The services that these offices provide 

include assisting veterans with education and vocational issues, as well as giving burial 

allowances.  Counties also provide services to assist families of veterans with accessing 

resources and making claims for benefits when appropriate.  There are three main 

drivers in the output of services to veterans: the economy, Vietnam veterans’ claims and 

recognition of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) as a legitimate health concern.  

 

Chart 31 – Service to Veterans
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In positive news, the emphasis on assisting veterans with finding employment and the 

improved economy have resulted in the lowest veteran unemployment rate in three 

years. In July 2012, the unemployment rate for veterans fell to 6.9 percent, compared to 

8.3 percent for the general population. Services provided by county veterans’ service 

offices are critical portals for matching veterans with resources and job opportunities 

after their military service is completed.  

 

However, numerous diseases related to Agent Orange have increased Vietnam veteran 

claims, as the diseases are considered presumptive conditions. As of 2001, more than 43 

conditions have been linked to Agent Orange. The presence of these conditions, along 

with service in Vietnam, allows a Vietnam vet to apply for disability compensation.  

 

Another driver in the rise of veterans’ claims is the acceptance of Post-Traumatic Stress 

Disorder (PTSD) as a real and treatable injury. In the past, soldiers with PTSD have 

been stigmatized and many veterans suffering from symptoms did not seek help or 

treatment. However, according to a 2008 Rand Corporation study, as many as one in 

five soldiers returning from Afghanistan and Iraq suffer from PTSD or severe 

depression.  

 

Though these wounds are not visible, veterans’ community and organizations have 

worked hard to raise awareness of these psychological wounds to ensure that soldiers 

receive the care they need.  PTSD will be a growing concern as more troops return from 

the Iraq and Afghanistan wars.  
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Chart 32 – Services to Veterans: (Smallest – Mid-Sized Counties)

 
 

Counties with more than 1,000,000 residents have noticeably increased their 

expenditures for services to veterans. This corresponds with the numerous troops 

returning from theaters of war. 
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Category Population Bracket 
Services to Veterans 

(2007-2012)  

Smallest 1-10,000 30.6% 

Small 10,000-25,000 38.3% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 43.5% 

Large 100,001-1,000,000 46.6% 

Largest > 1,000,000 34.5% 

 

The table above shows the average change in expenditures during a six-year period, by 

population bracket. 
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Department of Public Safety (DPS) 

 
By Ender Reed 

Survey Question No. 17: What was the county’s total expense for DPS? 

 

This expenditure category exists for counties that must provide an office and other basic 

infrastructure needed to retain a local Department of Public Safety (DPS) trooper. 

Without the provision of basic infrastructure, DPS may be unwilling to station troopers 

in a county.  

 

DPS officers who are stationed in a county usually reside within the primary city where 

their office is located and are integrated into the community. DPS officers work closely 

with the sheriff’s office and other law enforcement personnel. DPS officers stationed in 

counties provide support in the areas of traffic control and criminal offense 

investigations. DPS also assists in the arrest and conviction of criminal offenders.  

 

With local budgets already pushed to the limits, county officials have begun looking for 

creative ways to fund DPS activities that help counties. For example, the Karnes County 

commissioners court created the Karnes County DPS Trooper Hotel Fund to help offset 

hotel expenses for DPS troopers called to work in Karnes County from other parts of the 

state.  Karnes County also partnered with private businesses to allow the community an 

opportunity to help with the issue.  Marathon Oil donated $25,000 to the fund.   

 

The data submitted shows that DPS spending for counties has held relatively steady. 

This stagnant trend in funding in the face of strained county budgets is reflective of the 

importance of DPS participation in county law enforcement. It is likely more counties 

will find creative ways to fund DPS infrastructure as the state continues to decrease its 

funding of DPS operations. 
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Chart 33 – DPS

 
 

This graph shows a generally stagnant rate of funding for DPS.  But as was stated 

above, counties are using alternative methods to supplement the increase in law 

enforcement costs. 

