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Executive Summary 

The Texas economy is forecast to continue to attract over 200,000 new residents annually though 

international and domestic migration. The total population will expand from 28.7 million in 2018 to 40.9 

million in 2048, a 44% increase. Job growth will slow from 2.1% to 1.3%. Income gains will average 5.1% 

annually over the next 30 years, 3.1% in real, inflation-adjusted terms. Wages and salaries will grow 5.3% 

per year, boosting average wages by 4.1% per year.    

Spending on infrastructure in Texas is projected to average $38 billion (real 2012$) per year going forward 

to 2048. This is up from $29.2 billion in 2017. The major components are $18 billion for highways and 

streets, $8 billion for electricity and power transmission, and $6 billion for water and sewer. 

The spending itself is an important part of the economy, providing jobs and income to millions of Texans. 

Infrastructure spending directly represents 1.6% of gross state product (GSP). Indirectly, it generates a 

multiplier impact on the economy. In this case, the 1.6% of GSP has a positive impact equal to 2.9% of 

Texas’ GSP. This translates to $53.9 billion for 2019 ($50.2 billion in real, 2012$), and an average of $70.3 

billion per year in real terms over the next 30 years.    

The growth forecasts contemplate foreseen market conditions that will influence development. The 

estimates assume no adverse policy constraints will be introduced that will negatively impact the ability 

to construct infrastructure vital to anticipated growth. Should policy barriers be introduced that inhibits 

infrastructure expansion in any given sector, the impact will reverberate throughout all portions of the 

Texas economy.  

Infrastructure spending expands the capital stock of the Texas economy, drives the production and 

delivery of goods and services, and positively affects business and household incomes.  

Investments in infrastructure have been estimated to increase productivity in the private economy.  By 

2048, this increased rate of economic growth will generate a 7.2% increase in GSP for Texas, or $268 

billion. On average over the 30-year period, GSP increases by $168 billion. 

Infrastructure investment is critical to the economic well-being of Texas. These investments enhance 

mobility of people, goods and services, and power and provide our citizens with increased business and 

work opportunities. These investments affect the health and well-being of urban and rural communities. 

Also, continuous re-investment is important to sustaining and advancing Texas’ competitive advantage in 

the worldwide marketplace.  
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Chapter 1: The Texas Economy 
 

Current Conditions 
 
In the past 30 years, the pace of economic growth in Texas has outpaced that of the US by over 50% (3.6% 

gross domestic product per year for the state vs. 2.3% for the nation). The growth differential was 

especially pronounced in the early part of this decade, but Texas slumped in 2015-2016 as oil prices 

retreated, depressing local incomes and oil and gas investment. As prices recovered the state resumed its 

leading role.  

 
Through 2018, the Texas economy continued to experience robust growth thanks to the rebound in the 

upstream oil sector. For 2018, Texas employment grew by 3.3% over 2017. Oil exploration has been on 

the upswing since mid-2016, with Texas rig counts surging from 173 in May 2016 to 530 in November 

2018. With rig counts trending higher, the sectors closely tied to energy went on an upswing after 

experiencing losses during 2015–2016. In 2018, the manufacturing sector, which has significant ties to 

upstream energy, posted 3.2% job gains. The mining sector, which saw employment plunge 50% from late 

2014 to late 2016, saw employment surge back upward in 2018, by far the fastest pace of all the major 

employment sectors.  

 
Outside of the energy industry, growth has been relatively robust as well. The education/health and 

leisure/hospitality sectors have been two of the largest job creators in the state. Strong population growth 

has fueled demand for education/health services as well as continued expansion in the state’s medical 

research industry. Tourist activity, business travel, and population growth have helped drive employment 

gains in leisure/hospitality. The construction sector has seen prospects improve this year (up 8.5% in 

2018). Construction hiring tapped the brakes over mid-2017 as a few large commercial projects wound 

down building, but renewed activity in the oil patch led to energy-related projects ramping back up. The 

residential market remains undersupplied, which is also driving demand for residential construction. 

Overall, growth in Texas was broad-based in 2018, indicative of a state economy with a solid foundation. 

 

The US, Canadian, and Mexican leaders agreed to a deal to replace the North American Free Trade 

Agreement (NAFTA) with the United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement (USMCA), but it still needs to be 

ratified by all three governments. This alleviates what was a major source of uncertainty around the status 

of NAFTA after a year of sometimes contentious renegotiations. Overall, the updated trade agreement 

will not fundamentally change trade flows. The new agreement is great news for Texas. The state’s 

manufacturing supply chains have a great deal of interconnectedness with Mexico, and restricted trade 

would lead to massive disruptions for Texas manufacturers.  

 

Exports in Texas surged 14% in 2017 (and 16% for the first half of 2018) following declines in 2015 and 

2016. Energy exports saw the largest gains as prices firmed and volumes increased. The growing refining 

and energy export infrastructure on the Gulf Coast will further propel the state’s energy export capabilities 

in the coming years. Mexico is the largest trading partner, but growth was strongest in Asian and Latin 
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American countries in 2017. In fact, China continues to close in on Canada with a chance to overtake it to 

become the state’s second-largest export destination in the coming years if recent growth trends persist. 

 
With a population of 28.7 million in 2018, Texas is the second-largest state in the country after California. 

Additionally, the Lone Star State is also one of the fastest-growing states. In 2018, the state’s total 

population increased 1.3%, well ahead of the national growth rate (0.6%). Net migration remained robust, 

adding 188,000 new residents with a 56%–44% split between international and domestic migrants. 

Residents from other states (and countries) are drawn by Texas’ robust economy, favorable business 

climate, and low cost of living. 

 

The state’s Hispanic heritage and its ties to Mexico, where total fertility rates are significantly higher than 

those of the United States, have also contributed to the state’s higher-than-average birthrate and has 

helped mitigate the aging of Texas’ population. Indeed, with a median age of 33.9 years, compared with 

the U.S. median age of 37.4, Texas’ population is younger than that of the United States as whole. Only 

12% of the state’s population is above 65 years, compared with the national average of 15.2%. 

 

Near-Term Forecast 
 

Employment growth in Texas will continue to experience robust growth, registering gains of 2.1% in 2019. 

The professional/business services and leisure/hospitality sectors will be the main sources of new jobs. 

The energy industry has moved from contraction to expansion, which, though muffled in late 2018, is 

setting the state up for better growth prospects in the years ahead and is allowing for the state’s other 

advantages to shine through. 

 

Texas will remain a top-performing state over the medium term thanks to the recovery in the energy 

industry, along with its economic diversity, business-friendly climate, and attractiveness for domestic and 

international migration. Payrolls in the state will average 1.6% annual gains between 2018 and 2023. The 

fastest-growing sector in Texas over the medium term is expected to be construction/mining, supported 

by the continued growth of the housing market and oil field activity. Also important will be the 

contributions from the professional/business services and education/health sectors. 

 

The Regional Economy 
 

Texas has several large and economically diverse metro areas. These economic clusters have been critical 

to driving the impressive topline state growth. The services industries will be the impetus for the economy 

in the medium term, particularly professional and business services and education and health services. 

Housing affordability, relatively low costs of doing business, and a favorable tax environment will support 

the state’s ability to attract new businesses. 

 

Texas is far more diversified than other major energy-producing states, but fluctuations in commodity 

prices still have an outsized impact on the state economy. Rapid growth in the state’s major metro areas 
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has made it difficult for builders to keep up with housing demand, with housing inventories near record 

lows. This has put significant upward pressure on home prices in Austin, Dallas, and San Antonio in recent 

years, which is eroding some of the state’s affordability advantages. 

 

High-technology and service industries play an increasingly important role in Texas' economy as the state 

diversifies from its energy roots. Austin, the state capital, has been a perennial leader nationwide in job 

and population growth, benefiting from the growth in high-tech research and development (R&D) and 

manufacturing. Houston remains dependent on its traditional energy-related industries but has also seen 

rapid expansions in healthcare and business services. The Dallas and Fort Worth metro areas are leading 

transportation and telecommunications centers. San Antonio, meanwhile, is attracting business services, 

and is the site of a Toyota auto manufacturing facility, and an extensive research center of the National 

Security Agency.  

 

Texas' central location and proximity to Mexico, the Gulf of Mexico, and its well-developed infrastructure 

has made it the nation's largest exporter in terms of export value as well as a major transportation hub. 

Around two-thirds of all trade between the United States and Mexico passes through Texas. The state has 

extensive freight hauling service through BNSF Railway. The Dallas-Fort Worth International Airport serves 

the state as well as the southwest region because of its position as an international gateway, offering 

nonstop flights to 56 international locations as well as serving as a hub for passenger service and cargo 

shipping. Texas also boasts 29 coastal and inland ports that provide access to the nation's inland waterway 

system and the Gulf of Mexico. 

 

Oil & Natural Gas 
 
Texas is the country’s leading crude oil and natural gas producer, accounting for almost 40% of oil and 

more than 30% of natural gas extraction in the United States. Of the state’s 254 counties, 223 are active 

in oil and natural gas production. More than 300,000 people work in exploration, production, and oil and 

natural gas services statewide. The state also leads the country in wind-powered generation capacity. 

 

Although oil production was below its 1972 peak in 2018, production has tripled since 2010 and has the 

potential to reach an all-time high within the next few years. The state’s signature crude oil type, West 

Texas Intermediate (WTI), remains the major benchmark of crude oil in America. Texas’ 29 petroleum 

refineries can process nearly 5.6 million barrels of crude oil per day, and they account for 30% of total US 

refining capacity. Most of the refineries are clustered near major ports along the Gulf Coast, including 

Houston, Port Arthur, and Corpus Christi, which together make up the largest refining center in the United 

States. From Houston, refined product pipelines spread across the country, allowing Texas petroleum 

products to reach virtually every major consumption market east of the Rocky Mountains. 

 

Texas’ natural gas reserves account for over 25% of total US reserves and the state is the country’s leading 

natural gas producer, accounting for nearly one-third of total domestic production. The largest fields are 

heavily concentrated in the East Texas Basin in the northeastern part of the state. An expansive network 
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of interstate natural gas pipelines extends from Texas, reaching consumption markets in California, the 

Midwest, the East Coast, and New England. 

 
The state is also rich in renewable energy potential and leads the country in wind-powered generation 

capacity. Wind is the dominant renewable power source in Texas, accounting for nearly all its renewable 

generation. Renewable energy sources were responsible for more than one-tenth of the state’s electricity 

generation, which is up substantially over the past 10 years. Wind power generation will continue to 

increase as development costs fall and wind turbine technology improves. At 782 MW and 736 MW, the 

Roscoe Wind Farm and Horse Hollow Wind Energy Center in Texas are among the largest wind power 

facilities in the world. 

 

Owing to its large population and an energy-intensive economy, Texas ranks first in the country in terms 

of energy consumption, accounting for more than 10% of the country’s energy use. Energy-intensive 

industries in the state include petroleum refining, chemicals, aluminum, forest products, and glass. Texas 

produces and consumes more electricity than any other state. Its high per-capita residential use of 

electricity can be attributed to high demand for electric air-conditioning during hot summer months and 

the widespread use of electricity as the primary energy source for home heating during winter months. 

Natural-gas-fired power plants account for about 50% of the electricity produced in Texas and coal-fired 

plants account for much of the remaining generation. 

 

Long-Term Forecast 
 

IHS Markit expects Texas to continue to attract over 200,000 new residents annually through international 

and domestic migration. At the same time however, demographic change, primarily through the aging of 

the population, will reduce natural increase (new births), and the rate of population growth will gradually 

decline from 1.5% in the near term, to 1.0% over the next three decades. The total population will expand 

from 28.7 million in 2018 to 40.9 million in 2048, a 44% increase.  

 
Slowing population growth also results in slower labor force growth. This demographic change must be 

mirrored in the employment outlook. Indeed, for the US, employment gains in the next three decades will 

average 0.7% per year, down from 1.3% for the previous thirty years. In Texas, job growth will slow from 

2.1% to 1.3%. Among sectors, construction and mining will be the strongest, with over 3% annual growth 

into the 2020s, and 2.1% annual growth in the 2030s. Professional and business services will also exhibit 

strong gains, over 2% per year over the long term.    

 

Income gains will average 5.1% annually over the next 30 years, 3.1% in real, inflation-adjusted, terms. 

Wages and salaries will grow 5.3% per year, boosting average wages by 4.1% per year.   
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Texas Metropolitan Areas 
 

Texas contains 25 designated (by the US Bureau of Economic Analysis) metropolitan statistical areas; 

Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington in the largest, while Victoria is the smallest. Together these areas account for 

over 93% of economic output of Texas.   

 

Texas will add 5.7 million new jobs and more than 6.7 million homes over the next 30 years. The four 

largest metro areas, Dallas (1.8m), Houston (1.6m), Austin (0.8m), and San Antonio (0.5m), will account 

for over 80% of the increase. Laredo, Austin, and Brownsville will lead in the rate of growth, while 

Texarkana and Wichita Falls will grow the least.   

 

Dallas and Houston will each add over one million residents to their metro areas. Austin (3.5%) and 

Midland (3.4%) will lead the state metros in Gross Metropolitan Product (GDP by metro) growth. 

 

Dallas-Fort Worth 

 

The Dallas-Fort Worth economy remains a driving force behind the Texas economy, with employment up 

3.2% in 2018. The gains were widespread, led by impressive growth in the metro’s service sectors. 

Consumer spending and confidence remain at high levels, which have been a boon for eateries and 

tourism in the metro and are supporting the expansion in leisure/hospitality payrolls. Education/health 

and trade/transportation hiring is churning along as well, supported by robust population gains. Following 

a soft patch in 2015/16, the construction sector has seen growth accelerate further in 2018. Home 

inventories and apartment vacancy rates in the metro area remain extremely tight, and Dallas’s 

attractiveness for new businesses, expansions, and relocations supports construction activity. 

Manufacturing hiring also accelerated in 2018 thanks to a rebound in energy-related manufacturing and 

an improved export market. 

 

Between 2018 and 2023, payrolls will increase at an average annual rate of 1.4%, ranking the metro among 

the top 30 of 381 metros nationwide, an impressive feat given the metro's size. Over the medium term, 

growth will be led by the construction sector, which will benefit from a very strong housing market and 

an array of commercial and infrastructure projects. Also contributing significantly to growth over the 

medium term will be the professional/business services and education/healthcare sectors. 

 

The metro has been an in-migration magnet. The metro attracts young families and recent college 

graduates, which keeps its higher educational attainment rates above the national average, while having 

an age distribution well below the US average. These are favorable conditions for economic growth. Low 

costs of doing business, affordable living costs, and a favorable tax environment will attract new 

businesses to the area. A solid transportation infrastructure will also attract investment and support long-

term growth. 

  



 

11 
 

The Barnett Shale, or Newark East Field, sits under the Fort Worth metropolitan area and stretches from 

the city of Dallas to west of the city of Fort Worth, covering 5,000 square miles and at least 17 counties. 

The natural gas field was discovered in 1981, but exploitation of the Barnett Shale was not economically 

feasible until the 1990s, when hydraulic fracturing and horizontal drilling became economical, allowing 

companies to use high-pressure blasts of water and sand to release the natural gas. The first drill in Fort 

Worth came on line in July 2005. Production increased rapidly in the following years and at one point the 

Barnett Shale was the largest nonconventional source of natural gas in the United States. However, rig 

activity has fallen sharply over the past several years.  While Fort Worth's dependence on exploration at 

the Barnett Shale makes it vulnerable to natural gas prices, Dallas-Fort Worth's historically oil-dependent 

economy has managed to diversify its economic base, becoming a center for corporate headquarters, 

transportation, and financial services. The metro accounts for more than one-third of Texas' financial 

activities employment.  

 

Also, following an expansion of its trade and services industries, Dallas has become the Southwest’s 

largest wholesale trade center and one of the region's major retail hubs. As a result, the transportation 

sector plays a large role in the economy. Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport is one of the world's 

busiest airports; Alliance Airport, located 15 miles north of downtown Fort Worth, is the first master-

planned industrial airport in the nation, and has become a successful inland port. In addition, the nation's 

largest railway, Burlington Northern Santa Fe, is headquartered in the metro. 

 

The metro area is also home to numerous high-tech and telecommunications firms. Richardson's Telecom 

Corridor, a strip about 6.5 miles in length along U.S. Highway 75, is home to 600 high-tech 

telecommunications companies, including big players such as Nortel, Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, Tellabs, 

Texas Instruments, and AT&T. Although the Telecom Corridor was a booming area of Dallas's economy 

during the late 1990s, the bursting of the dot-com bubble in 2001 hit the region hard. It began recovering 

in 2004, however, and it has gained momentum in recent years. 

 

The metro is projected by 2048 to increase real Gross Metropolitan Product (‘GMP’) to $1.141 trillion, a 

2.8% compound annual rate of growth, adding 1.8 million jobs. Dallas will add over 1.9 million new homes 

over the next three decades. 

 

Houston 

 

Job growth in Houston has picked up markedly this year, with payrolls up 3.0% during 2018. This marks 

the fastest pace since early 2015. The “energy capital of the world” has seen employment growth 

accelerate as the metro bounces back from the 2015/16 oil downturn, when employment gains were 

tepid at best. While Houston demonstrated a great deal of economic resiliency during the latest oil-price 

correction (especially when compared with the 1980s), it still was a major headwind. Fortunately, that 

became tailwind in 2017/18 as energy activity in Texas rebounded.  
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The sectors tied to energy are leading the resurgence. Employment in construction, natural resources, 

and mining was in decline from 2015 to early 2017 but is now experiencing robust growth. Houston does 

not have a lot of direct mining activity itself, although the industry’s downstream sector and corporate 

presence is enormous; there are many construction projects associated with it, including office space, 

residential projects, and energy infrastructure, which are ramping up again. Houston’s manufacturing 

payrolls fell significantly over 2015/16 but have been strengthening since then with solid gains from April 

to June of 2018. Outside of the energy sector, growth remains impressive in Houston’s education/health 

sector, which continues to increase in prominence as the metro expands its healthcare and research 

industries. Additionally, leisure/hospitality has expanded heartily, and professional/business hiring is 

surging again, finally reaching the pace seen before the oil price crash. 

 

There are reasons to be optimistic about the prospects for Houston’s energy sector. Oil prices have firmed 

to a level where production is booming again in West Texas and there is no slowdown in sight, assuming 

prices do not nosedive again. The Permian Basin has a big cost and infrastructure advantage relative to 

other US oil plays and has led the rebound in US production following the downturn in 2015/16. Rising 

production is great news for Houston, which serves as the hub for energy shipping, downstream activity, 

and business services. Currently, the primary limiting factor is a bottleneck in pipeline capacity and labor 

shortages, which could cool the momentum Texas and Houston have seen. Should the bottleneck in 

capacity be exacerbated by policy limitations, this will have a pronounced negative influence. 

Houston is tied to the world economy through its position as a substantial international trade hub. 

Houston is the second-largest metro exporter in the country in terms of merchandise value. The export 

industry hit a rough patch in 2015/16 due to the strong dollar and disruption in the energy market. 

However, the dollar has retreated from recent highs and global growth is firming, which has aided export 

activity in 2017 and 2018, especially as energy exports ramp up in volume as investments in liquefied 

natural gas (LNG) and oil export infrastructure bear fruit. 

 

Job growth in Houston will be robust over the next five years. Between 2018 and 2023, total employment 

is projected to increase 1.8% annually, ranking Houston well above the national (0.8%) and state (1.5%) 

averages. The resurgence in US oil production will boost growth over the five-year outlook. This will 

support job creation in mining, construction, and professional and business services. This last sector is 

expected to be the leader in terms of jobs over the medium term. Meanwhile, the trade, transportation, 

and utilities sector will see robust payroll growth, as the Port of Houston benefits from the fast-growing 

export market for US oil, natural gas, and chemicals. 