 

Category Population Bracket DPS (2007-2012)  

Smallest 1-10,000 16.3% 

Small 10,000-25,000 25.3% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 -11.7% 

Large 100,001-1,000,000 -22.1% 

Largest > 1,000,000 12.9% 

 

The table above shows the change in average expenditures during a six-year period by 

population bracket. Three population brackets show a mild increase in expenditures 

from 2007 to 2012. Two population brackets — the large (100,001–1,000,000) and mid-

sized (25,001-1,000,000) — both show a decline.    
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Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) Transportation Projects 

 
By Paul Emerson 

Survey Question No. 17:  What is your current bonded indebtedness for local TxDOT 

transportation projects for bonds issued Jan. 2001? 

 

Background 

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), also known as the State Highway 

Department, was created in 1917 by the 35th Legislature. During this early period, the 

agency’s main purpose was to provide monetary assistance to counties for highway 

construction and maintenance, while working on other projects.  But it wasn’t until 

1924 that the agency became responsible for all state highway maintenance, duties 

previously performed by counties.   

During the late 1920s, the Legislature adopted the pay-as-you-go system of highway 

financing. Soon after, highway financing was determined to be a state responsibility, 

which limited counties’ contributions to providing right-of-way. In 1975, the agency 

merged with the Texas Mass Transportation Commission to form the State 

Department of Highways and Public Transportation.  Taking on additional 

responsibility, the agency went through another merger in 1991, combining the State 

Department of Highways and Public Transportation, the Department of Aviation and 

the Texas Motor Vehicle Commission to create what is now known as TxDOT.   

Current Funding 

TxDOT receives the vast majority of its highway-related revenue from federal 

reimbursements, state motor fuels taxes, motor vehicle registrations and various other 

fees. These funds are administered from what is better known as Fund 6.  Nearly 49 

percent of Fund 6 is made up of federal reimbursements, while 45 percent comes from 

the state motor fuels tax (20 cents per gallon on diesel and gasoline and 15 cents per 

gallon on liquefied gas).  The motor fuel tax rate has not kept pace with inflation or 

been increased since 1991. Sticking with the traditional pay-as-you-go (cash on hand) 

financing method has put a financial strain on TxDOT’s ability to repair existing roads 

and highways.   

With the state’s explosive population growth putting further strain on roads and 

highways, the cost to maintain those roads has steadily increased.  In an attempt to 

ease further traffic congestion, the Legislature authorized TxDOT to issue bond 

proceeds and enter into public-private partnerships in 2001. 
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Over time, the issuance of bonds has manifested into an annual $732 million debt 

service that must be paid by TxDOT. 

In 2005, voters authorized the Legislature to issue up to $5 billion in Proposition 12 

bonds for roads. So far, $1 billion in bonds has been obligated to non-toll highway 

projects.   

 

Pass-through is another popular form of highways financing.  This allows cities and 

counties to front the cost of the work needed and be reimbursed by TxDOT at a later 

date.  The state asked cities and counties to submit projects for $282 million in pass-

through financing this year.  For example, in the Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex, Hudson 

Oaks and Weatherford are using $7.9 million and $52.4 million, respectively, to improve 

the Interstate 20 corridor west of Fort Worth.   

 

The data accompanying this question pertains to the amount of bonded indebtedness a 

county may have incurred for local TxDOT transportation projects for bonds that have 

been issued since Jan. 1, 2001.  Since the amount varies from month to month as 

counties pay off their obligations, the survey requested the amount of indebtedness as 

of Jan. 1, 2011. 

 

In light of the recent data reported by the various counties, it’s obvious that each 

population bracket is incurring increased debt for its transportation projects.  It is 

interesting to note that out of 118 counties that responded to this survey, only a slight 

handful of them (less than 15) reported zero or left the question blank.  
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Chart 34 – TxDOT Projects

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

___________________ 
Sources: Texas Highway Funding, Legislative Primer, Legislative Budget Board Staff, 2nd Edition, March 2011; 

Star-Telegram, Texas Transportation Department going into debt to pay for road work, Feb. 27, 2011; 

Highway Funding in Texas: A status Report; House Research Organization, February 23, 2009.  
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The Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service  

 
By Bruce Barr 

Survey Question No. 18: What was the county’s total expense for support of the Texas 

A&M AgriLife Extension Service? 
 

 The Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service is an education agency. When local 

residents interact with a County Extension Agent, they are interacting, by extension, 

with the Texas A&M University System. That became clearer Sept. 1, 2012 when 

“A&M” was added to the agency’s name.  