 

Houston's low costs of doing business and affordable living costs is a key competitive advantage, attracting 

large numbers of new residents and businesses each year. The United States is poised to dramatically 

increase its exports of energy and chemical products over the medium-term. The Port of Houston is a 

leader in these products and will see tremendous growth in export volumes. 
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Although the Houston economy has diversified significantly over the last 25 years, the energy industry is 

still a critical driver. This situation makes the metro area vulnerable to fluctuation in volatile energy prices. 

Hurricane Harvey in 2017 exposed a dangerous risk for the metro, which historically has dealt with spates 

of flooding, but never to this scale. Houston bounced back quickly given the severity of the storm. 

However, it did expose infrastructure flaws in storm water drainage and flood coverage among residents. 

 

With more than 3,000 energy-related companies, including over 500 exploration and production firms 

and 150 pipeline companies, Houston remains the unrivaled center of the U.S. energy industry. The metro 

area is a leading domestic and international center for virtually every segment of the oil and gas industry: 

exploration, production, transmission, marketing, service, supply, offshore drilling, and technology. 

Refineries in the Houston area, including the Baytown refinery, the nation’s largest, make up the largest 

refining center in the United States, with a capacity of more than 2.3 million barrels per day. From 

Houston, refined-product pipelines spread across the country, allowing Texas petroleum products to 

reach virtually every major consumption market east of the Rocky Mountains. 

 

After the oil bust of the 1980s, in an effort to reduce its dependence on the upstream energy industry, 

the Houston metropolitan statistical area began diversifying into downstream oil and natural gas, which 

includes refining and chemicals manufacturing. Currently, Houston stands at the center of the Texas and 

Louisiana refining and petrochemical complex, the largest such complex in the world. Several thousand 

miles of pipeline connect chemical plants, refineries, salt domes, and fractionation plants along the 

Houston Ship Channel, allowing efficient and low-cost transfer of feedstocks, fuel, and chemical products 

among plants, storage terminals, and transportation facilities. Houston has more than 400 chemical 

manufacturers with more than 37,000 employees. Nearly every major chemical company operates a plant 

in the metro area, including BASF AG, Bayer, Chevron Phillips, DuPont, ExxonMobil Chemical, and Shell 

Chemical. The presence of both upstream and downstream oil business in Houston provides it with some 

protection from shifts in volatile energy prices. 

 

Biomedical research and aerospace also play an important role in the metro's economy. The prestigious 

Texas Medical Center is one of the city's largest employers, as well as the world’s biggest medical complex, 

with over 100 buildings containing hospitals, research facilities, medical education campuses, medical 

offices, and related enterprises. Houston is also the home of the Johnson Space Center, NASA’s largest 

research and development facility, employing nearly 3,000 federal civil service workers and more than 

14,000 contract personnel. 

 

The Port of Houston, which directly accesses the Gulf of Mexico through the Houston Ship Channel, and 

Houston’s proximity to Mexico have helped the metro area develop into a major distribution hub. The 

port is ranked first in the United States in foreign waterborne commerce and second in total tonnage. The 

metro area is also served by a few rail systems, including Burlington Northern Santa Fe. Air transportation 

is provided through two airports, George Bush Intercontinental Airport, and the smaller William P. Hobby 

Airport. 
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The metro is projected by 2048 to increase real GMP to $1.032 trillion, a 2.7% compound annual rate of 

growth, adding almost 1.6 million jobs.  Houston will add over 1.8 million new homes over the next three 

decades. 

 

Austin 

 

Austin’s payrolls expanded by 3.3% in 2018. While this well outpaced the US and state averages, it 

represents a deceleration from the trends seen since emerging from the 2009 recession. This is in many 

ways a testament to just how fast Austin had been expanding: y/y employment growth exceeded 4% from 

mid-2012 to early 2016, an astounding result. That kind of pace can only be sustained for so long, and 

there are a few reasons why it has begun to decelerate. Tightness in the labor market has been a factor, 

with the unemployment rate settling in at 3.0% in the second quarter, one of the lowest among the 

country’s major metro areas. This makes it harder for firms to find qualified labor and puts downward 

pressure on employment growth. Additionally, tight housing inventories have led to soaring home prices 

over the last several years. This is good for current owners but bad for potential buyers and erodes some 

of the affordability advantage Austin holds over other major metros. 

 

Austin’s high-tech sector is one of the metro’s main strengths. The University of Texas at Austin supplies 

the metro with thousands of new graduates every year and serves as a major competitive advantage. The 

area's well-educated work force, world-class research facilities, high quality of life, and low cost of living 

have attracted some of the world's largest microchip and microprocessor manufacturers—Dell, Motorola, 

and Advanced Micro Devices—as well as hundreds of smaller technology-intensive companies, making 

Austin a major hub of high-tech business activity in the South. 

 

Austin is the state capital of Texas with the large government sector providing a stabilizing force for the 

local economy. Austin has a highly-educated workforce with seven colleges and universities in the 

metropolitan statistical area that provide local businesses with new talent every year, especially the 

University of Texas. The metro is quickly becoming one of the country's top high-tech hubs. Austin 

provides a lower cost alternative compared with tech hubs in the West and Northeast. Austin's high 

concentration of high-tech jobs—and especially jobs in semiconductor and computer manufacturing—

makes its economy vulnerable to potential technology downturns. 

 

Limited transportation infrastructure may be an impediment for business development; the Austin-

Bergstrom International Airport offers limited airline service with few direct flights to other major metros, 

and traffic congestion impedes both commuters and commerce. Increasing housing prices relative to the 

rest of Texas (Austin's home price index is the highest in the state, after surpassing Dallas/Fort Worth in 

1999) could discourage new firms from choosing Austin. 

 

Austin’s housing market remains affordable by national standards, especially when compared to high-cost 

areas along the West Coast and the Northeast. However, Austin is one of the least affordable markets in 

Texas due to its incredible growth in recent decades. This will not be a major detriment to growth in the 
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near term, but as Austin continues to expand, affordability will become more of a concern over the longer 

term.  

 

Over the medium term, Austin will continue to significantly outperform the country. Job growth is 

expected to average a very strong 2.0% through 2023 (compared with 0.8% for the country). During this 

period, we expect personal income to climb 6.1% on average annually, while real output expands 3.1% 

each year, making Austin one of the top-growing metros in the country. The fastest-growing employment 

sectors over the medium term are expected to be professional/business services and construction. 

  

The metro is projected by 2048 to increase real GMP to $403 billion, a 3.5% compound annual rate of 

growth, adding 800,000 jobs.  Austin will add over 800,000 new homes over the next three decades. 

 

San Antonio 

 

The San Antonio metro area has a diversified economy, with four primary sectors: national defense, 

healthcare, financial services, and tourism. 

 

The metro is home to one of the largest military concentrations in the United States, with four major 

military bases: the Brooke Army Medical Center, Fort Sam Houston, Lackland Air Force, and Randolph Air 

Force bases. The health services sector is also a large employer. South Texas Medical Center, situated 

northwest of the city's center, is the largest research and care provider in South Texas, combining various 

major hospitals, clinics, and research and higher educational institutions. The center has fostered strong 

growth in the biomedical industry, and San Antonio is home to the world’s largest genomic computing 

cluster and is the site of the world’s largest phase-one clinical trials for cancer drugs.  The Toyota Motor 

Co. truck plant has become the cornerstone of the metro's manufacturing sector since it opened in the 

mid-2000s. 

 

The tourism and hospitality industry bolster the local trade and service sectors; the area boasts four of 

the state's top-10 attractions, including the Alamo, pulling in an average of 20 million visitors each year. 

Tourism is also a source of revenue to the City of San Antonio and other governmental entities, with a 

hotel and motel occupancy tax, sales tax, and other revenues from hospitality agreements and contracts. 

Finance is a critical source of higher-paying jobs in San Antonio and employs almost 9% of its workforce, 

a share that is 50% higher than the US average, making the sector key for overall wage and consumer 

spending growth. 

  

The Eagle Ford Shale, just south of San Antonio, was a boon for the metro economy when oil prices were 

high and drilling was booming, generating thousands of jobs and attracting massive investment to the 

area. However, the region was hit extremely hard in 2015/16 given the low-oil-price environment. 

Exploration was affected the most, leading to substantial job cuts in sectors most closely tied to energy, 

such as construction/mining and manufacturing. On the bright side, oil prices are well off the early 2016 
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lows and rigs counts have been trending higher in the region since May 2016, which has led to a 

resurgence in activity. 

 

Payroll gains in San Antonio will remain robust over the medium term. Over the 2018–2023 period, total 

employment is projected to increase at an average annual rate of 1.3%, which well outpaces the national 

average of 0.8%. The fastest-growing sectors will be professional/business services, construction/mining, 

and education/health services. San Antonio will also get a significant boost over the medium term from 

the energy sector thanks to the drilling boom in the Eagle Ford Shale as it comes back from the severe 

2015–16 declines. Some of world's top oil services companies have opened facilities in San Antonio that 

will support their drilling and exploration in the Eagle Ford as energy prices and activity trends back 

upward over the five-year outlook. 

 

San Antonio's low costs of doing business and affordable living costs will attract new businesses. The 

health services sector will remain one of the main engines of the San Antonio economy. The area's large 

medical centers and research facilities will foster additional investment in this sector over the medium 

term. Despite recent diversification, San Antonio's dependence on the military sector makes it vulnerable 

to changes in federal spending priorities and budgetary constraints. 

 

Educational attainment rates in San Antonio are lower than national averages. This will hamper San 

Antonio's ability to attract high-paying, high-skill jobs, especially given the highly-skilled workforce in 

neighboring Austin. Growth has been driven by vigorous net domestic in-migration, on the back of the 

metro's relative economic health. Strong population growth accounts for the metro's youthful profile; 

63% of its population is below the age of 45 compared with 59% at the national level. 

 

The metro is projected by 2048 to increase real GMP to $270 billion, a 2.7% compound annual rate of 

growth, adding almost 500,000 jobs and over 500,000 new homes.   

 

Other Metropolitan Areas 

 

Abilene 
 
Though strongly influenced by the oil and natural gas economy in West Texas, Abilene’s major industry is 

food processing. The metro is projected by 2048 to increase real GMP to $10.7 billion, a 1.4% compound 

annual rate of growth, adding 7,400 jobs.  Abilene will add over 15,000 new homes over the next three 

decades. 

 

Amarillo 

 

Amarillo is an important gateway to California and the West, strategically located on Interstate 40. It is 

also a major food processing center. The metro is projected by 2048 to increase real GMP to $19.5 billion, 
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a 1.5% compound annual rate of growth, adding 30,300 jobs.  Amarillo will add over 44,000 new homes 

over the next three decades. 

 

Brownsville 

 
Brownsville has growing aerospace and liquid natural gas industries and hosts the only deep-water port 

located on the U.S.-Mexico Border. The metro is projected by 2048 to increase real GMP to $17.3 billion, 

a 2.3% compound annual rate of growth, adding 14,000 jobs.  Brownsville will add over 75,000 new homes 

over the next three decades. 

 

Beaumont 

 

Beaumont is an integral part of the Gulf Coast petroleum and chemical industries. The metro is projected 

by 2048 to increase real GMP to $33.7 billion, a 1.7% compound annual rate of growth, adding 98,000 

jobs.  Beaumont will add over 40,000 new homes over the next three decades. 

 

College Station 

 

An education and innovation center led by Texas A&M University, the metro is projected by 2048 to 

increase real GMP to $17.0 billion, a 2.1% compound annual rate of growth, adding 57,000 jobs.  College 

Station will add over 70,000 new homes over the next three decades. 

 

Corpus Christi 

 

Anchored by a large Gulf port, the metro is projected by 2048 to increase real GMP to $35.9 billion, a 2.2% 

compound annual rate of growth, adding 54,000 jobs.  Corpus Christi will add over 65,000 new homes 

over the next three decades. 

 

El Paso 

 

Its location on the Mexican border has undoubtedly played a major role in shaping El Paso's economic 

structure. Following the implementation of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) in 1994, 

El Paso's economic base underwent a drastic change, moving away from its traditional base of low-skill 

manufacturing toward higher-skill manufacturing and a larger service sector.  

 

Another major force behind El Paso's economic development is its large military sector. Fort Bliss, the U.S. 

Army's Air Defense Artillery Training Center, is located outside the city of El Paso on 1.1 million acres and 

serves a combined civilian and military personnel population of 170,000. Fort Bliss has also made El Paso 

home to a growing number of military retirees. 
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The low skill level of the local labor pool will limit growth in high-paying sectors. The metro relies heavily 

on international migration from Mexico to offset persistent domestic out-migration. However, 

international migration has slowed, and total population growth has been lackluster as a result. A rising 

number of rubber and plastics, electronic and electrical equipment, and primary metals companies 

opened operations in El Paso to service the maquiladora industry in Ciudad Juarez. These are more high-

tech industries that offer higher wage levels. 

 

The metro is projected by 2048 to increase real GMP to $46.1 billion, a 2.0% compound annual rate of 

growth, adding 93,000 jobs.  El Paso will add over 125,000 new homes over the next three decades. 

 

Killeen-Temple 

 

An aerospace and materials manufacturing center, the metro is projected by 2048 to increase real GMP 

to $27.3 billion, a 1.8% compound annual rate of growth, adding 63,000 jobs.  Killeen-Temple will add 

over 115,000 new homes over the next three decades. 

 

Laredo 

 

On the border with Mexico and benefitting from cross-border visitation and spending, the metro is 

projected by 2048 to increase real GMP to $17.3 billion, a 3.0% compound annual rate of growth, adding 

74,000 jobs.  Laredo will add over 75,000 new homes over the next three decades. 

 

Longview 

 

Oil, agriculture, and trade with Mexico are important for Longview. The metro is projected by 2048 to 

increase real GMP to $18.5 billion, a 2.2% compound annual rate of growth, adding 27,000 jobs.  Longview 

will add over 15,000 new homes over the next three decades. 

 

Lubbock 

 

A strong education sector around Texas Tech University drives the Lubbock economy. The metro is 

projected by 2048 to increase real GMP to $17.6 billion, a 1.2% compound annual rate of growth, adding 

25,000 jobs.  Lubbock will add over 40,000 new homes over the next three decades. 

 

McAllen 

 

On the border with Mexico, with an important transportation and logistics sector, the metro is projected 

by 2048 to increase real GMP to $43.6 billion, a 3.0% compound annual rate of growth, adding 150,000 

jobs.  McAllen will add over 210,000 new homes over the next three decades. 
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Midland 

 

Midland is a center of the oil and gas industry, with economic activity surging with the industry’s recent 

fortunes. The metro is projected by 2048 to increase real GMP to $97.3 billion, a 3.4% compound annual 

rate of growth, adding 50,000 jobs.  Midland will add almost 25,000 new homes over the next three 

decades. 

 

Odessa 

 

An oil and natural gas center in West Texas, Odessa is projected by 2048 to increase real GMP to $23.1 

billion, a 2.7% compound annual rate of growth, adding 30,000 jobs.  Odessa will add over 25,000 new 

homes over the next three decades. 

 

San Angelo 

 

Food processing is the leading industry in this West Texas metro. It is projected by 2048 to increase real 

GMP to $7.1 billion, a 1.3% compound annual rate of growth, adding 7,000 jobs.  San Angelo will add over 

15,000 new homes over the next three decades. 

 

Sherman-Denison 

 

The metro is projected by 2048 to increase real GMP to $5.9 billion, a 1.3% compound annual rate of 

growth, adding 9,000 jobs.  Sherman-Dennison will add over 15,000 new homes over the next three 

decades. 

 

Texarkana 

 

Trade with Mexico is important for Texarkana. The metro is projected by 2048 to increase real GMP to 

$6.1 billion, a 0.9% compound annual rate of growth, adding 1,000 jobs.  Texarkana will add over 10,000 

new homes over the next three decades. 

 

Tyler 

Oil, agriculture and trade with Mexico are important for Tyler. The metro is projected by 2048 to increase 

real GMP to $28.0 billion, a 2.0% compound annual rate of growth, adding 40,000 jobs.  Tyler will add 

over 30,000 new homes over the next three decades. 

 

Victoria 

Victoria is known as a crossroads with close proximity to Corpus Christi, Houston, San Antonio and Austin. 
The economy is mixed with health, retail, agriculture, and industry. The metro is projected by 2048 to 
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increase real GMP to $8.7 billion, a 2.1% compound annual rate of growth, adding 7,000 jobs.  Victoria 
will add over 8,000 new homes over the next three decades. 
 

Waco 

Manufacturing and food processing lead Waco industries. The metro is projected by 2048 to increase real 

GMP to $18.0 billion, a 1.7% compound annual rate of growth, adding 25,000 jobs.  Waco will add over 

35,000 new homes over the next three decades. 

 

Wichita Falls 

 

An aerospace center, the metro is projected by 2048 to increase real GMP to $9.5 billion, a 1.1% 

compound annual rate of growth, adding 700 jobs.  Wichita Falls will add over 7,000 new homes over the 

next three decades.  