 

An American innovation to help people prosper, extension education arose from the 

concept that practical, research-based knowledge should be made available to people 

throughout their lives. The 1914 federal Smith-Lever Act authorized extension 

education as a function of the land-grant university system of teaching and research. In 

1915, the Texas Legislature passed House Concurrent Resolution No. 2 to accept the 

federal provisions and assign extension functions to both the state’s land-grant colleges, 

Texas A&M University and Prairie View A&M University. In 1917, as indicated in 

Article 164 of Vernon's Civil Statutes, county commissioners courts became cooperators 

in this national education system, thus forming the unique county, state and federal 

partnership that continues today.  

 

AgriLife Extension’s program delivery capacity depends on its network of county 

extension agents backed by extension specialists and other professionals based at agency 

headquarters and 15 research and extension centers.  County extension agents work from 

250 county offices to serve all 254 counties. Extension educators have expertise and conduct 

programs that encompass the broad areas of: natural resources and the environment; family 

and consumer sciences; human nutrition and health; 4-H and youth development; 

community economic development; and the food, fiber, greenhouse, nursery and timber 

industries.  
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Depending on local circumstances, extension county offices have one or more agents, 

hired by the commissioners courts in collaboration with an extension supervisor.  To 

maximize this network, extension educators train and oversee volunteers, whose service in 

2011 equated to a full-time workforce of 1,575.  The extension service targets rural 

communities and lower income neighborhoods but has programs for the whole county. 

Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service participates on radio shows, with local 

newspaper articles and by sponsoring youth exhibits and training events for both the 

young and adults. 

 

Chart 35 – Texas A&M AgriLife Extension

 
 

Since 2007 the percent of matching funds by county size has remained consistent.  The 

largest counties, primarily because of their population numbers and increased 

participation of that population in AgriLife programs, allot considerable more dollars to 

Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service than the other population brackets. In some 

cases this participation is in the form of large structures like arenas, barns or event 

facilities; in other cases increased involvement also includes increased extension service 

staff.  In return, AgriLife provides more educational outreach programs and events for 

the county and has a greater impact on the people and their lives. 

 



TEXAS ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES 

COUNTY INFORMATION PROGRAM 

66 

 

The table below shows the average change in expenditure during a six-year period by 

population bracket.  As indicated by the table, increases in average expenditure among 

all five brackets are similar, except for the largest population bracket. 

 

Category Population Bracket 

 

Texas A&M AgriLife 

Extension 

 (2007-2012)  

Smallest 1-10,000 29.3% 

Small 10,000-25,000 30.3% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 16.6% 

Large 100,001 – 1,000,000 20.6% 

Largest > 1,000,000 1.7% 
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Parks 

By Rick Thompson 

Survey Question No. 19: What were the county’s total expenditures for parks? 

Since 2011, heat and wildfires have led to a dramatic decrease in income from visitor 

fees at county and state parks.  At the state level alone, almost half of the $69 million 

operating budget for the 94 state parks and historical sites comes from visitor fees.  State 

budget cuts have also contributed to the problems of maintaining state parks, so much 

so that the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) is seeking to raise $6.4 million 

in public donation funds to “keep state parks open.”  At the time of this report, TPWD 

raised $1.8 million leaving the department short $4.6 million. 

In another appeal for donations, TPWD is asking Texans who are renewing their vehicle 

registration to donate $5 or more for state parks.  According to the Texas Comptroller, 

this new donation opportunity could generate about $1.6 million a year. 

 

Chart 36 – Parks
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Chart 37 – Parks: (Smallest – Large Counties)

 
 

All three of the population brackets above in Chart 37 show an increase in expenditures 

from 2011 to 2012 at county parks.  There has been a steady increase since 2010 for the 

larger counties up to 100,000 in population, but those counties with populations of 

25,000 or less have shown a slight increase after a steady decrease annually from 2007 to 

2011.  

 

The table below shows the average change in expenditures during the six-year period, 

by population bracket.  It is also interesting to note from the table below that mid-sized 

counties’ expenditures increased 47.5 percent from 2007 to 2012.  

 

 

Category Population Bracket Parks (2007-2012)  

Smallest 1-10,000 -15.7% 

Small 10,000-25,000 25.7% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 47.5% 

Large 100,001-1,000,000 78.6% 

Largest > 1,000,000  1.7% 
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Libraries  

 
By Aurora Flores 

Question No. 20: What are the county’s total expenditures for libraries?  