 

 
 
  

Rank 2018 2018 2030 2040 2048

1 Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington 498,954 692,212 904,647 1,140,735

2 Houston-The Woodlands-Sugar Land 459,709 643,046 835,640 1,032,341

3 Austin-Round Rock 141,841 209,258 295,805 403,364

4 San Antonio-New Braunfels 122,721 165,027 213,838 270,009

5 Midland 35,316 56,745 76,092 97,340

6 El Paso 25,800 31,967 38,617 46,089

7 Beaumont-Port Arthur 20,263 25,433 29,699 33,743

8 Corpus Christi 18,910 25,037 30,687 35,924

9 McAllen-Edinburg-Mission 18,064 24,986 34,032 43,637

10 Killeen-Temple 15,762 20,041 24,168 27,250

11 Tyler 15,251 19,632 23,760 27,976

12 Amarillo 12,527 14,892 17,029 19,497

13 Lubbock 12,211 14,206 15,683 17,583

14 Waco 10,809 13,306 15,584 18,028

15 Odessa 10,418 14,860 19,089 23,130

16 Longview 9,516 12,438 15,699 18,548

17 College Station-Bryan 9,205 11,829 14,509 17,005

18 Brownsville-Harlingen 8,831 11,725 14,629 17,296

19 Laredo 7,213 10,176 13,721 17,306

20 Abilene 7,055 8,343 9,622 10,698

21 Wichita Falls 6,755 7,635 8,558 9,466

22 San Angelo 4,760 5,597 6,329 7,066

23 Texarkana 4,677 5,361 5,792 6,145

24 Victoria 4,671 6,015 7,438 8,697

25  Sherman-Denison 4,006 4,774 5,296 5,902

Table 1:  Real Gross Metropolitan Product of Texas Metro Areas

(US 2009$, Millions)
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Rank 2018 2018 2030 2040 2048

1 Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington 3,705 4,368 4,958 5,524

2 Houston-The Woodlands-Sugar Land 3,114 3,703 4,198 4,692

3 Austin-Round Rock 1,068 1,351 1,621 1,869

4 San Antonio-New Braunfels 1,056 1,225 1,386 1,536

5 El Paso 318 355 386 415

6 McAllen-Edinburg-Mission 263 315 370 414

7 Corpus Christi 192 212 230 247

8 Beaumont-Port Arthur 163 166 171 177

9 Lubbock 151 159 167 176

10 Killeen-Temple 146 166 189 209

11 Brownsville-Harlingen 143 171 205 235

12 Waco 122 130 138 147

13 Amarillo 122 132 142 152

14 College Station-Bryan 121 141 160 178

15 Tyler 108 122 136 149

16 Laredo 105 128 155 180

17 Midland 102 125 139 153

18 Longview 97 106 116 124

19 Odessa 76 87 96 105

20 Abilene 70 72 75 77

21 Texarkana 60 60 61 62

22 Wichita Falls 59 59 60 60

23 San Angelo 50 52 54 57

24 Sherman-Denison 48 51 54 57

25 Victoria 40 42 45 48

Table 2:  Employment in Texas Metro Areas

(thousands)
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Rank 2020s 2020s 2030s 2040s

1 Houston-The Woodlands-Sugar Land 682,754 707,719 618,932

2 Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington 662,422 721,433 658,055

3 Austin-Round Rock 292,860 306,432 267,800

4 San Antonio-New Braunfels 175,829 189,432 172,526

5 McAllen-Edinburg-Mission 72,159 81,787 76,145

6 El Paso 45,845 49,367 43,288

7 Killeen-Temple 43,839 44,258 37,316

8 Laredo 27,734 28,930 26,193

9 Brownsville-Harlingen 27,152 30,507 28,434

10 Corpus Christi 26,876 25,349 21,021

11 College Station-Bryan 22,893 26,766 27,909

12 Lubbock 18,048 16,134 12,263

13 Beaumont-Port Arthur 18,004 15,656 11,489

14 Amarillo 15,939 16,784 14,611

15 Waco 13,380 14,164 12,467

16 Tyler 10,351 12,104 11,587

17 Midland 9,877 9,269 7,371

18 Odessa 8,976 9,751 8,666

19 Sherman-Denison 5,940 7,506 7,242

20 San Angelo 5,849 6,532 5,949

21 Abilene 5,788 5,960 5,091

22 Longview 5,330 6,587 6,623

23 Texarkana 3,610 4,057 3,778

24 Victoria 3,064 3,314 2,972

25 Wichita Falls 2,424 2,961 3,211

Table 3:  Housing Starts in Texas Metro Areas
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WDA 2018 2048 CAR

Alamo 126,564 277,106 2.60%

Borderplex 26,659 47,092 1.90%

Brazos Valley 12,062 21,819 2.00%

Capitol Area 101,603 275,985 3.40%

Cameron 8,831 17,296 2.30%

Central Texas 16,632 28,363 1.80%

Coastal Bend 22,781 41,283 2.00%

Concho Valley 6,213 9,075 1.30%

Dallas County 251,485 490,115 2.20%

Deep East Texas 9,031 14,926 1.70%

East Texas 34,678 62,659 2.00%

Golden Crescent 8,230 13,959 1.80%

Gulf Coast 464,274 1,039,063 2.70%

Heart of Texas 13,045 21,392 1.70%

Lower Rio Grande 19,084 45,439 2.90%

Middle Rio Grande 5,103 8,359 1.70%

North Central 143,241 413,791 3.60%

North East 9,674 16,259 1.70%

North Texas 8,917 12,344 1.10%

Panhandle 19,608 29,873 1.40%

Permian Basin 50,956 128,631 3.10%

Rural Bastrop 43,616 132,943 3.80%

South East Texas 20,049 33,479 1.70%

South Plains 16,220 22,947 1.20%

South Texas 7,763 17,896 2.80%

Tarrant County 107,910 243,593 2.80%

Texoma 6,001 9,153 1.40%

West Central 12,498 17,995 1.20%

Table 4:  Gross Product in Workforce Development Areas

(US 2009$, Millions; Compound Annual Rate)
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Table 4:  Gross Product in Counties 

US 2009$, Millions; Compound Annual Rate (CAR) 

County 2018 2048 CAR  

Anderson   1,455 2,540 1.9% 

Andrews   716 1,198 1.7% 

Angelina   2,665 4,826 2.0% 

Aransas   578 987 1.8% 

Archer   284 323 0.4% 

Armstrong 65 63 -0.1% 

Atascosa   2,018 3,389 1.7% 

Austin   1,834 3,370 2.0% 

Bailey   274 375 1.1% 

Bandera   485 790 1.6% 

Bastrop   2,874 5,487 2.2% 

Baylor   104 120 0.5% 

Bee   652 923 1.2% 

Bell   13,497 24,657 2.0% 

Bexar   102,271 221,578 2.6% 

Blanco   318 515 1.6% 

Borden   35 42 0.6% 

Bosque   360 508 1.2% 

Bowie   3,298 4,606 1.1% 

Brazoria   19,035 40,532 2.6% 

Brazos   8,206 15,794 2.2% 

Brewster   372 500 1.0% 

Briscoe   47 41 -0.5% 

Brooks   209 276 0.9% 

Brown   1,368 2,364 1.8% 

Burleson   532 685 0.8% 

Burnet   1,110 2,108 2.2% 

Caldwell   1,379 2,603 2.1% 

Calhoun   1,010 1,470 1.3% 

Callahan   318 441 1.1% 

Cameron   8,831 17,296 2.3% 

Camp   339 480 1.2% 

Carson   868 961 0.3% 

Cass   690 977 1.2% 

Castro   236 261 0.3% 
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Chambers   2,555 5,987 2.9% 

Cherokee   1,276 2,159 1.8% 

Childress   182 222 0.7% 

Clay   213 230 0.3% 

Cochran   80 76 -0.2% 

Coke   77 81 0.2% 

Coleman   196 251 0.8% 

Collin   61,316 214,004 4.3% 

Collingsworth   80 104 0.9% 

Colorado   642 987 1.4% 

Comal   6,971 17,335 3.1% 

Comanche   335 426 0.8% 

Concho   82 128 1.5% 

Cooke   1,331 2,257 1.8% 

Coryell   1,708 1,950 0.4% 

Cottle   48 45 -0.2% 

Crane   128 283 2.7% 

Crockett   181 226 0.7% 

Crosby   173 137 -0.8% 

Culberson   149 119 -0.7% 

Dallam   414 761 2.1% 

Dallas   251,485 490,115 2.2% 

Dawson   393 446 0.4% 

Deaf Smith   744 1,126 1.4% 

Delta   86 112 0.9% 

Denton   37,903 106,616 3.5% 

Dewitt   680 994 1.3% 

Dickens   57 56 0.0% 

Dimmit   650 764 0.5% 

Donley   86 94 0.3% 

Duval   305 358 0.5% 

Eastland   868 755 -0.5% 

Ector   10,418 23,130 2.7% 

Edwards   81 118 1.3% 

El Paso   25,600 45,864 2.0% 

Ellis   9,006 20,180 2.7% 

Erath   1,399 2,875 2.4% 

Falls   317 360 0.4% 
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Fannin   664 993 1.4% 

Fayette   853 1,478 1.8% 

Fisher   106 127 0.6% 

Floyd   172 157 -0.3% 

Foard   45 37 -0.6% 

Fort Bend   29,730 91,961 3.8% 

Franklin   252 411 1.6% 

Freestone   394 574 1.3% 

Frio   985 1,258 0.8% 

Gaines   624 1,217 2.2% 

Galveston   15,247 25,735 1.8% 

Garza   176 325 2.1% 

Gillespie   879 2,070 2.9% 

Glasscock   80 75 -0.2% 

Goliad   188 162 -0.5% 

Gonzales   710 1,154 1.6% 

Gray   677 1,104 1.6% 

Grayson   4,006 5,902 1.3% 

Gregg   7,330 14,654 2.3% 

Grimes   696 1,171 1.7% 

Guadalupe   6,268 17,019 3.4% 

Hale   972 1,362 1.1% 

Hall   81 78 -0.1% 

Hamilton   218 275 0.8% 

Hansford   212 280 0.9% 

Hardeman   120 122 0.1% 

Hardin   1,645 2,595 1.5% 

Harris   356,641 764,912 2.6% 

Harrison   2,222 3,847 1.8% 

Hartley   254 246 -0.1% 

Haskell   153 182 0.6% 

Hays   10,179 33,956 4.1% 

Hemphill   237 362 1.4% 

Henderson   1,550 2,407 1.5% 

Hidalgo   18,064 43,637 3.0% 

Hill   879 1,336 1.4% 

Hockley   998 1,273 0.8% 

Hood   2,086 3,865 2.1% 
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Hopkins   1,097 2,011 2.0% 

Houston   604 881 1.3% 

Howard   1,094 1,858 1.8% 

Hudspeth   200 226 0.4% 

Hunt   5,158 8,531 1.7% 

Hutchinson   770 847 0.3% 

Irion   135 114 -0.6% 

Jack   288 334 0.5% 

Jackson   606 807 1.0% 

Jasper   870 1,242 1.2% 

Jeff Davis   108 130 0.6% 

Jefferson   15,237 25,567 1.7% 

Jim Hogg   142 187 0.9% 

Jim Wells   1,164 1,755 1.4% 

Johnson   6,576 11,813 2.0% 

Jones   418 521 0.7% 

Karnes   495 681 1.1% 

Kaufman   5,493 13,173 3.0% 

Kendall   2,102 4,912 2.9% 

Kennedy   99 131 0.9% 

Kent   35 36 0.0% 

Kerr   1,417 3,013 2.5% 

Kimble   124 148 0.6% 

King   22 22 -0.1% 

Kinney   93 117 0.8% 

Kleberg   834 1,157 1.1% 

Knox   106 110 0.1% 

Lamar   1,967 3,483 1.9% 

Lamb   386 437 0.4% 

Lampasas   557 643 0.5% 

Lasalle   370 668 2.0% 

Lavaca   553 838 1.4% 

Lee   708 894 0.8% 

Leon   491 463 -0.2% 

Liberty   3,025 4,798 1.5% 

Limestone   603 946 1.5% 

Lipscomb   153 234 1.4% 

Live Oak   400 516 0.9% 
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Llano   388 569 1.3% 

Loving   19 30 1.5% 

Lubbock   11,834 17,264 1.3% 

Lynn   203 183 -0.4% 

Madison   391 663 1.8% 

Marion   180 236 0.9% 

Martin   802 2,210 3.4% 

Mason   112 157 1.1% 

Matagorda   888 1,137 0.8% 

Maverick   1,324 2,477 2.1% 

McCulloch   223 355 1.6% 

McLennan   10,492 17,668 1.8% 

McMullen   68 76 0.4% 

Medina   1,369 2,282 1.7% 

Menard   52 50 -0.1% 

Midland   34,514 95,130 3.4% 

Milam   514 619 0.6% 

Mills   138 218 1.5% 

Mitchell   182 186 0.1% 

Montague   443 608 1.1% 

Montgomery   28,592 87,730 3.8% 

Moore   1,244 2,391 2.2% 

Morris   381 655 1.8% 

Motley   48 53 0.4% 

Nacogdoches   1,811 3,296 2.0% 

Navarro   1,453 2,556 1.9% 

Newton   214 264 0.7% 

Nolan   525 752 1.2% 

Nueces   15,867 31,663 2.3% 

Ochiltree   464 604 0.9% 

Oldham   122 145 0.6% 

Orange   3,168 5,317 1.7% 

Palo Pinto   830 1,333 1.6% 

Panola   819 1,169 1.2% 

Parker   4,455 9,000 2.4% 

Parmer   701 1,013 1.2% 

Pecos   534 684 0.8% 

Polk   973 1,577 1.6% 
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Potter   7,959 12,480 1.5% 

Presidio   230 255 0.3% 

Rains   177 241 1.0% 

Randall   3,513 5,848 1.7% 

Reagan   212 396 2.1% 

Real   72 100 1.1% 

Red River   285 334 0.5% 

Reeves   554 854 1.5% 

Refugio   208 243 0.5% 

Roberts   43 53 0.7% 

Robertson   467 526 0.4% 

Rockwall   4,439 14,294 4.0% 

Runnels   287 354 0.7% 

Rusk   1,443 2,580 2.0% 

Sabine   163 241 1.3% 

San Augustine   154 185 0.6% 

San Jacinto   243 361 1.3% 

San Patricio   2,465 3,275 1.0% 

San Saba   170 210 0.7% 

Schleicher   96 138 1.2% 

Scurry   697 933 1.0% 

Shackelford   142 188 1.0% 

Shelby   801 1,329 1.7% 

Sherman   104 105 0.0% 

Smith   15,251 27,976 2.0% 

Somervell   443 793 2.0% 

Starr   1,019 1,802 1.9% 

Stephens   327 480 1.3% 

Sterling   68 89 0.9% 

Stonewall   60 93 1.5% 

Sutton   227 242 0.2% 

Swisher   183 207 0.4% 

Tarrant   107,910 243,593 2.8% 

Taylor   6,319 9,735 1.5% 

Terrell   63 66 0.1% 

Terry   378 541 1.2% 

Throckmorton   54 60 0.3% 

Titus   1,616 3,671 2.8% 
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Tom Green   4,625 6,952 1.4% 

Travis   101,603 275,985 3.4% 

Trinity   211 294 1.1% 

Tyler   322 430 1.0% 

Upshur   743 1,314 1.9% 

Upton   240 288 0.6% 

Uvalde   770 1,140 1.3% 

Val Verde   1,506 2,582 1.8% 

Van Zandt   973 1,368 1.1% 

Victoria   4,483 8,535 2.2% 

Walker   1,673 2,663 1.6% 

Waller   3,051 7,316 3.0% 

Ward   450 729 1.6% 

Washington   1,278 2,517 2.3% 

Webb   7,213 17,306 3.0% 

Wharton   1,361 1,934 1.2% 

Wheeler   170 244 1.2% 

Wichita   6,258 8,912 1.2% 

Wilbarger   501 651 0.9% 

Willacy   291 454 1.5% 

Williamson   25,806 85,333 4.1% 

Wilson   1,237 2,704 2.6% 

Winkler   292 391 1.0% 

Wise   2,684 4,758 1.9% 

Wood   919 1,686 2.0% 

Yoakum   447 685 1.4% 

Young   613 961 1.5% 

Zapata   408 403 0.0% 

Zavala   237 393 1.7% 
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Chapter 2: The Oil & Natural Gas Economy 

The Global Crude Oil Market  

Global oil demand growth is rising rapidly, requiring a robust supply response.  The broad-based global 

economic expansion has underpinned the strongest pace of world oil demand growth in a decade. There 

is enough supply to match demand growth and to keep the market balanced, but there are risk factors to 

consider —including the potential implosion of the Venezuelan upstream sector, a re-run of sanctions on 

Iran, and a renewed, heavy dependence on North America for the majority of world supply growth. 

Global supply growth is leveraged to tight oil — and the Permian Basin in particular — into early 2020s. 

By the mid-2020s, we project Permian crude production to surpass 5 million barrels per day (MMb/d)—

up more than 3 MMb/d from 2017. This growth alone is higher than the entire volume of oil output from 

Kuwait. We do not expect any shortage of premium drilling locations in the Permian over this period. 

Global spare crude oil capacity is a critical focus as major supply outages loom. The global market 

continually faces risk of outages, especially from Venezuela and Iran. Risks exist but oil producers will 

meet demand requirements.  

A $60-70 per barrel oil price level appears adequate to incentivize sufficient long-term supply. The cost to 

develop both tight oil resources and conventional upstream oil projects declined significantly since the oil 

price collapse of 2015-2016. Full-cycle breakeven levels for Deepwater projects are now comparable to 

typical US tight oil wells. Most of the gross supply needed over the long-term can be supplied at $70 or 

below. Supply follows the expected plateau and eventual peak in world oil demand by the 2030s. 

Efficiency trends, fuel switching, government policies and changing demographics will outweigh economic 

growth and cause an eventual flattening of global oil demand growth. Aggregate world crude and 

condensate supply will follow this plateau, growing from 82 MMb/d in 2017 to about 90 MMb/d by the 

2030s. 

Upstream exploration is critical, despite long-term plateau in global demand. By 2040, we assume that 

roughly 11 MMb/d of crude production will be required from discoveries that have not yet been made, 

those discoveries being namely outside of the US. Aggregate non-OPEC supply will plateau by next decade. 

Non-OPEC supply growth over the next decade is highly leveraged to just five countries—the US, Canada, 

Russia, Brazil, and Kazakhstan. Outside of these countries, reserve bases generally will either not support 

supply growth, or a longer time horizon will be required to discover yet-to-be found resources.  

Over the longer term, there is an increased reliance on the “Gulf 5” (Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, UAE, Iran, and 

Iraq). As North America’s supply growth slows in the 2020s, these Middle Eastern countries will contribute 

much of global long-term supply growth to 2040. Total Gulf 5 crude and condensate output will rise from 

an average 25.2 MMb/d in 2017 to about 29 MMb/d by 2030 and 32 MMb/d by 2040. Iraq is critical to 

Gulf 5 growth. Output grows from current levels of approximately 4.4 MMb/d to above 6 MMb/d by the 

2030s in our outlook, but this will require a massive boost in foreign upstream investment, stabilization 

of the country’s political situation, and major improvements to domestic infrastructure — all factors that 

are expected to keep output stalled in the near-term. 
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Global crude quality will not undergo any major relative shift over the long-term, although short-term 

shifts will be important.  Through the early part of the next decade, light sweet crude supply will expand 

— led by tight oil and Brazilian pre-salt production — while heavy crude production growth will be 

stagnant, owing mostly to declines in Venezuela and Mexico. Over the longer term to 2030, heavy and 

medium sour crude production will see the biggest gains both volumetrically and from a market share 

basis. Canadian oil sands and Latin and Middle East crudes will boost the heavier end of the spectrum. 

The US Crude Oil Market  

The US is now the world’s biggest crude and condensate producer in 2019. As expected, unconventional-

led US crude and condensate production roared back in 2017, growing about 0.5 MMb/d b/d from 2016 

to average about 9.35 MMb/d. Annual average growth masks the velocity of the US increase: from entry 

to exit (January 2017 to December 2017), US output rose 1.1 MMb/d, and increased by a similar volume 

in 2018. In 2019, we expect the US will produce, on average, 11.5 MMb/d, putting it above Russia and 

Saudi Arabia as the world’s largest crude producer.  

Strong unconventional growth can occur well into the next decade because the technology, services and 

low-risk well locations are all available and can be readily deployed, if WTI remains above $50 per barrel.  

• The Permian Basin will remain the epicenter of global output growth. The Permian (including 

conventional production) is expected to grow from a 2017 average of approximately 2.5 MMb/d 

to approximately 5.5 MMb/d by the mid-2020s. The Permian will account for about two-thirds of 

all US oil growth during that period, and over 40% of world growth. The Permian’s growth is driven 

by its large inventory of low-cost well locations, the existence of stacked zones, and the injection 

of significant new capital from large oil producing companies including ExxonMobil, Chevron and 

Occidental. These companies have announced ambitious investment plans for US unconventional 

plays and basins including the Permian.  

• Permian logistical constraints provide a mild brake to supply growth in the near-term. The 

Permian could be held back from its full potential in 2018-2019 as crude and natural gas pipeline 

takeaway capacity lags oil production growth. A portion of surplus capital will flow to non-Permian 

plays, boosting their growth. 

• Bakken and Eagle Ford sweet spot exhaustion is on the horizon for the 2020s.  Both the Eagle Ford 

and Bakken will recover through 2020 as productivity continues to improve and activity increases. 

However, by the early 2020s, we expect the inventory of first quintile (first quartile is synonymous 

with “the most economic”) wells will be exhausted. Eagle Ford production peaks at about 1.8 

MMb/d in 2028-2030.  The Bakken is expected to hit a plateau of about 1.3 MMb/d by the mid-

2020s, approximately the same production rate today. 

• Emerging plays contribute another 1.6 MMb/d of growth by the early 2030s. The SCOOP/STACK 

plays in Oklahoma and the Wattenberg/Niobrara play in the Rockies are key among these smaller 

but fast-growing plays. Their production volume will ultimately be limited by their geographic 

expanse. 
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• US tight oil will contribute over 70% of US total crude and condensate output by the mid-2020s, 

up from approximately 50% today.  US tight oil production will grow from 5.1 MMb/d in 2017 to 

around 10 MMb/d by 2025 — greater than total US production in 2017. 

The US Gulf of Mexico is expected to grow from an average of approximately 1.7 MMb/d in 2017 to 1.8 

MMb/d in 2019, from a combination of new projects and ongoing ramp-ups of recently added wells. 