  

There are many types of libraries counties may support, and no distinction among those 

libraries is contained in the expenditure description.  For instance, the commissioners 

court may appropriate from county funds supplemental sums necessary for the 

maintenance and operation of a county law library.  In addition, a county law library is 

supported by a County Law Library Fund, which is maintained by a fee not to exceed 

$35 in every civil case filed in county or district court.  The fee does not apply to 

criminal cases or delinquent tax suits.   

  

Some library districts are also supported by sales tax. Multi-jurisdictional public 

libraries seem to have statutory authority to levy a property tax, §336.251, Local 

Government Code; although the Attorney General says they can’t (GA-0626).   It might 

be interesting and informative to discover how many counties have these types of tax 

support for their libraries, whether the tax is sufficient and if the county supplements 

the fund.  That is beyond the scope of this report.    

Chart 38 – Libraries
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In Chart 38, the average total expenditures for libraries in areas with a population 

greater than 1,000,000 increased from 2008 to 2010, but then decreased over 2011 and 

2012 as Bexar, Dallas, Harris and Tarrant counties spent slightly less during this past 

year. The Chart below reflects roughly the same for counties with a population less than 

1,000,000 — no consistent trends are identifiable, even though 400 of Texas’ 561 public 

libraries are classified as rural.  

 

In 2011, legislators made deep funding cuts to many programs including outdoor 

recreation, history, the arts and libraries.  Local response to these drastic cuts in the 

state’s budget contributed to less money spent on libraries and other programs.  For 

example, Montgomery County abolished a Parks Department and consolidated 

operations in order to maintain support of the county’s libraries.  Tom Green County 

also drastically reduced its spending on libraries for 2012.  

The new state biennial budget for 2012- 2013 reduced state funding for the Texas State 

Library and Archives Commission by 64 percent, and overall, state funding for local 

services was cut by 88 percent.  The Library and Archives Commission will see 

funding shrink by approximately $12 million this fiscal year and by $7.01 million in 

2013. These cuts also result in a loss of an estimated $850,000 in federal funds.  

Regional library systems that were set up to support public libraries had their state 

funding eliminated by the Legislature to balance the state budget in 2011. In addition, 

all funding for the Lone Star Libraries program has been eliminated. This program 

provides direct aid grants to public libraries throughout the state. The program received 

$13.4 million for 2010 to 2011. Local libraries depended on the regional systems for 

reference backup, training and funding to local branches. That support is no longer 

available as the remaining regional systems closed August 2012.  Smaller counties 

depended heavily on these regional grant programs, which may explain why some 

counties have reduced their budgeted amounts. 
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Chart 39 – Libraries: (Smallest – Large Counties)

 
 

The table below shows the change in average expenditures during a five-year period by 

population bracket.  As indicated by the table, expenditures in both of the mid-sized 

and largest population brackets have declined.  These declines may continue over the 

next couple of years.   

 

Category Population Bracket 
Libraries  

(2007-2012)  

Smallest 1-10,000 9.7% 

Small 10,000-25,000 68.8% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 -13.4% 

Large 100,001-1,000,000 19.6% 

Largest > 1,000,000 -14.2% 
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Emergency Management Readiness 
 

By Bruce Barr  

Survey Question No. 21: What was the total amount of county expenditures for state emergency 

management readiness requirements? 

 

In 2009 federal American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds became 

available for a number of emergency management applications.  From 2010 to 2011, as 

ARRA funding programs began running their course, county budgets reflected a drop 

in allocations to the largest counties with a significant increase in budgeted emergency 

preparedness spending in those counties to continue long-term projects.  

 

A number of factors are responsible for the spikes in large county numbers in 2010 and 

2011.  The breaking ground of a county emergency service building in Williamson 

County in 2011, and the multipurpose structure in Hays in 2010 skewed the graphs for 

the entire population bracket.  Most counties in those brackets either increased their 

emergency management budgets nominally or reduced them from 2009 to 2011.  Many 

of the increases not associated with construction projects were the result of expenses 

due to disaster recovery, namely the spring and late summer firestorms, where the 

counties weren’t fully reimbursed by FEMA or the state.  