Production is then expected to slide until 2022, owing to a pause in new project start-ups. The next wave 

of projects is then assumed to begin streaming, bringing total output back up to 1.9 MMb/d by 2026-

2027. About 1 MMb/d of production by 2026-2027 in our outlook is from projects that are today still 

unsanctioned. The sharp drop in upstream industry costs makes us more confident that these projects 

will be sanctioned, but the pace of final investment decisions in 2018-2019 will be critical to the timely 

delivery of these long-cycle volumes. 

Alaska North Slope (ANS) output peaked in 1988 at about 2.0 MMb/d. In recent years it has sunk below 

0.5 MMb/d. However, major discoveries in 2016 and 2017 have led us to upwardly revise our outlook and 

we now anticipate a rejuvenation of ANS output by the mid-2020s, with production returning to over 0.7 

MMb/d. 

Because of the expected long-term growth in tight oil production, US crude quality will continue to shift 

increasingly in favor of light sweet grades (32 API and above, less than 1% sulfur content). By the late 

2020s, US light sweet (including condensate) crude supply will grow approach 11 MMb/d. The 

development of a new wave of ultra-Deepwater fields in the Gulf of Mexico in the 2020s will increase 

output of medium sour crude (24-32 API, greater than 1% sulfur), which is expected to grow from about 

0.9 MMb/d in 2017 to almost 1.5 MMb/d by 2026.   
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The US Natural Gas Market 

US natural gas production is projected to grow more than 50%, from 80 billion cubic feet per day (Bcf/d) 

in 2017 to 123 Bcf/d in 2040, propelled by the development of unconventional oil and natural gas plays 

and basins. Natural gas production can be characterized as being non-associated natural gas, natural gas 

from a natural gas prone well, or associated natural gas, natural gas from an oil prone well.   

Non-associated natural gas production, natural gas from gas-directed drilling, has increased over the past 

several years underpinned by upstream development and drilling in the unconventional shale gas plays. 

Non-associated natural gas production has increased from approximately 50 Bcf/d in 2008 to 

approximately 63 Bcf/d in 2018. Non-associated natural gas production is expected to reach 81 Bcf/d by 

2040, approximately 65% of total production. The greatest growth in US natural gas production is 

expected to come from Marcellus and Utica non-associated gas plays in the Appalachian region in the US 

Northeast. These two shale gas plays will contribute an estimated 28 Bcf/d of the supply growth through 

2040, almost 65% of the total projected increase of 43 Bcf/d over the forecast period.  

Associated natural gas production, natural gas from oil-directed drilling, has increased from 9 Bcf/d in 

2008 to approximately 26 Bcf/d in 2018, an average increase of 12% per year. This high growth rate 

underscores the prolific nature of the Permian Basin, the most economic oil basin in the US. Increasing oil 

production will lead to increasing associated natural gas production and by-product natural gas liquids 

(NGL).   

The surge in production between 2011 and 2017 was led by a mix of oil and natural gas producing plays 

and basins including the Eagle Ford shale, the Permian Basin, South Central Oklahoma Oil Province 

(SCOOP), the Marcellus shale, and the Utica shale.  Natural gas production from Eagle Ford, Permian and 

SCOOP currently make up approximately 12% of total supplies today and is expected to reach 36% by 
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2030 and then very slowly decreasing to 29% of total production by 2040. Permian natural gas production 

is expected to increase to approximately 24 Bcf/d by 2030 while SCOOP reaches an expected peak of 

almost 9 Bcf/d in 2028/2029 before slowly declining to 7 Bcf/d in 2040.   

Most of natural gas production increases are originating from the Marcellus and Utica shale gas plays. 

These two plays will make up approximately 32% of total supplies in 2018 and are expected to increase 

to 42% of the total in 2040. Natural gas production from the Marcellus shale gas play is expected to rise 

from about 22 Bcf/d in 2018 to almost 30 Bcf/d by 2030 and then continues to rise to almost 40 Bcf/d by 

2040.  The Utica shale gas play’s natural gas production is expected to increase from around 7 Bcf/d in 

2018 to just over 9 Bcf/d by 2025. Utica’s natural gas production is expected to continue to increase at a 

rate of 2% per year reaching about 12 Bcf/d by 2040.   
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The US NGL Market  

Our US NGL outlook and forecast is underpinned by its upstream oil and natural gas production forecasts 

for each play and basin. This outlook is underpinned by our detailed monitoring, measuring and 

forecasting of oil and gas production and estimates of natural gas quality and NGL recovery from the 

natural gas streams originating from each play and basin.  

The growth and incremental supplies of NGL over the short and long term originate from all the major 

plays and basins including Marcellus, Utica, Permian, Eagle Ford, SCOOP, Woodford, Niobrara, Barnett, 

and Bakken. Total NGL production rose by an average of 10% per year from 2011 through 2018. Over this 

same period Permian grew by 14% per year, Marcellus grew by 108% per year, Eagle Ford grew by 46% 

per year, SCOOP grew by 76% per year, and Utica grew by more than 500% per year (from a very small 

base). The Permian basin has emerged as the largest NGL producing region for US NGL. Production has 

increased from 0.4 million b/d in 2010 to around 1.0 million b/d by 2018.  

The Permian is expected to continue to increase NGL production to almost 2.2 million b/d by 2040. NGL 

production from the Marcellus is expected to increase from 0.5 million b/d in 2018 to almost 0.9 million 

b/d by 2040. The Eagle Ford shale leads Marcellus slightly and NGL production from Eagle Ford is expected 

to reach 1.0 million b/d by 2040. SCOOP NGL production has increased significantly over a short amount 

of time increasing from around 1,500 b/d in 2010 to a peak of almost 0.5 million b/d by 2040. Production 

from this oil prone play will slowly increase over time as its aerial extent and drilling locations are limited. 

Utica NGL production is expected to increase as the downstream ethane markets evolve. NGL from Utica 

are expected to increase to around 0.3 million b/d by 2040 from around 0.1 million b/d today. Bakken 

NGL production has slowly increased and is approaching 0.25 million b/d today, production will rise to 

0.34 million b/d by 2040. 
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Texas Major Long-haul Crude Oil, Natural Gas, and NGL Pipeline Capacity Additions and 

Capital Expenditures (“CAPEX”) beyond Currently Named Projects 

Major long-haul pipeline capacity additions are required in certain areas to support upstream activity and 

increasing production rates. Long-haul pipelines are constructed and commissioned to support 

production areas across the US and the two-primary expanding producing areas are the US Northeast and 

the US Gulf Coast.  

The key shale gas and tight oil producing plays and basins in these two producing areas have been and 

will continue provide all the incremental supplies over the long term.  In the case of the US Northeast the 

incremental production is namely natural gas and NGL and in the case of the US Gulf Coast the incremental 

production is all three fluids, crude oil and natural gas and NGL, primarily originating from Texas. The key 

shale gas and tight oil producing plays and basins located in the US Northeast and US Gulf Coast are the 

Marcellus shale, the Utica shale, and the Permian Basin. The Marcellus and Utica shale gas plays meander 

across Ohio, West Virginia, and Pennsylvania. The Permian Basin is situated mainly in Texas but stretches 

into New Mexico.  

The expected and forecasted oil, natural gas, and NGL production rate increases over the long term 

requiring major long-haul pipeline capacity additions in Texas are primarily driven by an expanding 

Permian Basin along with marginal expansions in the Eagle Ford shale. The Permian Basin is expected to 

expand and reach peak production rates by 2030. Pipeline capacity additions in Texas above and beyond 

those under construction, announced and in planning are required to support incremental production 

growth. We estimated the required capacity additions to support the incremental production rates and 

categorized these as being “Unnamed Pipeline Capacity Projects.” Without these capacity additions 

projected production and delivery rates cannot be achieved. These are crucial infrastructure investments 

for the Texas oil economy. Without the incremental pipeline infrastructure in the unnamed capital 
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projects we estimate the production of crude will be 9% lower than projected, the production of natural 

gas will be 24% lower, and the production of natural gas liquids will be 8% lower.   

The Unnamed Pipeline Capital Projects to support Permian Texas incremental oil, natural gas, and NGL 

production rates over the long term, specifically between 2018 and 2050, are expected to be comprised 

of more than approximately 20 projects with total mileage of approximately 10,950 miles with the mileage 

breakdown being 47% oil, 29% natural gas, and 24% NGL. The capital expenditures (“CAPEX”) for the 

Unnamed Pipeline Capital Projects is projected to average $3.2 billion per year over the forecast period 

with all the projects CAPEX to occur between 2019 through 2030. The estimated cumulative CAPEX over 

this same period is approximately $28.9 billion.  

Table 5 

 Miles $MM 

% 
Miles 

% 
$MM 

Crude 5,200 8,242 47% 29% 

NG 3,150 15,177 29% 53% 

NGL 2,600 5,467 24% 19% 

Total 10,950 28,886 100% 100% 

These Unnamed Pipeline Capital Project pipelines will traverse 179 Texas counties.  
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Chapter 3: Roadways 

Transportation Infrastructure and the Economy 

Infrastructure repair and reinvestment has many positive economic impacts. These investments stimulate 

our economy in two ways: first by creating jobs directly during planning and construction phases. Second, 

by creating jobs in the long-term by making the nation's transportation lines less congested, more 

efficient, and regional economies more competitive. 

Surface transportation involves the movement of goods and people through geographic space and adds 

to economic well-being and economic growth. From the perspective of households, surface 

transportation, by road or rail, serves a three-fold economic purpose. First, it enables the commute from 

home to workplace, a necessary condition for participation in the economy by earning income from the 

application of skills and efforts. Second, it grants access to the variety of goods and services available to 

the consumers of an advanced economy. Third, it is an integral part of leisure travel, so important to many 

households' well-being. 

In each case, there are quantifiable benefits to the availability of reliable, cheaper, and faster 

transportation. The opportunity cost of time spent traveling from point to point in any of these pursuits 

is surely its most significant component. 

From the standpoint of private and public enterprise, transportation costs are an intrinsic and direct cost 

of doing business. For businesses shipping goods, road or rail congestion means longer travel times and 

less reliability of delivery or arrival times. These problems result in the extra expense of more drivers' 

wages, the costs of longer hours at facilities to process late deliveries, and the spoilage of perishable 

commodities. Production or logistics planning become less efficient as inventories must be increased to 

cover for unreliable deliveries, and advanced just-in-time processes are hamstrung. The extra costs 

incurred by businesses are generally passed on to the consumer and is a drag on the overall economy. 

Costs of Congestion 

Automotive traffic has grown tremendously over the years, providing the most convenient form of 

transportation for many. And that vehicle volume is becoming increasingly centered in urbanized areas. 

Job opportunities, higher wages, and better amenities inside or at the fringes of major cities have been a 

driving force behind urban development. Cities have also been growing out from their urban core, with 

suburbs sprawling out around the city limits, making residents more reliant on automotive transport. In 

1980, 56% of vehicle miles traveled in the US were done in urban and suburban areas, but with rapid 

economic growth in major cities, that share grew to 70% by 2015.  

The Texas Transportation Institute quantifies some of the costs of congestion in its Urban Mobility Report. 

Detailed data is provided for the 101 largest urban areas, and summary data for all 471 (While most 

economic data is organized around the concept of the metropolitan statistical area, of which there are 

381, traffic statistics have historically been organized around the definition of an 'urbanized area,' of which 



 

40 
 

there are 471 defined for the US).1 The Texas Transportation Institute uses data for vehicle miles, lane 

miles, public transportation, the portion of travel during congested periods, travel speeds, incident delay 

ratios, and average fuel prices from the Federal Highway Administration, Highway Performance 

Monitoring System, INRIX, the Census Bureau, and AAA to formulate travel delays and gallons of wasted 

fuel. 

Congestion is not a new phenomenon - metros have been grappling with this issue for decades, and it has 

been getting worse. Over the last two decades, the inflation-adjusted congestion cost per commuter has 

increased in 91 of the 101 areas detailed in the report and was up over 50% in 35. The most dramatic 

increases occurred in Texas, whose cities comprise four of the top six metros regarding the percent 

increase in congestion costs from 1994-2014. Booming economic growth in Texas over the past two 

decades and massive flows of domestic and international migrants have played a role in this spike, and 

the fact that costs were starting at such low levels has also contributed to the outsized percentage 

increases. In fact, this trend is present in many of the lower congested metros - among the top 10 areas 

with the highest congestion growth, 8 of them were among the 20 lowest congested areas in 1994.  

Current Conditions 

According to the Texas Department of Transportation, Texas has close to 314,000 miles of roadway 

facilities within its borders, more than any other state. 26% of these roadways are under the 

administration of the state highway system (on-system), while the other 74% is controlled by local 

authority (off-system). With population growth and economic development in the area expected to 

increase, the need to understand the current condition of these roads and evaluate their future needs is 

critical.  

Congestion on highways in Texas has worsened in past years due to increased usage and the poor 

conditions of these roads. Total vehicle miles traveled in Texas rose 15.5% between 2010 and 2016 due 

to increased population and booming industry.2 The Texas Transportation Plan projects that ‘vehicle miles 

traveled’ (VMT) will increase by 61% over 30 years. For instance, the oil and natural gas boom of 2014-

2016 itself increased VMT by 11.3%. And annual freight tonnage is projected, by TxDOT, to increase by 

more than double by 2040. According to Texas A&M’s Transportation Institute, 60% of goods shipped 

from Texas locations every year travel by truck and around 9% are carried by parcel/USPS/courier services 

which use trucks for delivery. Four Texas cities placed in the top 50 gridlocked cities in the US with average 

costs of congestions per auto commuter a year over $1,000 per commuter according to the American 

Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE). The Dallas-Fort Worth area was the top among the four, with delays for 

                                                           
1 In this report, metropolitan areas are as defined by the Bureau of the Census. In the transportation sector, funding 

allocations to metropolitan areas are most often defined by the boundaries served by a metropolitan planning 

organization (MPO) or a transportation management area (TMA). For purposes of the analyses in this report, the 

boundaries of the metropolitan areas follow the Census definition, which are not always contiguous with an MPO or 

TMA area. 

2 McPherson, Kevin; Donald, Jessica, and Wright, Bruce. “Transportation Infrastructure: Keeping Texas Moving.” 
Comptroller.Texas.Gov. May 2018. 



 

41 
 

commuters averaging 53 hours a year and costs of congestion close to $1,200 annually per commuter. 

The national average is 42 hours of delay per year per commuter. Congestion results in a loss of 

productivity and higher transportation costs of delivering goods. These problems will only accumulate if 

improved conditions are not met.   

Increased oil and natural gas production has resulted in the deterioration of rural farm-to-market roads. 

Texas A&M’s Transportation Institute estimated that during a well’s construction phase, an average of 27 

trucks arrive per day to a site. This results in a total two-way traffic estimate of 1,054 truck trips during 

the construction phase of the well. These trucks are carrying heavy supplies like gravel and drilling rigs. 

The rural roads on which they travel were built to handle at most a pick-up truck with a cattle trailer. Now, 

they must withstand 20 to 50 times that weight from the increase of energy sector activity. Today these 

roads are burdened with cracked and broken asphalt and pavement stripped away at the edges from the 

heavy trucks. Local governments in the Eagle Ford Shale struggle to find funding to repair these roads and 

have gone to state legislature for assistance. To maintain these roads in the counties with oil and natural 

gas production, the state estimates a cost of $2 billion a year for the next 20 years.3  On December 6th, 

2018 it was announced that TxDOT was awarded $50 million in federal grants to pay for critical 

improvements needed to address safety and connectivity in the Permian Basin.4 This grant will only cover 

two projects in the Basin. Areas with increased in traffic due to oil and natural gas activity not only have 

poorer road conditions, but also report more safety-related issues. TxDOT reported increases in fatality 

crashes and rear-end collisions in regions with energy sector growth according to TTI’s report Oil and Gas 

Freight Transportation Alternatives. With the increased activity in areas with booming energy sectors, 

something needs to be done to improve the roads for residents and for businesses.  

Current funding levels for roads and highways trail behind the maintenance needs of the aging 

infrastructure. The average amount spent on routine pavement maintenance each year between 2000 

and 2015 was $80 million. Although 86.9% of pavement on the roadways in Texas is rated “good” or 

“better,” this percentage would drop to 83.2% in 2025 if no changes are made to the current budget 

according to the Report Card for Texas’s Infrastructure 2017. The funding needed to maintain pavement 

between 2015 and 2030 is $325.1 million annually, an increase of more than 300%.  The 2030 Committee 

Texas Transportation Needs report stated that from 2009 to 2030, Texas would need to invest $315 billion 

into the roadway system to adjust to population growth and freight traffic movement.  

According to TxDOT Project Tracker, there are 5,408 construction projects related to roads currently 

underway or are soon to begin across the state of Texas, with an estimated cost of over $23 billion. Of 

these projects, 2,609 involve road maintenance such as applying a seal coat, 1,572 projects involve 

construction of safety features like installing raised reflective safety markers or improving guardrails to 

design standards, and 480 projects involve increasing mobility. For example, adding more lanes to sections 

of a highway or widening lanes. There are 2,827 road projects expected to start within the upcoming year.   

                                                           
3 Pace, Eileen. “In the Heart Of The Eagle Ford Shale, The Roads To Perdition.” Texas Public Radio. January 15, 
2015. 
4 “USDOT Awards TxDOT $50 Million For Much-Needed Road Improvements in Rural, Oil-Producing Permian 
Basin.” Texas Department of Transportation. December 6, 2018. 
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Near-Term and Long-Term Outlook and Needs 

The demand for roadways in the future is impacted by a number of factors. The time cost of travel 

influences how and if people use roadways.  According to the Appendix C in the book, Renewing the 

National Commitment to the Interstate Highway System: A Foundation for the Future, a 10% increase in 

travel time to work due to congestions is expected to reduce vehicle miles traveled by 5%. Congestion 

may cause travelers to carpool to work or move closer to their job. On the upside, the introduction of self-

driving vehicles may cause people to opt-in to drive to work if they feel they can use their travel time in a 

more productive way. Other factors affecting travel demand are the retirement of the baby-boom 

generation and the entrance of millennials into adulthood. Although it is expected baby-boomers will 

drive less in the future, the extent to which millennials’ travel behaviors differs from historical trends is 

unknown. In regard to demand of freight and commercial travel, they are affected by many of the same 

factors that influence individual person travel, like gas prices, congestion levels, and economic conditions. 

Other factors that will change freight and commercial travel demand include the potential for 

technologies to shift the preferred mode of transportation (ex. from rail to truck) or if the United States 

changes its role on the global economic stage in agricultural production, mining, or manufacturing. 

Demand for roadway travel in the future will determine which roads need improvements and how best 

to improve them.  

To improve the roadways in Texas, there are several problems that need to be addressed according to the 

ASCE’s Report Card for Texas’s Infrastructure 2017. Maintenance of the roadways will be important as 

Texas’s population continues to grow and economic activity increases. Prioritizing a good state for the 

roadways will maximize their lifespan. Congestion on roadways can be lessened through redesigning the 

existing roadways to maximize capacity. An example is the addition of more lanes.  Rural roadways need 

to be improved as well to bear the weight of trucks and equipment from the oil and gas industry. The 

Texas A&M Transportation Institute has offered a few solutions to this problem. One is to fortify roads in 

preparation for new heavy traffic from drilling activities by having a few years of lead time on new drilling 

locations and estimates of the number and magnitude of heavy trucks needed to support the drilling 

operation. Another is the use of advanced tools to identify travel patterns, and new designs to ease 

congestion. To improve safety on roads in regions with a booming energy sector, TTI suggests 

modifications to roadway geometric features and use of detours or alternate routing for heavy trucks.  

Without improvements to the roadways, conditions will only worsen. The backlog of projects will grow as 

funding for projects cannot meet the needs of these roadways. The population increases expected in the 

future will exacerbate current issues. Congestion will increase and so will travel times as demand for the 

roads grows. If current trends continue, vehicle miles traveled will also climb in coming years. Economic 

activity is expected to grow in the state as opportunity attracts business, especially business in the energy 

sector. Western Texas will continue to receive floods of trucks carrying equipment and product to and 

from oil fields, like ones in the Permian Basin.  In the long-run, these persistent problems will hurt the 

state. Aging infrastructure that cannot be fixed and does not comply with state regulations will be shut 

down or limited to travel. This would limit routes and create longer travel times. Businesses and people 

will move away if they feel travel is too difficult. Oil fields in West Texas that have limited, or no road 
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access would dissuade companies from drilling in these locations. Although Texas’s economy is projected 

to grow in the coming years, it will take a hit if infrastructure does not improve.   

TxDOT estimates “Good Repair Needs” to 2040 for Highways at $4.0 billion per year. Moreover, additional 

lane miles are needed, estimated a $9.2 billion/year to meet future growth. In our projection, an 

investment of $12.6 billion per year on roads yields total economic benefits of $22.6 billion per year. And 

$5.6 billion per year on bridges yields total benefits of $10.2 billion per year. 

In the next 10 years, there are 7,395 road construction projects expected to begin, according to TxDOT’s 

Project Tracker with an estimated total cost of over $84 billion. Of these projects, 11.6% of are located in 

Northeast Texas, 16.8% in North Texas, 16.7% in South Texas, 16.7% in Central Texas, 19.1% in West Texas, 

and 19.1% in Southeast Texas. Almost half the total estimated costs of these projects are attributable to 

projects in North Texas and Southeast Texas (24.9% and 23.04% respectively). If the numbers of projects 

were reduced due to inadequate funding, the regions most affected would be West Texas and Southeast 

Texas. These regions are critical to the energy sector and not funding projects would hurt the Texas 

economy.   

Specific Projects 

Ongoing 

183 South (Austin)5  
This roadway serves as the main route to the Austin-Bergstrom International Airport and other points of 

interest in Austin. The highway was originally constructed in 1960 and had no major changes since then. 

60,000 vehicles a day travel on this road. The $743 million project in Austin plans to expand an eight-mile 

stretch of the roadway from SH 71 to US 290 into six tolled main lanes and six non-tolled general-purpose 

lanes. Other parts of the 183 South, project include reconstruction of existing overpasses to expand 

capacity and new flyover ramps to reduce travel times. By offering an alternative to IH 35, the project will 

facilitate more mobility into Central Texas. Construction is expected to complete in 2020. 

Loop 375 Border Highway West Extension (El Paso)6,7 

The project consists of connecting Racetrack Drive to US 54 in order to increase mobility in and around 

the city. The construction includes building nine miles of highway for the extension and elevating a portion 

of the highway.  Also, the railroad and Customs and Border Control’s security camera and lighting will 

need to be relocated. The highway will be upgraded to four lanes of tolled road with a controlled access 

facility. All current non-tolled lanes will remain non-tolled. The purpose of the project is to improve 

                                                           
5 Central Texas Regional Mobile Authority. 183 South. What We’re Building. Web. 
https://www.183south.com/project-overview/overview 
6 Texas Department of Transportation. El Paso District. Loop 375 Border Highway West Extension Project. Summary 
of Second Public Scope Meeting. 2012. Web. 
7 Texas Department of Transportation. Border West Expressway. Project Overview. Web. 
http://borderwestexpressway.com/en/learn/project-overview/ 
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mobility, reduce congestion, and increase safety. Without this extension, congestion in the area will 

worsen over time as Texas is filled with more people and more economic activity.  

I-35E/US 67 Project (Dallas)8 

The project includes many aspects to increase mobility in the Dallas region. Between Colorado Blvd and 

Reunion Blvd, the two reversible HOV lanes under construction would be converted to two reversible non-

tolled express lanes. From US 67 and Colorado Blvd on IH 35E, the plan is to completely reconstruct the 

freeway and frontage roads. In this section the lanes will increase from eight to ten lanes, including two 

reversible non-tolled express lanes. The number of frontage road lanes will increase from four to six. Also, 

sidewalks, shared lanes, and dedicated bus lanes will be added along frontage roads and cross-streets 

under reconstruction.  

Midtown Express – SH 183 Managed Lanes (Dallas)9,10  

The goal of this project is to reconstruct portions of frontage roads, reconstruct portions of general 

purpose lanes, and construct one toll managed lane in each direction. Toll roads feature dynamic tolling 

to keep traffic moving at 50mph. Construction will occur on 14.8 miles on SH 183 from SH 121 to IH 35E, 

10.5 miles of SH 114 form SH 183 to International Parkway, and 2.5 miles of Loop 12 from SH 183 to IH 

35E. Once the project is finished, 44 bridges will be rehabilitated along the route and 28 new bridges will 

be built. The project was expected to reach a substantial completion date in 2018. This project is necessary 

because the roadways are unable to meet current demand capacities of 150,000 to 170,000 vehicles a 

day on average. With an increasing population expected, the changes need to be made to handle the 

influx of drivers.  

Texas Energy Sector Rural Improvement Program of Projects (Winkler, Odessa and Reagan and Glasscock, 

San Angelo)11  

On December 6th, 2018, the Department of Transportation in Texas received federal funds to improve the 

safety and connectivity in the Permian Basin. The Permian Basin is important to the Texas economy, 

therefore it is critical to ensure access to it. The first project, with $25 million devoted to it, is to replace 

the existing four-way stop with an overpass at SH 302 and SH 115 in Winkler County. The second project 

is to replace the existing four-way stop with an overpass at SH 158 and SH 137 and improve parts of SH 

137. This project also received $25 million in funding.  

                                                           
8 Texas Department of Transportation. Keep It Moving Dallas. I-35E/US 67 Project. Web. 
http://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/projects/interstate-highways/i-35eus-67-project 
9 Texas Department of Transportation. Midtown Express – SH 183 Managed Lanes. Web. 
https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/projects/studies/dallas/sh183.html 
10 Texas Department of Transportation. Midtown Express. Project Overview. Web. 
http://drivemidtown.com/learn/project-overview/ 
11 Texas Department of Transportation. “USDOT Awards TxDOT $50 Million For Much-Needed Road Improvements 
in Rural, Oil-Producing Permian Basin.” 2018. Web. https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/media-center/statewide-
news/017-2018.html 
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If nothing is done to fix these rural roads in counties with heavy energy activity, the economy would suffer. 

Access to the Permian Basin would become limited and shipping of natural gas and oil becomes a slow 

process with unreliable timing. Also, the roads become more dangerous and accident-prone.  

Table 6: Ongoing Roadway Projects with Highest Estimated Cost12 

Highway County From Limit To Limit  Construction 
Cost/Estimate  

Description 

SL 375 El Paso RACETRACK 
DRIVE 

US 54  $     522,500,000 Loop 375 extension to 
construct expressway 

IH 35E Dallas US 67 IH 30  $     463,208,332 Reconstruction and 
widening of lanes in multiple 
locations. Tasks include 
converting 2 HOV lanes to 2 
expressway lanes and 
reconstructing and widening 
8 To 10 general purpose 
lanes. 

SH 183 Dallas WEST OF SH 161 0.66 MILE 
WEST OF 
LOOP 12 

 $     420,319,175 Reconstruct 6 lanes to 6 
general purpose lanes; 
construct up to 2 concurrent 
HOV/managed lanes and 
between discontinuous 
frontage roads 

SH 288 Harris US 59 IH 610  $     365,220,000 Construct 4 toll lanes & 
reconstruct direct 
connectors At IH 610 

IH 35 McLennan 12TH STREET NORTH LOOP 
340 

 $     305,112,618 Reconstruct and widen main 
lanes from 6 To 8; 
reconstruct frontage road & 
realign ramps 

SH 249 Montgomery FM 1774/FM 149 
IN PINEHURST 

GRIMES 
COUNTY LINE 

 $     299,257,180 Construct 4-lane tollway in 
sections 

SH 99 Liberty HARRIS COUNTY 
LINE 

US 90 
(SEGMENT H) 

 $     256,664,450 Construct 4-lane tollway 
with interchanges and two 
discontinuous frontage 
roads and periodic passing 
lanes 

IH 45 Galveston NORTH OF FM 
517 

SOUTH OF 
FM 1764 

 $     228,823,555 Reconstruct pavement to 8 
main lanes and 2 two-lane 
frontage roads 

IH 30 Tarrant 1.0 MI WEST OF 
SH 360 

GREAT 
SOUTHWEST 
PKWY 

 $     226,516,780 Construct direct connector 
interchange at SH 360 & 
traffic management system 

                                                           
12 Texas Department of Transportation. Project Tracker. Web. http://apps.dot.state.tx.us/apps-cq/project_tracker/ 
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SH 99 Montgomery IH 69N HARRIS 
COUNTY LINE 
(SEGMENT H) 

 $     181,987,064 Construct 4-lane tollway 
with interchanges and 2 
discontinuous frontage 
roads 

 

List of Other Ongoing Projects13 

• Bexar County: expand to 6 lane expressway with frontage roads -4 general purpose & 2 HOV 

lanes; northern interchange connectors at Loop 1604 on US 281 (estimated cost: 

$179,542,332.00) 

• Liberty County: construct 4-lane tollway with interchanges and two non-continuous frontage 

roads and periodic passing lanes on SH 99 at US 90 (estimated cost: $178,239,200.00) 

• Grimes County: construct new location 2 lane non-tolled roadway on SH 249 at FM 1774 

(estimated cost: $174,475,896.00)  

• Bexar County: expand to 6 lane expressway with frontage roads -4 general purpose & 2 HOV lanes 

on US 281 (estimated cost: $168,848,816.00) 

• Harris County: construct 4 toll lanes on SH 288 at IH 610 (estimated cost: $157,920,000.00) 

• Fort Bend County: widen to 8 main lanes, frontage roads, interchanges, traffic management 

systems and construct 2-way HOV lanes on IH 69 (estimated cost: $155,200,553.00) 

• Harris County: construct 8 new direct connectors on SH 288 at Beltway (BW) 8 Interchange 

(estimated cost: $153,680,000.00) 

• El Paso County: construct interchange at US 85/NM 273 on IH 10 (estimated cost: 

$151,231,705.00) 

• Waller County: construct 1 additional main lane in each direction on IH 10 from the Brazos River 

to FM 359 (estimated cost: $141,496,478.00) 

• El Paso County: build frontage roads and main lanes with grade separations at intersections on 

US 62 (estimated cost: $138,160,814.00) 

• Jefferson County: widen freeway from 4 to 6 lanes on IH 10 from FM 365 E to CR 131 (estimated 

cost: $128,399,060.00)  

• Ellis County: reconstruct and widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes on IH 35E (estimated cost: 

$126,414,964.00)  

• Galveston County: widen to 8 main lanes and 2 two-lane frontage roads on IH 45 (estimated cost: 

$121,744,991.00) 

• Walker County: widen freeway consisting of grading, structures, flexible base, hot-mix asphalt, 

concrete pavement, signs and pavement markings on IH 45 (estimated cost: $116,878,723.00) 

• Tarrant County: reconstruct to 6 lanes & auxiliary lanes; construct IH 820/SH 121 direct connector 

to the interchange; widen to 11 lanes; 1 to 3 lanes northbound continuous frontage roads; 2 

southbound frontage connectors on IH 820 (estimated cost: $113,502,194.00) 

• Bexar County: expand from 4 to 6 lane expressway on IH 10 from IH 410 to Loop 1604 (estimated 

cost: $108,886,144.00) 

• Jefferson County: widen freeway from 4 to 6 lanes on IH 10 (estimated cost: $108,315,368.00) 

                                                           
13 Texas Department of Transportation. Project Tracker. Web. http://apps.dot.state.tx.us/apps-cq/project_tracker/ 
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• Tarrant County: reconstruct freeway to 6 general purpose lanes; add 2 HOV/managed lanes; 

construct 4 to 8 continuous frontage roads on SH 183 from SH 121 to SH 10 (estimated cost: 

$102,977,102.00) 

• Liberty County: widen to 6 main lanes with frontage roads on US 59 (estimated cost: 

$100,894,404.00) 

• Chambers County: construct 4-lane tollway with interchanges and two non-continuous frontage 

roads and periodic passing lanes on SH 99 (estimated cost: $99,813,942.00) 

• Dallas County: widen 4 To 6 main lanes; reconstruct existing 2-lane concurrent HOV to 1 

reversible express lane on US 67 from IH 20 to IH 35 E (estimated cost: $98,987,794.00) 

• Austin County: upgrade freeway facility consisting of widening to six main lanes, 2-lane frontage 

roads, safety lighting, and interchanges on IH 10 from Manak Road to Brazos River (estimated 

cost: $97,642,939.00) 

• Dallas County: reconstruct 6 general purpose lanes, 0 to 2 concurrent HOV/managed lanes, 4 to 

6 to 4 to 8 lane discontinuous frontage roads on SH 183 (estimated cost: $95,205,613.00)  

• El Paso County: US 54/IH 10/IH 110/Loop 375 interchange improvements (improvements to 

existing ramps and adding auxiliary lanes) on US 54 (estimated cost: $89,861,277.00) 

• Harris County: reconstruct main lanes, frontage road and construct overpass at Cambridge 

Street/Almeda Road/UPRR on IH 610 (estimated cost: $83,198,013.00) 

• Brazoria County: construct 4 toll lanes on SH 288 between the Harris County Line and CR 58 

(estimated cost: $83,121,261.00) 

• Nueces County: construct relief route around Driscoll on US 77 between CR 28 and CR 16 

(estimated cost: $82,400,883.00) 

• Bexar County: expand from 6 To 8 lanes from SH 151 to Ingram Rd and construct priority direct 

connectors at SH 151 on IH 410 (estimated cost: $81,778,634.00) 

• Tarrant County: construct 0 To 2 concurrent HOV/managed lanes on SH 183 (estimated cost: 

$80,910,584.00) 

• Austin County: upgrading of a freeway facility consisting of widening to 6 main lanes, 2-lane 

frontage roads, safety lighting, and interchanges on IH 10 (estimated cost: $80,877,387.00) 

• Harris County: widen to 6 lanes with 4-lane express lanes on IH 146 (estimated cost: 

$79,192,277.00) 

• Harris County: construct direct connector (IH 610 NB To IH 69 SB) on IH 610 (estimated cost: 

$77,381,751.00) 

• Navarro County: construct new location relief route; ultimate four lane divided limited access 

facility with interchange at IH 45 on SH 31 (estimated cost: $76,393,431.00) 

• Harris County: construct 4-lane tollway with interchanges and two non-continuous frontage roads 

on SH 99 (estimated cost: $75,684,125.00) 

Eastland County: realign existing roadway including grading, pavement drainage, signing, and 

illumination on IH 20 (estimated cost: $75,522,594.00) 
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Proposed 

IH 35: Future Transportation Corridor (Williamson, Travis, and Hays)14,15 

The IH 35 corridor is a major route for freight and passenger vehicle travel in Texas. It is relied on for 

shipping products and getting to work on time. However, congestion is an issue on this highway due to an 

increase in traffic demand. The projects on IH 35 would add more mobility in the city of Austin by adding 

addition capacity for 60 miles through the counties of Williamson, Travis, and Hays. The stretch of IH 35 

from US 183 to Riverside Drive, RM 1431 to SH 45N, and Riverside Drive to SH 45SE would see construction 

of northbound and southbound non-tolled lanes, reconstructed ramps, improved frontage roads and 

freight movements, and additional auxiliary lanes. These projects would align with the improvements 

already being made to IH 35 in Travis County. One such project is reconstruction of main lane and frontage 

roads on IH 35 from Rundberg Lane to US 290 East, which is planned to be completed mid-2021. 

Construction on IH 35 is expected to improve safety and mobility. Both are important when considering 

the growth Austin and the surrounding areas will experience in the future.   

IH 30 Corridor Project (Tarrant and Dallas)16 

This multi-county project involves addressing current and future traffic demand on IH 30. The project 

stretches from Cooper Street to SH 161 on IH 30 in Tarrant and Dallas counties. The project also includes 

about 2.5 miles on SH 360 from Brown Boulevard/Avenue K to Road to Six Flags Drive. This part of the 

project would allow for construction of an interchange providing direct connecting ramps for all freeway-

to-freeway traffic movements. Construction includes 10 general purpose lanes and a two-lane reversible 

managed toll/HOV facility. At the western limit of the project, a transition would be constructed to tie to 

the existing part of IH 30 of three lanes in each direction. Improving the corridor will improve mobility in 

the area by expanding capacity for commercial trucks and passenger vehicles.  

IH 35E from SH 183 to Loop 12 (Dallas)17 

The estimated $200 million project entails widening IH 35E from SH 183 to Loop 12. The 2.5-mile segment 

currently has six lanes, but the construction project will increase this to eight lanes. The project’s goal is 

to reduce congestion and improve mobility to the Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport and the 

Western part of the Dallas/Fort Worth area. Without this improvement to IH 35E, congestion issues would 

stretch beyond county lines to other parts of Central Texas.  

 

                                                           
14 Texas Department of Transportation. My35. I-35 from Rundberg Lane to US 290 East. Web. 
http://www.my35.org/capital/projects/travis/rundbergln-us290e.htm 
15 Texas Department of Transportation. TxDOT: Austin District. I-35 Future Transportation Corridor Planning and 
Environmental Linkages Study: Final Report. Web. 
http://ftp.dot.state.tx.us/pub/txdot/my35/capital/projects/sh45n-sh45se/final-report.pdf 
16 Texas Department of Transportation. I-30 Corridor Project. Web. https://www.txdot.gov/inside-
txdot/projects/studies/fort-worth/i-30.html 
17 Texas Department of Transportation. Keep It Moving Dallas. Dallas District Key Projects (Planning). Web. 
http://www.keepitmovingdallas.com/content/dallas-district-key-projects-planning 
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SH 195 South (Bell, Waco)18  

The project involves resurfacing 12 miles of highway from Stan Schlueter Loop in Killeen to the county line 

north of Florence. Construction starts in the spring of 2019. The $3.4 million asphalt overlay project will 

fix the bumpiness of the roads from deterioration and add new turnarounds under the Stan Schlueter 

Bridge at SH 195.  

 

Table 7: Proposed Roadway Projects with Highest Estimated Costs19 

Highway County From Limit To Limit  Construction 
Cost/Estimate  

Description 

IH 35 Travis US 183 RIVERSIDE DR  $   3,441,652,000  Add northbound and 
southbound non-tolled 
managed lanes; reconstruct 
ramps, improve frontage road 
and freight movements, and 
add auxiliary lanes 

IH 35 Williamson RM 1431 SH 45N  $   1,180,000,000  Add northbound and 
southbound non-tolled 
managed lanes; reconstruct 
ramps, improve frontage road 
and freight movements, and 
add auxiliary lanes 

IH 30 Dallas IH 45 BASS PRO 
DRIVE (IN 
GARLAND) 

 $   1,000,000,000 Reconstruct 4/6/8 
discontinuous frontage lanes 
to 4/6 continuous frontage 
roads; from IH 45 to US 80, 
reconstruct & widen 8 to 10 
main lanes and convert 1 HOV 
lane to 2 managed lanes; from 
US 80 to IH 635, reconstruct 6 
main lanes and 1 to 2 HOV 
lanes 

IH 35 Travis RIVERSIDE DR LOOP 275-
SLAUGHTER 
LANE 

 $     999,999,990  Add northbound and 
southbound non-tolled 
managed lanes; reconstruct 
ramps, improve frontage road 
and freight movements, and 
add auxiliary lanes 

IH 45 Harris AT IH 69 
NORTH AND 
IH 10 EAST 

.  $     873,200,000 Reconstruct interchange 
including IH 45, IH 10 and IH 
69 main lanes And IH 10 
express lanes (non-tolled) 

                                                           
18 Blankenship, Kyle. “TxDOT to repave SH 195 starting next May.” Killeen Daily Herald. 30 Nov. 2018. Web. 
http://kdhnews.com/news/local/txdot-to-repave-sh-starting-next-may/article_ecab8f5c-f4f1-11e8-9cff-
cbb13c454eec.html 
19 Texas Department of Transportation. Project Tracker. Web. http://apps.dot.state.tx.us/apps-cq/project_tracker/ 
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IH 45 Harris AT IH 69 
SOUTH 

.  $     856,500,000 Reconstruct interchange 
including IH 45 and IH 69 main 
lanes 

IH 45 Harris AT IH 10 WEST .  $     721,400,000 Reconstruct interchange 
including IH 10 express lanes 
(non-tolled) 

IH 35E Denton DALLAS 
COUNTY LINE 

FM 407  $     717,243,562 Reconstruct and convert 2 
lanes to 4 managed lanes; 
convert 4 to 6 to 2 to 6 
frontage lanes; reconstruct 
expressway into 8 general 
purpose lanes 

IH 820 Tarrant IH 20 BRENTWOOD 
STAIR ROAD 

 $     656,000,000 Reconstruct freeway and 
frontage roads; add general 
purpose main lanes. 