 

As a rule, counties are in a maintenance and management period of emergency 

preparation spending. Other emergency preparedness budget items include P25 radio 

interoperability attainment and training. 
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Chart 40 – Emergency Management

 
 

Project 25 (P25) is a nationwide initiative that created standards for emergency radio 

communications to enable first responders to communicate with other agencies and 

mutual aid response teams in emergencies.  As counties strive to meet the January 2015 

deadline to become P25 compliant, they are budgeting for the construction of radio 

towers, purchasing compliant portable and trunk communication equipment and 

upgrading emergency operation centers (EOC). 

 

To stay on top of the new technology, as well as meet the education requirements of 

certification, county emergency management staffs have a necessary continuing 

education requirement.  

 

While most mandatory training is available in Texas for free, or at a nominal price, 

counties must still budget for travel, food and lodging costs.  

 

For the most part the ratio of the amount budgeted for emergency preparedness 

between the largest and smallest counties has remained constant from 2007 to 2012.  

 

The following chart shows a greater increase in average expenditures from 2007 to 2012 

in the three smallest population brackets relative to the counties in the two largest 
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population brackets. The assumption being that the smaller counties are playing catch 

up to the larger counties with the purchases of radios and other equipment. In some 

cases the increase is due to changes in county accounting practices and how items are 

charged to emergency preparedness accounts. 

 

Category Population Bracket 

 

Emergency 

Management 

Readiness  

 (2007-2012)  

Smallest 1-10,000 140.7% 

Small 10,000-25,000 110.7% 

Mid-Sized 25,001-100,000 104.2% 

Large 100,001-1,000,000 54.4% 

Largest > 1,000,000 41.0% 
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Election Costs 
 

By Nanette Forbes and Tim Brown 

Survey Questions No 22 -26:Election Costs 
 

In 2002, the Help America Vote Act (HAVA) was enacted by the federal government 

and changed the way America votes. The federal legislation created mandates for states 

and local governments to provide electronic voting systems in all polling places, and 

provided $3.9 billion in federal funding with approximately $190 million going to 

Texas, including state matching funds. 

 

Since the implementation, all HAVA funding to local governments has been completely 

disbursed.  However, counties continue to incur expenses every budget year to 

maintain electronic voting equipment and to periodically update the equipment’s 

software.   

 

The purpose of survey questions 22-25 was to determine whether HAVA-related 

election costs were increasing or decreasing for Texas counties since HAVA funding is 

no longer available to help defray the costs. Unfortunately, very few counties were able 

to provide data in response to these survey questions.   

 

Similarly, there were also very few responses to question 26 regarding the Move Act, a 

federal law designed to improve the delivery of absentee ballots to members of the 

armed forces and American citizens living abroad. 

 

Due to the limited data provided on questions 22-26, this report will not attempt an 

analysis of the responses.  
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Conclusion 

 
Specific trends have been addressed in the previous section, Services.  Expenditures for 

specific services generally show an upward trend.  However, it should be noted that the 

average expenditures shown in the Services section have not been adjusted for inflation, 

which was 8.5 percent from 2007 to 2011.16 

 

Trends in a number of different county services and comments from counties reveal 

several general conclusions that can be drawn from the survey responses. 

 

1. Counties are unique. Increasing costs in one county do not indicate increasing 

costs in all counties for the same service.  The same is true for decreasing costs. 

 

2. Short-term trends are subject to change. A trend that lasts three or four years 

may reverse itself the following year.  Similarly, a long-term trend of five or more 

years can encompass several up and down fluctuations.  

 

3. The trends that have been noted may apply only to specific groups or county 

brackets; trends in individual counties can diverge significantly from the 

brackets. 

 

4. The uniqueness of counties extends to their financial systems.  Many counties 

had to leave at least one question blank or only partially answered.  This was 

often due to variations in the way in which each county tracked certain 

expenditures and budget items.  At other times, respondents noted a difficulty in 

obtaining data that was several years old. 

 

5. Counties are sometimes at the mercy of fortune.  Since Hurricanes Rita and Ike 

and the recent Texas wildfires, many citizens and members of the media are 

more aware of the impact of natural disasters on local governments.  

 

6. Counties have been heavily impacted by the state’s $18 billion shortfall during 

this current biennium (FY2012-FY2013).  One such example is the Texans Feeding 

Texans program - (HDMGP) that services the elderly and disabled in 

participating counties.  Last session, HDMGP funding was reduced by 10 percent 

(or $1 million per year) which is anticipated to occur again this up-coming 

legislative session.  Not only have counties experienced various programs being 

                                                 
16

 See Appendix A for how this percentage was derived. 
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reduced by the shortfall, several state dedicated funding sources to local county 

programs were completely cut and used to certify the state’s budget. 

 

7. While Texas weathered the recent recession better than most states, state and 

county budgets are still recovering. Whether the state will attempt to continue 

operating at a reduced funding level or attempt to grow services back to the pre-

recession levels remains to be seen. 

 

8. Not all counties are able to track specific and detail costs, like the Move Act for 

election. 

 

County expenditures can increase and decrease suddenly and for extended periods of 

time.  County officials need a certain amount of latitude in order to prepare for and 

manage these fluctuations. 
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Appendix A: Inflation 

 

The Consumer Price Index (CPI), All Urban Consumers, U.S. City Average is “the most 

widely used measure of inflation.”17  It is used as an indication of inflation over the time 

period covered by this survey.  From 2007 to 2011, the index increased by 8.49 percent.  

This is equivalent to a 2.1 percent annual growth rate during the period.  This relatively 

benign inflation rate is in part due to the negative inflation of 2009.   

 

Chart 41 – Consumer Price Index

 
 

Adding the 8.5 percent increase in population to the increase in inflation gives a total of 

16.2 percent increase from 2007 to 2011 (see Appendix B for the change in population).  

This benchmark can be used in comparison with how various expenditures changed 

over the same period. 

  

                                                 
17 United States Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
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Appendix B: Population 

 

Chart 42 – State Population

 
 

Every year, the U. S. Census Bureau produces an estimate of the state’s population.  The 

July 1, 2011 state population estimate is 7.7 percent higher than the July 1, 2007 estimate 

that the Census Bureau also produced.  This is equivalent to a 1.54 percent annual 

growth rate for Texas.  

 

It should be noted that this report uses 2010 Census populations to determine into 

which brackets to place the counties.  
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Appendix C: Surveyed Counties Population 
 

The following chart compares the population of the participating counties by survey 

bracket. 

 

Chart 43 – Total Population of Surveyed Counties by Bracket

 
 

The 118 counties that responded to this survey (see map in next appendix) comprise 

60.5 percent of the state’s total population based on the 2010 Census.   
 

 

 

 

Bracket County Census 

 

Bracket County Census 

Largest Bexar 1,714,773 

 

Large Guadalupe 131,533 

Largest Dallas 2,368,139 

 

Large Jefferson 252,273 

Largest Harris 4,092,459 

 

Large Johnson 150,934 

Largest Tarrant 1,809,034 

 

Large Kaufman 103,350 

Large Comal 108,472 

 

Large Midland 136,872 

Large Denton 662,614 

 

Large Montgomery 455,746 

Large Ector 137,130 

 

Large Potter 121,073 

Large Gregg 121,730 

 

Large Randall 120,725 
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Bracket County Census 

 

Bracket County Census 

Large Smith 209,714 

 

Small Colorado 20,874 

Large Taylor 131,506 

 

Small Deaf Smith 19,372 

Large Tom Green 110,224 

 

Small Eastland 18,583 

Large Webb 250,304 

 

Small Falls 17,866 

Mid-Sized Bastrop 74,171 

 

Small Fayette 24,554 

Mid-Sized Burnet 42,750 

 

Small Franklin 10,605 

Mid-Sized Cass 30,464 

 

Small Freestone 19,816 

Mid-Sized Cooke 38,437 

 

Small Gonzales 19,807 

Mid-Sized Coryell 75,388 

 

Small Hockley 22,935 

Mid-Sized Erath 37,890 

 

Small Houston 23,732 

Mid-Sized Grimes 26,604 

 

Small Jones 20,202 

Mid-Sized Hale 36,273 

 

Small Lamb 13,977 

Mid-Sized Harrison 65,631 

 

Small Lavaca 19,263 

Mid-Sized Henderson 78,532 

 

Small Lee 16,612 

Mid-Sized Hood 51,182 

 

Small Limestone 23,384 

Mid-Sized Hopkins 35,161 

 

Small Marion 10,546 

Mid-Sized Jim Wells 40,838 

 

Small Montague 19,719 

Mid-Sized Kendall 33,410 

 