IH 35E Denton FM 407 TURBEVILLE 
ROAD 

 $     645,193,200 Reconstruct existing 4 general 
purpose lanes (northbound 
only); widen and convert 2 
reversible to 4 concurrent 
managed lanes; widen 4/6 To 
4/8 lanes of continuous 
frontage roads 

 

List of Other Proposed Projects20 

• Bexar County: expand from 8-lane to 14-lane expressway; add 6 new express lanes including 2 

HOV-special use lanes and connectors at IH 410N and Loop 1604 on IH 35 between IH 410N and 

Guadalupe/Bexar County Line (estimated cost: $645,000,000.00) 

• Dallas County: reconstruct and convert 2 reversible to 4 concurrent managed lanes; reconstruct 

6 to 6/8 general purpose lanes (IH 635 To SH 121); reconstruct 6 to 8 collector-distributer lanes 

(SH 121 To Denton County Line) on IH 35 E between IH 635 and Denton County Line (estimated 

cost: $600,000,000.00) 

• Guadalupe County: expand from 4-lane to 6-lane expressway on IH 10 between the Bexar County 

Line to US 90A (estimated cost: $550,000,000.00) 

• Tarrant County: reconstruct freeway from 6 to 8 main lanes and reconstruct 2/8 to 2/8 lane 

frontage roads on IH 30 between IH 820 and Summit Ave (estimated cost: $550,000,000.00) 

• Dallas County: reconstruct existing 10 general purpose lanes, construct 2 reversible managed 

lanes and reconstruct existing 4/6 lane frontage roads between Oak Lawn Ave and SH 183 

(estimated cost: $540,000,000.00) 

• Harris County: reconstruct interchange on IH 45 at IH 610 (estimated cost: $520,000,000.00) 

• Denton County: reconstruct and widen 4 to 6 lane rural freeway with ramp modifications and 

reconstruct 4 To 4/6 lane frontage roads on IH 35 between US 77 and Cooke County Line 

(estimated cost: $519,649,591.00) 

• Bexar County: expand to 8 lane expressway; construct 4 new managed lanes, including managed 

lane direct connectors at IH 10 on Loop 1604 between SH 16 and US 281 (estimated cost: 

$507,705,768.00)  

                                                           
20 Texas Department of Transportation. Project Tracker. Web. http://apps.dot.state.tx.us/apps-cq/project_tracker/ 
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• Hunt County: widen 4-lane to 6-lane freeway on IH 30 (estimated cost: $485,000,000.00) 

• Bexar County: expand 8 to 14 lane expressway; add 6 new express lanes, including 2 HOV-special 

use lanes and connectors at IH 410S and IH 410N on IH 35 between IH 410S and IH 410N 

(estimated cost: $480,000,000.00) 

• Harris County: reconstruct main lanes, frontage lanes and construct 4 additional managed lanes 

on IH 45 between Shepherd Dr and West Rd (estimated cost: $392,850,000.00) 

• Dallas County: widen 8 to 10 general purpose lanes and reconstruct 4/8 discontinuous to 4/6 

continuous frontage roads on IH 635 between US 75 and Miller Rd (estimated cost: 

$385,988,661.00) 

• Guadalupe County: expand from 4-lane to 6-lane expressway on IH 10 between SH 130 and SH 

80 (estimated cost: $375,000,000.00) 

• Travis County: reconstruct 4-lane to 6-lane controlled access highway and frontage roads on US 

290 between RM 1826 and Loop 1 (estimated cost: $368,000,000.00) 

• Tarrant County: reconstruct freeway from 8 to 10 lanes and 4/6 lane continuous frontage roads 

on IH 20 between Park Springs Blvd and Dallas County Line (estimated cost: $366,000,000.00) 

• Brazoria County: construct 4 -lane tollway with limited 2 2-lane frontage roads and interchanges 

on SH 99 between Galveston County Line and SH 288 (estimated cost: $363,000,000.00) 

• Dallas County: reconstruct existing 10 general purpose lanes; construct 2 reversible managed 

lanes and reconstruct existing 2/6 lane frontage roads on IH 35E between IH 30 and Oak Lawn 

Ave (estimated cost: $360,000,000.00) 

• Tarrant County: reconstruct freeway and frontage roads; add general purpose main lanes and 

collector-distributor lanes on IH 20 between IH 820 and Park Springs Blvd (estimated cost: 

$355,000,000.00) 

• Bexar County: Phase 2 interchange improvements on IH 410 at IH 10 E (estimated cost: 

$350,000,000.00) 

• Harris County: reconstruct main lanes, frontage lanes and construct 4 additional managed lanes 

on IH 45 between Tidwell Rd and Shepherd Dr (estimated cost: $348,300,000.00) 

• Harris County: reconstruct main lanes, frontage lanes and construct 4 additional managed lanes 

on IH 45 between IH 610 and Tidwell (estimated cost: $348,300,000.00) 

• Kaufman County: add up to 4-lane continuous frontage roads on IH 20 between Dallas County 

Line and SP 557 (estimated cost: $325,430,000.00) 

• Harris County: reconstruct main lanes, frontage lanes and construct 4 additional managed lanes 

on IH 45 between IH 10 and IH 610 (estimated cost: $320,000,000.00) 

• El Paso County: construct new location of non-freeway – northeast El Paso Bypass (toll) between 

Railroad Dr Overpass and the TX/NM State Line on FM 3255 (estimated cost: $320,000,000.00) 

• Dallas County: reconstruct and widen 4 To 6/8 main lanes and 2/6 To 4/6 lane continuous 

frontage roads and reconstruct IH 635 interchange on US 80 between Town East Blvd and Belt 

Line Rd (estimated cost: $311,528,377.00) 

• Colorado County: add lanes for 6-lane facility on IH 10 between Colorado River Bridge and FM 

2761 (estimated cost: $310,000,000.00) 

• Harris County: construct 4 express lanes on IH 610 between IH 69 and IH 10W (estimated cost: 

$310,000,000.00) 



 

52 
 

• Bexar County: expand from 6 to 8 lanes between US 90 and Valley Hi and from 4 to 6 lanes 

between Valley Hi & IH 35 S; reconstruct IH 35 on IH 410 between US 90 and IH 35S (estimated 

cost: $310,000,000.00) 

• Dallas County: reconstruct and widen 6 To 12 main lanes and 0/2 discontinuous lanes to 2/8 lane 

continuous frontage roads on IH 30 between IH 35E and IH 45 (estimated cost: $300,000,000.00) 

• Denton County: construct 0 to 4 lane frontage roads; construct grade separations and ramps on 

IH 35W (estimated cost: $295,978,469.00) 

• Tarrant County: construct 0 to 4 lane freeway between existing frontage road on SH 170 between 

IH 35W and Denton County Line (estimated cost: $277,231,637.00) 

• Jefferson County: widen freeway to 6 main lanes and reconstruct interchange on IH 10 between 

Hollywood Overpass and 7th St (estimated cost: $270,000,000.00) 

• Harris County: reconstruct main lanes, frontage lanes and construct 4 additional managed lanes 

on IH 45 between West Road and BW 8 (estimated cost: $260,550,000.00) 

• Webb County: widening of an existing highway (6 lanes) on IH 35 between US 83 and La Salle 

County Line (estimated cost: $260,500,000.00) 

• Travis County: add northbound and southbound non-tolled managed lanes; reconstruct ramps, 

improve frontage road and freight movements, and add auxiliary lanes on IH 35 between FM 1825 

and US 183 (estimated cost: $260,000,000.00) 

• Rockwall County: reconstruct and widen 4 main lanes to 6; reconstruct and widen 4 frontage 

roads To 4/6; construct new and reconstruct existing interchanges; ramp modifications on IH 30 

between SH 205 and Hunt County Line (estimated cost: $257,219,578.00) 

• Smith County: widen controlled access facility from 4 lanes to 6 lanes on IH 20 between US 69E 

and US 271 (estimated cost: $247,112,000.00) 

• Fort Bend County: construct 4-lane tollway with limited 2 2-lane frontage roads and interchanges 

on SH 99 between Brazoria County Line and FM 762 (estimated cost: $235,100,000.00) 

• Dallas County: widen 8 To 10 general purpose lanes and reconstruct 4/6 discontinuous to 4/6 

continuous frontage roads on IH 635 between Miller Road and SH 78 (estimated cost: 

230,221,536.00) 

• Bexar County: expand 4 To 10 lane expressway, including 2 HOV-special purpose lanes on SL 1604 

between Redland Rd and IH 35N (estimated cost: $230,000,000.00) 

• Waller County: widen to add 2 diamond lanes and 2 general purpose lanes on IH 10 between FM 

359 and Fort Bend County Line (estimated cost: $225,000,000.00) 

• Smith County: widen controlled access facility from 4 lanes to 6 lanes on IH 20 between Van Zandt 

County Line and US 69 (estimated cost: $225,000,000.00) 

• Dallas County: widen 8 to 10 general purpose lanes and reconstruct 4/6 discontinuous to 4/8 

continuous frontage roads on IH 635 between SH 78 and IH 30 (estimated cost: $215,019,615.00) 

• Bexar County: expand from 4-lane divided to 4-lane expressway on Loop 1604 between FM 78 

and IH 10 E (estimated cost: $215,000,000.00) 

• Rockwall County: construct 0/4 to 4/6 lane frontage roads; reconstruct Horizon Road interchange 

and ramp modifications on IH 30 between Dalrock Rd and Horizon Rd (estimated cost: 

$214,025,080.00) 



 

53 
 

• Ellis County: reconstruct 4 interchanges (BUS 287/US 287 Bypass/Lofland St/Sterret Rd), 4 

discontinuous to 4/6 lane continuous frontage road and ramp modifications on IH 35 E between 

US 77S and US 77N (estimated cost: $213,432,219.00) 

• Dallas County: reconstruct interchange (phase 2) between SS 482 at SH 114 and SH 183 

(estimated cost: $210,000,000.00) 

• Walker County: widen freeway consisting of grading, structures, flexible base, hot-mix asphalt, 

concrete pavement, signs and pavement markings on IH 45 between SH 30 and FM 1696 

(estimated cost: $210,000,000.00) 

• Wharton County: upgrade to rural freeway on US 59 between Fort Bend County Line and SH 60 

(estimated cost: $208,000,000.00) 

• Harris County: reconstruct to 10 main lanes on IH 69 between SH 288 and SP 527 (estimated cost: 

$201,400,000.00) 

• Harris County: construct parkway connectors into Downtown Houston and remove existing Pierce 

Elevated on IH 45 between IH 69S and IH 10 (estimated cost: $200,000,000.00) 

• Guadalupe County: expand from 4-lane to 6-lane expressway on IH 10 between US 90A and SH 

130 (estimated cost: $200,000,000.00)  

• Taylor County: add two main lanes for a 6-lane freeway and replace overpass structures on IH 20 

between Catclaw Creek and SH 351 (estimated cost: $200,000,000.00) 

• McLennan County: reconstruct & widen main lanes from 6 to 8; reconstruct frontage road and 

extend frontage roads where discontinuous and realign ramps on IH 35 between Loop 340 and 

12th St (estimated cost: $200,000,000.00) 

• Tarrant County: construct 0 to 6 freeway main lanes; construct 0 to 4/6 lane continuous frontage 

lanes and interchange at IH 820 on SH 199 between Azle Ave and IH 820 (estimated cost: 

$200,000,000.00) 

• Hidalgo County: rural expressway facility on US 281 between Brooks County Line and SH 186 

(estimated cost: $194,000,000.00) 

• Cooke County: widen to 6-lane freeway facility on IH 35 between Spring Creek Rd and US 82 

(estimated cost: $183,700,000.00) 

• Dallas County: reconstruct and widen 4 to 6 main lanes and 2/4 to 4/6 lane continuous frontage 

roads on US 80 between Belt Line Rd and Lawson Rd (estimated cost: $182,780,628.00) 

• Jefferson County: widen freeway from 4 to 6 lanes on IH 10 between CR 131E and US 90 

(estimated cost: 180,000,000.00) 

• Hidalgo County: construct divided rural highway facility on SH 68 between US 83 and FM 1925 

(estimated cost: $180,000,000.00) 

• Denton County: reconstruct and widen 4 to 6 lane rural freeway with ramp modifications and 

existing 4-lane frontage roads on IH 35 between US 380 and US 77 (estimated cost: 

$179,709,425.00) 

• Brazos County: widen freeway facility on SH 6 between SH 21 and BS 6r South (estimated cost: 

$174,320,000.00)  

• Harris County: reconstruct and widen to 12 main lanes and reconstruct IH 69/ SH 288 Interchange 

on IH 69 between SH 288 and IH 45 (estimated cost: $173,500,000.00) 
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• Walker County: widen freeway consisting of grading, structures, flexible base, hot-mix asphalt, 

concrete pavement, signs and pavement markings on IH 45 between SH 19 and SH 30 (estimated 

cost: $170,000,000.00) 

• Gregg County: widen controlled access facility from 4 lanes to 6 lanes on IH 20 between Smith 

County Line and US 259 (estimated cost: $167,339,700.00) 

• Tarrant County: reconstruct freeway and frontage roads; add general purpose main lanes on IH 

20 between IH 820 and Forest Hill Dr (estimated cost: $165,000,000.00) 

• Galveston County: construct 4-lane tollway with limited 2 2-lane frontage roads on SH 99 

between IH 45S and Brazoria County Line (estimated cost: 165,000,000.00) 

• Harrison County: reconstruct and widen existing interstate from 4 lanes to 6 lanes and add one-

way frontage roads on IH 20 between FM 450 and SH 43 (estimated cost: $161,200,000.00) 

• Comal County: expand from 6-lane to 10-lane expressway; add 4 new express lanes including 2 

HOV-special use lanes on IH 35 between Guadalupe County Line and FM 1103 (estimated cost: 

160,000,000.00) 

• Harrison County: construct 4-lane divided highway to interstate standards (future IH 369) on SL 

390 and US 59 and US 80 (estimated cost: $158,000,000.00) 

• Bexar County: expand from 4-lane to 6-lane expressway on IH 10 between Graytown Rd and 

Guadalupe County Line (estimated cost: $154,000,000.00) 

• Dallas County: reconstruct interchange on IH 635 at IH 30 (estimated cost: $153,566,595.00) 

• Brazoria County: construct 4-lane tollway with limited 2 2-lane frontage roads and interchanges 

on SH 99 between SH 288 and Fort Bend County Line (estimated cost: $151,000,000.00) 

• Harris County: construct 4 direct connectors between IH 610 And SG 35 South on IH 610 at SH 35 

South (estimated cost: $150,000,000.00) 

• Gregg County: improve left exit interchange over UPRR on IH 20 between US 259 and SH 31 

(estimated cost: $150,000,000.0) 

• El Paso County: expand from 4 to 6 lanes; ramp reconfigurations; reconstruct existing frontage 

roads and operational improvements on IH 10 between FM 1905 and SH 20 (estimated cost: 

$148,370,352.00) 

• El Paso County: add capacity (main lanes) on US 62 between Global Reach Dr and FM 659 

(estimated cost: $146,583,777.00) 

• Travis County: add direct connectors with transitions on Loop 1 between US 183 and RM 2222 

(estimated cost: $145,000,000.00) 

• Smith County: widen controlled access facility from 4 lanes to 6 lanes on IH 20 between US 271 E 

and Gregg County Line (estimated cost: $143,667,000.00) 

• Denton County: reconstruct and widen 2-lane undivided roadway to 4-lane divided facility 

(ultimately six lanes) on US 377 between US 380 and BUS 377E (estimated cost: $142,202,584.00) 

• Harris County: construct 4 direct connectors between IH 610 and SH 35N (estimated cost: 

$142,000,000.00) 

• Hidalgo County: interchange improvements on IH 2 between FM 2557 and 2nd St (estimated cost: 

$141,766,908.00) 

• Galveston County: reconstruct to 8 main lanes and 2 2-lane frontage on IH 45 between FM 1764 

and FM 519 (estimated cost: $140,000,000.00) 
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• Guadalupe County: expand from 6-lane to 10-lane expressway; add 4 new express lanes including 

2 HOV-special use lanes on IH 35 between FM 3009 and Comal County Line (estimated cost: 

$140,000,000.00) 

• Williamson County: construct 4-lane tolled expressway on 183A between Hero Way and SH 29 

(estimated cost: $139,000,000.00) 

• Gregg County: widen controlled access facility from 4 lanes to 6 lanes on IH 20 between SH 31 

and Harrison County Line 

• Harris County: construct interchange with managed lanes and direct connectors with 2 2-lane 

frontage roads (estimated cost: $136,199,445.00) 

• Cooke County: widen to 6-lane freeway facility on IH 35 between FM 3002 and Spring Creek 

(estimated cost: $135,800,001.00) 

• Angelina County: construct 4-lane freeway at Diboll on US 59 between FM 2108 and White Oak 

Creek (estimated cost: $134,006,467.00) 

• San Patricio County: upgrade freeway and upgrade interchange on US 77 between IH 37 and 

Odem (estimated cost: $127,500,000.00) 

• Hidalgo County: construct controlled access facility on US 83 between FM 2221 and Showers Rd 

(estimated cost: $126,000,000.00) 

• Cherokee County: widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes with depressed median on US 175 between 

Anderson County Line and FM 347 (estimated cost: $125,000,000.00) 

• Wise County: construct two-way frontage roads to one-way frontage roads and ramp 

modifications on US 81 between Pioneer Rd and Tarrant County Line (estimated cost: 

$125,000,000.00) 

• Kaufman County: reconstruct and widen 4 to 6 main lanes and reconstruct 4-lane discontinuous 

to 4-lane continuous frontage roads on US 80 between Dallas County Line and FM 460 (estimated 

cost: $123,069,574.00) 

• Kaufman County: add continuous frontage roads on IH 20 between SP 557 an CR 138 (estimated 

cost: $122,260,000.00) 

• Madison County: construct new non-freeway facility loop around Madisonville with upgrade 

standards on US 190 between SS 174 and FM 2346 (estimated cost: $120,000,000.00) 

• Kleberg County: construct relief route around Riviera on US 77 between SH 285 and Kenedy 

County Line (estimated cost: $120,000,000.00) 

• Dallas County: construct 0 to 6 lane frontage roads, Bayside Bridge, and ramp modifications; 

reconstruct Dalrock Interchange on IH 30 between Bass Pro Drive and Dalrock Rd (estimated cost: 

$119,122,217.00) 

• Williamson County: add 2 express lanes in each direction on US 183 between SH 45/RM 620 and 

Travis County Line (estimated cost: $117,500,000.00) 

• Travis County: add 2 express lanes in each direction on US 183 between Williamson County Line 

and SL 1 (estimated cost: $117,500,000.00) 

• Harris County: construct direct connectors on SH 225 at BW 8 (estimated cost: $116,000,000.00) 

• Harris County: widen from 2 to 6 lanes divided on FM 2920 between BUS 249 and IH 45 

(estimated cost: $116,000,000.00) 

• Galveston County: reconstruct 8 main lanes, 2 2-lane frontage roads with SH 275 and 61st 

Street Connections on IH 45 between 61st St and Causeway (estimated cost: $114,000,000.00) 
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• Tarrant County: construct 0 to 6 main lanes; realign frontage roads; construct bridges over Lake 

Worth on SH 199 between FM 1886 and Lake Worth Bridge (estimated cost: $114,000,000.00) 

• Waller County: reconstruct and widen from 4 to 6 lanes on US 290 between Washington County 

Line and SH 6 (estimated cost: $112,800,000.00) 

• Denton County: widen 4 to 6 lanes divided urban with grade separations at FM 423, FM 720, Navo 

Rd, Teel Pkwy and Legacy Dr on US 380 between US 377 and CR 26 (estimated cost: 

$110,578,121.00) 

• Hill County: reconstruct and widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes; reconstruct and realign ramps on IH 

35E between IH 35W and Ellis County Line (estimated cost: $110,377,894.00) 

• Bexar County: expand from 4-lane divided to 6-lane expressway on US 90 between SH 211 and IH 

410 (estimated cost: $110,000,000.00) 

• Randall County: widen freeway from 4 lanes to 6 lanes on IH 27 between SL 335 and US 60/US 87 

(estimated cost: $108,000,000.00) 

• Bexar County: expand from 4 to 8 lane expressway; 2 new general purpose and 2 new HOV lanes 

on IH 10 between Kendall County Line and FM 3351 (estimated cost: $107,000,000.00) 

• Galveston County: reconstruct to 8 main lanes and 2 2-lane frontage on IH 45 between FM 519 

to Texas City WYE (estimated cost: $105,700,000.00) 

• Starr County: construct Rio Grande City/Roma Relief Route on SL 195 between US 83 and FM 649 

(estimated cost: $102,544,182.00) 

• Galveston County: reconstruct to 8 main lanes; 2 2-lane frontage roads on IH 45 (estimated cost: 

$100,000,000.00) 

• Bexar County: expand from 6 and 8 to 8 and 10 lane expressway; add 2 additional lanes; 

reconstruct SH 151 Interchange; phase 2 on IH 410 between Ingram Rd and US 90 (estimated cost: 

$100,000,000.00) 

• Bexar County: construct direct connectors; phase 1 on priority connectors on IH 410 at IH 10E 

(estimated cost: $100,000,000.00) 

• Travis County: add northbound and southbound non-tolled managed lanes; reconstruct ramps, 

improve frontage road and freight movements; add auxiliary lanes on IH 35 from SH 45N to FM 

1825 (estimated cost: $100,000,000.00) 

 

Table 8: Breakdown by District 

Total Number of Centerline Miles by District (On-System Only) 

 
Districts 

Total Number of Centerline 
Miles 

 
Districts 

Total Number of 
Centerline Miles 

Abilene 3,747.4 Laredo 2,304.7 

Amarillo 4,043.8 Lubbock 5,256.5 

Atlanta 2,687.7 Lufkin 2,887.7 

Austin 3,447.4 Odessa 3,415.9 

Beaumont 2,376.5 Paris 3,325.0 

Brownwood 2,683.5 Pharr 2,383.2 

Bryan 3,147.6 San Angelo 3,249.1 

Childress 2,510.6 San Antonio 4,273.4 

Corpus Christi 2,904.9 Tyler 3,684.8 

Dallas 3,655.0 Waco 3,435.0 



 

57 
 

El Paso 1,938.8 Wichita Falls 2,854.0 

Fort Worth 3,326.3 Yoakum 3,599.8 

Houston 3,305.9 Total 80,444.5 

Table page 59-61 

Highest number of projects/estimated cost in red  

Lowest number of project/estimated cost in blue 
 

Projects currently or soon to be underway 

Districts Projects Estimated Cost 

Abilene 209 $245,451,980 

Amarillo 261 $440,998,968 

Atlanta 216 $201,421,536 

Austin 220 $872,177,894 

Beaumont 180 $1,386,654,325 

Brownwood 121 $181,788,334 

Bryan 330 $719,150,269 

Childress 68 $63,234,057 

Corpus Christi 191 $1,359,346,766 

Dallas 451 $3,465,953,311 

El Paso 90 $1,169,388,641 

Fort Worth 190 $1,324,927,811 

Houston 358 $5,727,720,150 

Laredo 115 $290,407,810 

Lubbock 195 $221,977,833 

Lufkin 271 $231,237,633 

Odessa 146 $362,096,572 

Paris 231 $426,938,883 

Pharr 206 $541,677,799 

San Angelo 81 $149,921,857 

San Antonio 433 $1,850,998,757 

Tyler 167 $373,776,367 

Waco 179 $867,169,742 

Wichita Falls 208 $127,906,694 
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Yoakum 291 $803,038,090 

Total 5,408 $23,405,362,079 

 

Projects with expected start dates in 2019 

Districts Projects Estimated Cost 

Abilene 139 $145,936,270 

Amarillo 108 $323,831,397 

Atlanta 100 $63,396,253 

Austin 145 $447,886,989 

Beaumont 89 $162,555,549 

Brownwood 89 $52,899,935 

Bryan 139 $161,557,815 

Childress 39 $53,811,969 

Corpus Christi 116 $274,900,217 

Dallas 160 $2,139,056,588 

El Paso 69 $243,157,065 

Fort Worth 115 $248,075,482 

Houston 170 $1,010,626,719 

Laredo 106 $266,823,535 

Lubbock 46 $254,513,475 

Lufkin 91 $306,892,176 

Odessa 95 $256,181,825 

Paris 174 $294,808,272 

Pharr 148 $433,299,609 

San Angelo 60 $87,020,559 

San Antonio 164 $759,037,125 

Tyler 124 $94,962,868 

Waco 99 $451,938,814 

Wichita Falls 104 $67,869,472 

Yoakum 138 $370,523,565 

Total 2,827 $8,971,563,541 
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Chapter 4: Bridges 

Current Conditions 

According to TxDOT, Texas maintains over 53,000 bridges, the largest stock of bridges in the country. Two-

thirds of these bridges are managed by the state (on-system bridges), while the rest are managed by local 

governments (off-system bridges). According TxDOT’s Report on Texas Bridges, as of September 2016, 867 

bridges were deemed structurally deficient and 7,783 bridges were deemed functionally obsolete. To be 

considered structurally deficient, a bridge must either have an extreme restriction on its load-carrying 

requirements, have deterioration severe enough to reduce its load-carrying capacity below its original as-

built capacity, be closed, or be frequently over-topped during flooding. A functionally obsolete bridge 

means that it has failed to meet design criteria in areas such as deck geometry or load-carrying capacity. 

Half of the bridges in Texas have been in service for over 40 years and 20% have been in service for over 

60 years. According to TxDOT, there are 2,077 bridges under local control and 178 bridges under state 

control that are load-posted or recommended for load posting, meaning they have a safe load capacity 

less than the state legal load. The aging bridge stock and failure to meet load requirements are problems 

that will need to be addressed in the coming years, especially with the introduction of more vehicles from 

the energy sector. 

The Highway Bridge Program (HBP) of TxDOT ensures the funding, design, and maintenance of the state’s 

bridges. In order to be eligible for HBP funding, a bridge must be structurally deficient or functionally 

obsolete with a sufficiency rating less than 80. Sufficiency ratings are calculated by the Federal Highway 

Department to indicate the ability of a bridge to remain in service. A 100 on the sufficiency rating scale 

indicates that a bridge is entirely sufficient.  A sufficiency rating less than 80 is required for rehabilitation. 

A rating less than 50 is required to qualify for replacement of the bridge. A sufficiency rating between 50 

and 80 may qualify for replacement if justified by engineering or economic analysis. The lower the 

sufficiency rating, the higher is the priority to fix or replace.  

In 2016, over $555 million was spent on bridges according to TxDOT’s Report on Texas Bridges: As of 

September 2016. Of this budget, $525 million went to the maintenance, replacement, rehabilitation, and 

construction of new and older bridges under state control. $30.6 million was devoted to the replacement, 

rehabilitation, and construction of new and old bridges managed by local governments. There are 469 

projects currently underway or are soon to begin in the state that involve bridges, such as replacing an 

older bridge or fortifying to meet state load capacity requirements.  
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Near-Term and Long-Term Needs 

In the next 10 years, the number of structurally deficient bridges is expected to rise according to the 

ASCE’s Report Card for Texas’ Infrastructure 2017. Bridges will exceed their design life and need 

improvements to bring them up to the current state requirements. By 2026, TxDOT expects that 10,011 

bridges will require funding for rehabilitation and replacement. Bridges and culverts need $40 billion in 

funding through 2040, or $1.5 billion a year, to maintain a state of good repair.  

The load-posted bridges are a big concern in the state. There were 2,255 load-posted or recommended 

load-posted bridges in 2016. Although these bridges make up 5% of the total number of bridges in the 

state, they represent $1.4 billion in needed funding according to the TxDOT’s 2016 bridge report. Over 

50% of these bridges are ineligible for funding from the Highway Bridge Program because they are 

considered sub-standard for load only structures. This means they have not deteriorated severely enough 

to reduce load capacity beneath their original as-built capacity, but the original as-built capacity does not 

meet current legal load requirements. For these bridges, the estimated cost to replace or rehabilitate to 

support state legal loads is over $731 million. However, there is no funding mechanism in place for the 

Department of Transportation to service these bridges. Vehicles with weight-tolerance permits may 

legally use certain land-posted bridges, but risk damaging these bridges even more with the increased 
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strain from weight. Just in 2016, 665,578 oversize-over-weight permits were issued. With an expected 

boom in population and increase in economic activity, the size, number, and weight of vehicles will grow 

and rapidly deteriorate the condition of the bridges that they use.  

The ASCE of Texas graded the state of bridges in Texas as a B. The improvements they suggest include 

reducing the number of structurally deficient bridges, decreasing the backlog of bridge maintenance 

projects, and improving or replacing the bridges that have exceeded their design life. They also 

recommend considering the costs associated with infrastructure’s entire life cycle in order to prioritize 

maintenance and rehabilitation.  

The same issues that would result from not improving roadways would occur if bridges are not upgraded. 

Although population and economic activity is expected to grow in the future, this could change if bridges 

are not maintained. If bridges are closed or restricted to a weight limit below state standards, passenger 

and commercial vehicles will need to take alternate routes that may add travel time. Leaving these 

problems unsolved will force people and businesses to reevaluate the costs of traveling in Texas.  

TxDOT’s Project Tracker lists 1,240 projects involving bridges that will begin construction in the next 10 

years. 9.2% of projects will be located in South Texas, 11.2% will be in Northeast Texas, 13.14% will be in 

West Texas, 16.7% will be in Central Texas, 24.7% will be in Central Texas, and 25.1% will be in Southeast 

Texas. This means almost half of the scheduled projects in the next decade are in either Southeast or 

Central Texas. Projects in Southeast Texas contribute to a third of the total estimated costs of planned 

bridge projects. Over half of the estimated costs of bridge projects in Southeast Texas are from the 

Houston area alone. Maintaining bridges in Southeast and Central Texas areas will support the population 

growth and economic activity projected in the future.  Therefore, these bridge projects are necessary for 

the state to grow. 

Specific Projects 

Ongoing 

Harbor Bridge Replacement (Nueces, Corpus Christi)21,22 

The old Harbor Bridge was built in the 1950s and no longer met state regulations. The bridge had an 

accident rate higher than the state average due to lack of shoulders, steep grade, reverse curves, among 

other problems. Also, the navigational clearance of the bridge and the growing size of ships made it 

difficult for the Port of Corpus Christi to compete with other deepwater ports.  

In 2017, construction began on the $803 million project to replace the Harbor Bridge in Corpus Christi. 

The project includes replacement of the existing Harbor Bridge and reconstruction of portions of US 181, 

IH 37, and Crosstown Expressway. In total, the project consists of 6.44 miles of bridge and roadway.  The 

                                                           
21 Slowey, Kim. “Precast segment construction underway for $803M TX bridge.” Construction Dive. 10 Oct. 2017. 
Web. https://www.constructiondive.com/news/precast-segment-construction-underway-for-803m-tx-
bridge/506900/ 
22 Harbor Bridge Project. Project Overview. Web. https://www.harborbridgeproject.com/about-the-bridge/project-
overview/ 
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bridge will include six-lane intersections of US 181, three lanes in each direction with a median barrier, 

shoulders, and a bicycle and pedestrian shared-use path. It also entails the reconstruction of about 1.6 

miles of IH 37, reconstruction of approximately one mile of the Crosstown Expressway and demolition of 

the old bridge. The new bridge is expected to be complete by the spring of 2020. The old Harbor Bridge is 

expected to be demolished the following year.   

The new bridge will increase economic activity in the Port of Corpus Christi and increase capacity on the 

road to meet traffic demands. Without the new bridge, the antiquated design and stock of the old bridge 

would lead to an increase of accidents and rising congestion. Also, the Port of Corpus Christi would be 

unable to compete with other ports in the area. The mobility on the gulf coast of Texas would experience 

a decline as the old bridge became unusable.  Economic activity would slow down in the area due to lack 

of shipping capacity and congested roadways.   

Houston Ship Channel Bridge (Houston)23  

In June, construction began in Houston to replace the bridge over the Houston Ship Channel. The project, 

with an estimated cost of $962 million, aims to reduce growing congestion that is only supposed to get 

bigger. The current bridge carries 55,000 cars a day, but that number is expected to grow to almost 

158,000 cars a day by 2035. When completed in six and a half years, the site will have two bridges with 

four lanes of traffic each as well as shoulders. The Port of Houston intends to widen and deepen the 

channel, so the bridges will have a much larger span than the old bridge. The cable-stayed bridges will 

also have pylons of more than 500 feet.  

Replacing the old bridge is necessary for economic growth in the area. Without a bridge replacement, 

congestion on the Sam Houston Tollway would worsen thanks to the deteriorating quality of roads. The 

poor road conditions would also create more risky driving situations, leading to accidents. The aging 

bridge would accumulate maintenance costs and repair necessities in order for the bridge to function.  

Also, the capacity constraint due to pylon placement will limit the growth of ship traffic to and from Port 

of Houston.  

RM 2900 Bridge Replacement (Kingsland, Llano)24 

Rushing floodwaters washed away the RM 2900 bridge in October of 2018. The bridge, located on the 

Llano River arm of Lake LBJ, was built in 1969 and designed to withstand to last 50 years. TxDOT awarded 

an emergency contract to replace the bridge which allowed construction to begin in December. The bridge 

is expected to be completed April 2019. Once finished, the new bridge will include 12-foot travel lanes, 

six-foot shoulders, and six-foot sidewalks. The bridge will be designed to be about five feet higher than 

the previous bridge to prevent a similar situation in the future.  

                                                           
23 Para, Jen. “$1B construction project to replace Houston Ship Channel Bridge starts.” Houston Business Journal. 
01 June 2018. Web. https://www.bizjournals.com/houston/news/2018/06/01/1b-construction-project-to-replace-
houston-ship.html 
24 Texas Department of Transportation. RM 2900 Bridge Replacement in Kingsland. Web. 
https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/projects/studies/austin/rm2900-kingsland-bridge-replacement.html 
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The destruction of this bridge in Central Texas creates a problem for traffic and traveling in the area. To 

get from Kingsland to Sunrise Beach Village would take approximately 10 minutes using the bridge to cross 

the Llano River arm. Now, with the bridge being out of service, a detour would force a Kingsland resident 

to travel to US 281 to cross the river, then drive to Sunset Beach Village. The trip that used to take ten 

minutes becomes three-quarters of an hour to an hour depending on traffic. Without replacing the bridge, 

this detour become a permanent route. The increased travel times will dissuade people and business from 

driving in the area. The consequences of not replacing the destroyed bridge would be loss of economic 

activity and population in this area of Central Texas.    

Table 9: Ongoing Bridge Projects with Highest Estimated Cost25 

Highway County From Limit To Limit Construction 
Cost/Estimate 

Description 

US 181 Nueces BEACH AVENUE MORGAN 
AVENUE AT 
CROSSTOWN 
EXPWY 

$ 802,978,595 Construct new bridge, 
approaches, interchanges and 
highway improvements 

IH 10 Orange AT NECHES RIVER 
BRIDGE 

STRUCTURE  
002809065 
(EXISTING 
BRIDGE) 

$ 58,877,950 Replace existing bridge and 
approaches 

FM 457 Matagorda 0.020 MILES 
NORTH OF 
MARINA DRIVE 

CANAL DRIVE $ 41,231,131 Replace swing bridge 

SH 114 Dallas AT TEXAS PLAZA IN CITY OF 
IRVING 

$ 35,898,508 Construct 0 to 4 lane 
signature bridge and ramp 
modifications 

IH 10 Harris ON ELYSIAN ST: 
FROM 
COMMERCE ST 

HARRINGTON 
STREET 

$ 35,654,481 Replace bridge and 
approaches 

FM 359 Fort Bend AT US 90A AT UPRR $ 27,124,548 Railroad grade separation and 
elevated train 

IH 35 McLennan 12TH STREET BU 77 $ 19,391,267 Replace 5 bridges’ 
approaches within IH 35 
construction project 

US 83 Zapata .31 MI SOUTH OF 
ARROYO VELENO 

.44 MI NORTH 
OF ARROYO 
VELENO 

$ 18,618,647 Replace southbound and 
northbound bridge and 
reconstruct approaches 

US 377 Grayson US 377 AT LAKE 
TEXOMA 

$ 18,493,301 Bridge replacement 

US 90A Fort Bend 0.21 MILES WEST 
OF LANE DRIVE 

FM 3155 $ 18,405,189 Replace railroad underpass 

                                                           
25 Texas Department of Transportation. Project Tracker. Web. http://apps.dot.state.tx.us/apps-cq/project_tracker/ 
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List of Other Ongoing Projects26  

Harris County: replace bridge and approaches from IH 45 at White Oak Bayou (estimated cost: 

$16,272,065.00) 

Calhoun County: rehabilitate bridge on SH 35 from Lavaca Bay Causeway (estimated cost: $16,253,957.00) 

Orange County: replace bridge and approaches on IH 10 from SH 87 and T&NO RR (estimated cost: 

$16,093,790.00) 

Jefferson County: replace bridge and approaches on FM 365 from Hillebrandt Bayou (estimated cost: 

$14,655,685.00) 

Harris County: replace two bridges on US 90A along the UPRR Basin Yard (estimated cost: $13,996,561.00) 

Fort Bend County: railroad underpass on US 90A at UPRR in Rosenberg (estimated cost: $12,892,702.00) 

Brazos County: replace existing bridge facility consisting of grading, structures, base and surface on SH 

105 at the Brazos River (estimated cost: $12,829,939.00) 

Upshur County: replace bridges and approaches on SH 155 between Sabine River and Big Sandy 

(estimated cost: $12,644,943.00) 

Potter County: replace existing bridge and approaches lanes on IH 40 from Whitaker Street (estimated 

cost: $11,794,287.00) 

Orange County: rehab bridge and approaches on CR from E Roundbunch Rd at Cow Bayou (estimated 

cost: $11,399,711.00) 

Colorado County: construct bridge and approaches on BUS 71F (estimated cost: $10,459,589.00) 

Denton County: replace railroad overpass on US 377 at UPRR Overpass (estimated cost: $10,207,204.00) 

Tarrant County: bridge structure as part of IH 820 corridor improvements (estimated cost: $9,923,789.00) 