Small Morris 12,934 

Mid-Sized Kerr 49,625 

 

Small Newton 14,445 

Mid-Sized Navarro 47,735 

 

Small Nolan 15,216 

Mid-Sized Palo Pinto 28,111 

 

Small Ochiltree 10,223 

Mid-Sized Polk 45,413 

 

Small Panola 23,796 

Mid-Sized Rockwall 78,337 

 

Small Red River 12,860 

Mid-Sized Rusk 53,330 

 

Small Reeves 13,783 

Mid-Sized Titus 32,334 

 

Small Runnels 10,501 

Mid-Sized Uvalde 26,405 

 

Small Tyler 21,766 

Mid-Sized Walker 67,861 

 

Small Ward 10,658 

Mid-Sized Waller 43,205 

 

Small Young 18,550 

Mid-Sized Wharton 41,280 

 

Smallest Archer 9,054 

Mid-Sized Wilson 42,918 

 

Smallest Armstrong 1,901 

Mid-Sized Wise 59,127 

 

Smallest Baylor 3,726 

Small Andrews 14,786 

 

Smallest Borden 641 

Small Bandera 20,485 

 

Smallest Castro 8,062 

Small Blanco 10,497 

 

Smallest Cochran 3,127 

Small Bosque 18,212 

 

Smallest Coleman 8,895 

Small Burleson 17,187 

 

Smallest Concho 4,087 

Small Callahan 13,544 

 

Smallest Crockett 3,719 

Small Camp 12,401 

 

Smallest Dickens 2,444 
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Bracket County Census 

    Smallest Donley 3,677 

    Smallest Edwards 2,002 

    Smallest Fisher 3,974 

    Smallest Foard 1,336 

    Smallest Garza 6,461 

    Smallest Goliad 7,210 

    Smallest Hall 3,353 

    Smallest Haskell 5,899 

    Smallest Hemphill 3,807 

    Smallest Jeff Davis 2,342 

    Smallest Kimble 4,607 

    Smallest King 286 

    Smallest Knox 3,719 

    Smallest Lipscomb 3,302 

    Smallest Loving 82 

    Smallest Lynn 5,915 

    Smallest Mason 4,012 

    Smallest Menard 2,242 

    Smallest Mills 4,936 

    Smallest Mitchell 9,403 

    Smallest Motley 1,210 

    Smallest Oldham 2,052 

    Smallest Reagan 3,367 

    Smallest Real 3,309 

    Smallest Refugio 7,383 

    Smallest Sherman 3,034 

    Smallest Somervell 8,490 

     

Eight additional counties replied but were not included in this report. Unfortunately, 

we received their survey forms too late to include their data in the analysis.  
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Appendix D: Surveyed Counties Map 
 

The following map shows the counties that responded to the survey.  The counties are 

shown by population bracket.  For a table listing the counties, see Appendix C. 
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Gallup’s Map of Texas is a 1920 lithograph printed by the F.E. Gallup 

Map Company in Kansas City, Missouri. Besides counties, cities, railroads, 

and oil and gas fields, pipelines and refineries, the map shows geologic 

formations, rivers, creeks and mountainous areas. The original map is 

housed in the Texas State Library. 

The maps have been conserved and scanned to protect them from any 

further deterioration and to make them easily available to the public.

 The historical map featured on the cover is among hundreds 

housed at the Land Office that have been professionally conserved with 

private tax-exempt donations to the Adopt-A-Map program, which Lt. Gov. 

David Dewhurst began when he was land commissioner.

Once conserved, maps are scanned so that reproductions can be made 

without damaging the valuable originals. The Land Office sells copies of the 

scanned maps for either $20 or $40, depending on their size. Sale proceeds 

are used for conservation of other maps and land grant documents. 

Copies of these time honored treasures adorn the walls of TAC 

headquarters in Austin. The Land Office houses numerous maps of every 

Texas county that show the original land grants. Many maps have elaborate 

artwork and would be a wonderful addition to our county courthouses.

 To obtain more information on the Adopt-A-Map program or to order 

copies of maps, go to the Land Office web site at http://www.glo.state.tx.us 

under the Archives and Records section or contact GLO at (512) 463-5277. 

Leg. Ad.  Texas Association of Counties, Gene Terry, Executive Director, 1210 San Antonio, Austin, TX 78701
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