Tarrant County: replace existing 2 lane bridge with new bridge to accommodate 4 thru lanes and 2 left 

turn lanes on Chapel Creek Blvd (estimated cost: $9,048,794.00) 

Fort Bend County: replace railroad underpass on SH 36 at UPRR in Rosenberg (estimated cost: 

$9,034,758.00) 

Potter County: replace existing bridge and approaches lanes on IH 40 at SL 335 (estimated cost: 

$8,945,089.00) 

Webb County: widening of existing bridge on SL 20 between SH 359 and SPUR 400 (estimated cost: 

$8,812,314.00) 

Jefferson County: repaint steel members, replace back walls and approach slabs upgrade appurtenances, 

and perform spot repairs on US 69 (estimated cost: $8,319,407.00) 

Austin County: replace bridge and approaches on US 90 (estimated cost: $8,195,427.00)  

Howard County: install crash walls on IH 20 (estimated cost: $7,767,028.00) 

Howard County: replace existing bridge and approaches lanes on IH 40 at SL 335 (estimated cost: 

$7,745,192.00) 

Bowie County: replace bridge and approaches on US 259 at Red River (estimated cost: $7,588,341.00) 

Deaf Smith County: install crash walls at various locations on IH 40 (estimated cost: $7,422,545.00) 

Colorado County: construct one-way bridge and approaches (westbound) on US 90 (estimated cost: 

$7,142,388.00) 

Presidio County: new two-lane twin bridge structure for southbound traffic into Mexico on US 67 

(estimated cost: $6,854,362.00) 

                                                           
26 Texas Department of Transportation. Project Tracker. Web. http://apps.dot.state.tx.us/apps-cq/project_tracker/ 
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Navarro County: replace bridge and approaches on FM 1126 at Chambers Creek (estimated cost: 

$6,714,488.00) 

Howard County: bridge rehab on US 87 (estimated cost: $6,661,051.00) 

Potter County: replace existing bridge and approaches lanes on IH 40 at Whitaker Street (estimated cost: 

$6,445,554.00) 

Tom Green County: install crash walls in various locations (estimated cost: $6,187,161.00) 

DeWitt County: replace bridge and approaches in DeWitt County on SH 72 at Guadalupe River (estimated 

cost: $6,117,082.00) 

Washington County: replace existing bridge facility consisting of grading, structures, base and surface on 

SH 105 (estimated cost: $6,090,982.00) 

Williamson County: bridge replacement on IH 35 at CR 305 (estimated cost: $6,028,949.00) 

Atascosa County: replace existing bridge on SH 16 at Atascosa River (estimated cost: $5,704,330.00) 

Montgomery County: replace bridge and approaches on FM 2978 at Spring Creek (estimated cost: 

$5,660,576.00) 

Potter County: replace existing bridge and approaches lanes on IH 40 at FM 1258 (estimated cost: 

$5,461,772.00) 

Denton County: replace bridge and approaches on FM 544 (estimated cost: $5,316,292.00) 

San Augustine County: remove and replace 2 structures on SH 21 at Attoyac River Relief (estimated cost: 

$5,258,409.00) 

Tarrant County: replace bridge on SH 121 at Carson Street (estimated cost: $5,252,178.00) 

Orange County: replace bridge and approaches on IH 10 at Little Cypress Bayou (estimated cost: 

$5,064,500.00) 

 

Proposed 

IH 35 Overpass at Uniroyal Drive Replacement (Webb)27 

The project involves reconstructing the overpass and widening it to six lanes from a half mile south of the 

Uniroyal Interchange to over 2.5 miles north of the Uniroyal Interchange. The $65 million project also 

consists of reconfiguring ramps at Uniroyal Drive and Carriers Drive.  

Upgrading this bridge is important for the efficient movement of trade through ports-of-entry with 

Mexico. IH 35 is a major freight corridor handling international trade with Mexico. However, due to 

increases in passenger and commercial vehicles, congestion and safety issues have worsened throughout 

the corridor. Laredo, the county adjacent to Webb, is considered the third busiest port of entry in the 

United States. However, if conditions were to continue to worsen along IH 35, Laredo’s position could 

change in the future. Freight trucks may find alternative routes of entering Mexico to bypass congestion 

and poor conditions of the roads and bridges on IH 35. Replacing and widening the bridge in Webb County 

is one step to take to prevent losing economic activity in Southwest Texas. 

                                                           
27 Texas Department of Transportation. TxDOT-Laredo District. I-35 Corridor Upgrades in North Laredo & Webb 
County. Web. http://ftp.dot.state.tx.us/pub/txdot/get-involved/lrd/i-35-corridor/061718-newsletter-2.pdf 
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Replace Pelican Island Causeway (Galveston)28 

The estimated $45 million project would involve replacing the bridge and approaches on Seawolf Parkway 

over the Galveston Ship Channel. The current two-lane drawbridge was built in 1959 to connect Galveston 

to Pelican Island. Raising the drawbridge allows ships to move to and from the Port of Galveston.  Most 

users of the bridge are students of the Texas A&M Galveston campus located on the island. Over 9,000 

commuters travel over the bridge per day. Pelican Island has recently been eyed as a potential spot for 

increased economic activity due to its large amounts of undeveloped land. In order to facilitate a wave of 

economic activity on the island, the bridge must be updated and ideally be able to carry a rail line to 

attract more businesses. The project idea still has many factors up in the air, for instance, what type of 

bridge would replace the Pelican Island Causeway. Ideas have been floating around such as a land bridge 

or automated drawbridge.  

Without the bridge upgrade, economic development in the area will be hindered. Lack of infrastructure 

will turn businesses away from Pelican Island, hurting the region’s economy. The aging bridge is coming 

to the end of its design life. The amount of money in repairs and maintenance of the bridge will 

accumulate the older and more use the bridge sees. A new bridge will promote economic growth not only 

in Galveston, but the whole of the gulf coast of Texas. 

Table 10: Proposed Bridge Projects with Highest Estimated Cost29 

Highway County From Limit To Limit  Construction 
Cost/Estimate  

Description 

FM 259 Webb 0.500 MI SOUTH OF 
UNIROYAL 
INTERCHANGE 

2.68 MI NORTH 
OF UNIROYAL 
INTERCHANGE 

 $       65,000,000  Replacement of 
existing bridge 

IH 10 Harris AT MCGOWEN, 
TUAM AND ELGIN 

.  $       55,800,000 Construct 3 bridges 

IH 20 Galveston SEAWOLF PKWY AT 
PELICAN ISLAND 
CHANNEL 

.  $       45,000,000 Replace bridge and 
approaches  

IH 20 Galveston FM 519 LOOP 197  $       45,000,000 Reconstruct railroad 
overpass and widen 
from 2 to 4 lanes 
(gap filler) 

IH 20 Bexar 0.2 MI SOUTH OF 
AT&T CENTER 
PARKWAY 

AT UPRR  $       28,200,000 Replace northbound 
and southbound 
bridges and 
approaches 

                                                           
28 Powell, Nick. “Pelican Island Bridge’s replacement raises existential questions for its owner.” Houston Chronicle. 
30 April 2018. Web. https://www.houstonchronicle.com/news/houston-texas/houston/article/Pelican-Island-
Bridge-s-replacement-raises-12872145.php 
29 Texas Department of Transportation. Project Tracker. Web. http://apps.dot.state.tx.us/apps-cq/project_tracker/ 
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IH 20 Henderson AT CLEAR CRK BR, 1 
MI NORTH OF RM 
3054 

STRUCTURE 
#026, CEDAR 
CREEK 
RESERVOIR 

 $       26,000,001 Replace existing 
structure 

IH 20 Dallas AT LAMAR ST  AT UNION 
PACIFIC RR 

 $       25,164,542 Replace bridge and 
approaches 

IH 20 Bowie AT SULPHUR RIVER  AT SULPHUR 
RIV REL 

 $       24,266,352 Replace bridges and 
approaches 

IH 20 Bexar IN SAN ANTONIO, 
ON ZARZAMORA 

US-90 TO 
JENNINGS AVE. 

 $       23,000,000 Construct grade 
separation at 
UPRR/Frio City Rd. 

IH 20 Webb 1.353 MILES SOUTH 
OF CARRIERS RD 

UNIROYAL 
INTERCHANGE 

 $       22,000,000 Widening of Carriers 
Drive Bridge 

 

List of Other Proposed Projects30 

Webb County: widen United Avenue Overpass on IH 20 (estimated cost: $22,000,000.00) 

Martin County: bridge replacement and rehab on IH 20 (estimated cost: $20,000,000.00) 

Harris County: replace bridge and approaches on IH 20 (estimated cost: $20,000,000.00) 

Marion County: replace bridge and approaches on IH 20 (estimated cost: $18,991,219.00) 

McLennan County: replace bridge and approaches on US 180 at Lake Waco (estimated cost: 

$17,000,000.00) 

Robertson County: replace bridge and approaches on IH 20 at Brazos River (estimated cost: 

$15,000,000.00) 

Newton County: replace bridge at Sabine River (estimated cost: $15,000,000.00) 

Galveston County: replace bridge and approaches on IH 20 (estimated cost: $15,000,000.00) 

Brazoria County: replace bridge and approaches on IH 20 at Old Brazos River (estimated cost: 

$15,000,000.00) 

Harris County: replace bridge and approaches on IH 30 (estimated cost: $15,000,000.00) 

Houston County: replace bridge and approaches on IH 30 (estimated cost: $14,648,700.00) 

Dewitt County: construct one way bridge and approach on FM 499 at Guadalupe River and Relief 

(estimated cost: $13,404,000.00) 

Hill County: rehabilitate bridge and approaches on IH 30 at Brazos River (estimated cost: $13,000,000.00) 

Leon County: replacement of existing bridge facility consisting of grading structures and base on US 67 

at Trinity River Relief (estimated cost: $12,750,000.00) 

Fayette County: construct one way bridge and approach eastbound on BUS 287P at Colorado River 

(estimated cost: $12,500,000.00) 

Williamson County replace bridge overpass and tie-in approaches on IH 35W (estimated cost: 

$12,498,389.00) 

Burleson County: replace railroad underpass on IH 35W (estimated cost: $12,000,000.00) 

                                                           
30 Texas Department of Transportation. Project Tracker. Web. http://apps.dot.state.tx.us/apps-cq/project_tracker/ 
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Comal County: reconstruct existing bridge and expand from 2 to 6 lanes on IH 35W (estimated cost: 

$11,900,000.00) 

Dallas County: repair steel elements subject to fatigue, loading on ramps and direct connectors on IH 35W 

(estimated cost: $11,569,400.00) 

Jasper County: replace bridge and approaches at Neches River (estimated cost: $11,556,953.00) 

Gonzales County: replace bridge and approaches at Guadalupe River (estimated cost: $10,580,000.00)  

Comal County: construct grade separation on IH 35 at River Road (estimated cost: $10,400,000.00) 

Colorado County: replace bridge and approaches at Colorado River Relief 1, 2, and 3 (estimated cost: 

$10,225,000.00) 

Colorado County: construct one way bridge and approaches (westbound) on SL 368 at Colorado River 

Bridge (estimated cost: $10,000,000.00) 

Robertson County: replace bridge and approaches on at Little Brazos River (estimated cost: 

$9,800,000.00) 

Brazoria County: replace bridge and approaches on US 90 at San Bernard River (estimated cost: 

$9,621,216.00) 

Fayette County: rehabilitate existing bridge on US 90A at Colorado River (estimated cost: $9,500,000.00)  

Lavaca County: replace bridge and approaches on US 90 at Navidad River (estimated cost: $9,400,000.00) 

Grime County: replace existing bridge consisting of grading, structures, and base on US 90 at Gibbons 

Creek (estimated cost: $9,000,000.00) 

Washington County: replace bridge and approaches on IH 69 at Mill Creek (estimated cost: 

$8,700,000.00) 

Harris County: replace bridge and approaches on IH 69 at Waco Street (estimated cost: $8,700,000.00) 

Harrison County: replace bridge and approaches to improve vertical clearance on IH 69 at US 59 

(estimated cost: $8,643,000.00) 

Hall County: replacement of existing bridge facility on IH 10 at Mulberry Creek (estimated cost: 

$8,603,000.00) 

DeWitt County: replace bridge and approaches on IH 10 at Guadalupe River (estimated cost: 

$8,300,000.00) 

Lavaca County: replace bridge and approaches on US 83 at Lavaca River (estimated cost: $8,110,000.00) 

Cass County: replace bridge and approaches on US 83 at Jennings Slough (estimated cost: $8,000,000.00) 

Robertson County: replace bridge and approaches on US 83 at Steele Creek Relief #1 (estimated cost: 

$8,000,000.00) 

Kaufman County: replace bridge and approaches on BUS 77X at FM 460 (estimated cost: $7,815,259.00) 

Gregg County: improve vertical clearance by replacing bridges on BUS 77X (estimated cost: $7,800,000.00) 

Colorado County: replace bridge and approaches on BUS 77X at Colorado River (estimated cost: 

$7,750,999.00) 

Colorado County: rehabilitate existing bridge on US 87 at Colorado River (estimated cost: $7,700,000.00) 

Leon County: replace bridge and approaches on US 87 at Keechi Creek (estimated cost: $7,600,000.00) 

DeWitt County: rehabilitate existing bridges on US 87 at Guadalupe River (estimated cost: $7,500,000.00) 

Grimes County: replace bridge and approaches on US 287 at Navasota River (estimated cost: 

$7,500,000.00) 

Houston County: replace bridge and approaches on US 82 at Trinity River (estimated cost: $7,500,000.00) 

Colorado County: replace bridge and approaches on US 69 (estimated cost: $7,110,000.00) 
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Williamson County: reconstruct the North and South Austin Avenue Bridges on US 75 (estimated cost: 

$7,100,000.00) 

Gonzales County:  replace bridge and approaches on US 77 at Elm Creek and Rocky Creek (estimated cost: 

$7,050,000.00) 

Titus County: replace bridge and approaches on SH 6 at Dickson Creek, Big Slough (estimated cost: 

$7,048,860.00)  

Harrison County: replace bridge and approaches to improve vertical clearance on SH 6 at Lansing Switch 

Road (estimated cost: $7,042,000.00) 

Mills County: reconstruct bridge and approaches on SH 6 (estimated cost: $7,000,000.00) 

San Saba County: reconstruct bridge and approaches on SH 6 at Colorado River Bridge (estimated cost: 

$7,000,000.00)  

Titus County: replace bridge and approaches on SH 6 at White Oak Creek (estimated cost: $6,875,078.00) 

Bastrop County: rehabilitate main lane bridge and approaches on SH 6 at Colorado River (estimated cost: 

$6,860,470.00)  

Brazos County: replace bridge and approaches on SH 6 at FM 1179 (estimated cost: $6,600,000.00) 

Harris County: replace bridge and approaches on SH 6 at TC Jester Blvd (estimated cost: $6,500,000.00) 

Houston County: replace bridge and approaches on US 190 at Trinity River Relief (estimated cost: 

$6,500,000.00)  

Coryell County: replace bridge and approaches on US 190 at Leon River (estimated cost: $6,450,000.00) 

Tarrant County: replace railroad underpass on US 190 (estimated cost: $6,383,275.00) 

Tarrant County: replace railroad underpasses on SH 6 at Dart RR (estimated cost: $6,383,275.00) 

Bexar County: replace bridge and approaches at SH 6 at Salado Creek (estimated cost: $6,099,600.00) 

Gregg County: replace bridge and approaches on SH 6 (estimated cost: $6,000,000.00)   

Brazos County: replace bridge and approaches on SH 6 at Navasota River Relief #2 (estimated cost: 

$5,900,000.00) 

Carson County: replace existing bridge on SH 6 at IH 40 (estimated cost: $5,900,000.00) 

Bexar County: rehabilitate bridge and approaches on SH 6 (estimated cost: $5,837,642.00) 

Colorado County: rehabilitate existing bridge on US 290 at Colorado River (estimated cost: $5,700,000.00) 

Titus County: replace bridge and approaches on BUS 6S at White Oak Creek Relief (estimated cost: 

$5,675,076.00) 

Fannin County: replace bridge and approaches on US 84 at Red River (estimated cost: $5,428,581.00) 

Stonewall County: replace bridge and approaches on US 84 at Brazos River (estimated cost: 

$5,367,648.00) 

McLennan County: rehabilitate bridge and approaches on US 84 (estimated cost: $5,333,000.00) 

Fayette County: replace bridge and approaches on SH 8 at West Navidad River (estimated cost: 

$5,315,000.00) 

Wise County: replace bridge - class culverts on SH 8 at FM 730 (estimated cost: $5,100,000.00) 

Potter County: replace bridge and approaches on US 59 (estimated cost: $5,064,364.00) 

Cameron County: clean and paint existing structure on US 59 at Queen Isabella Causeway (estimated cost: 

$5,000,000.00) 

Grimes County: replace bridge and approaches on US 59 at Grassy Creek (estimated cost: $5,000,000.00) 
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Table 11: Breakdown by District 

Total Number of Bridges by District 

Districts Total Number of 
Bridges 

 Districts Total Number of 
Bridges 

Abilene 1754  Laredo 1048 

Amarillo 795  Lubbock 493 

Atlanta 1322  Lufkin 1324 

Austin 3619  Odessa 1124 

Beaumont 1570  Paris 2221 

Brownwood 1299  Pharr 1076 

Bryan 1842  San Angelo 1343 

Childress 906  San Antonio 3857 

Corpus Christi 1728  Tyler 1797 

Dallas 6159  Waco 2708 

El Paso 1265  Wichita Falls 1541 

Fort Worth 4000  Yoakum 2803 

Houston 6281  Total 53875 

Highest number of projects/estimated cost in red 

Lowest number of project/estimated cost in blue 
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Projects currently or soon to be underway 

Districts Projects Estimated Cost 

Abilene 23 $24,477,562 

Amarillo 21 $82,492,064 

Atlanta 20 $39,270,404 

Austin 12 $10,771,268 

Beaumont 14 $119,983,664 

Brownwood 10 $7,261,632 

Bryan 17 $32,997,299 

Childress 4 $5,052,466 

Corpus Christi 11 $815,075,316 

Dallas 50 $119,492,890 

El Paso 12 $17,140,311 

Fort Worth 26 $55,283,308 

Houston 38 $165,797,584 

Laredo 4 $11,294,504 

Lubbock 17 $14,050,469 

Lufkin 15 $18,673,671 

Odessa 4 $6,269,252 

Paris 21 $33,544,099 

Pharr 11 $26,341,224 

San Angelo 4 $9,632,499 

San Antonio 14 $29,109,833 

Tyler 12 $10,682,411 

Waco 18 $40,864,587 

Wichita Falls 30 $13,088,468 

Yoakum 66 $128,671,483 

Total 474 $1,837,318,271 

Highest number of projects/estimated cost in red 

Lowest number of project/estimated cost in blue 

 

Projects with expected start dates in 2019 

Districts Projects Estimated Cost 

Abilene 23 $20,730,160 

Amarillo 22 $20,521,739 

Atlanta 11 $2,263,793 

Austin 14 $24,148,945 

Beaumont 12 $6,252,934 

Brownwood 15 $8,327,099 

Bryan 36 $23,499,452 

Childress 14 $6,630,973 

Corpus Christi 26 $14,307,485 

Dallas 18 $34,579,894 

El Paso 2 $3,753,760 

Fort Worth 14 $11,745,079 

Houston 29 $34,291,571 

Laredo 4 $4,814,944 

Lubbock 0 $0 



 

72 
 

Lufkin 17 $4,608,986 

Odessa 3 $1,368,000 

Paris 19 $12,030,703 

Pharr 8 $10,514,000 

San Angelo 8 $7,460,370 

San Antonio 8 $8,928,483 

Tyler 8 $3,998,601 

Waco 18 $9,088,458 

Wichita Falls 14 $5,914,600 

Yoakum 34 $62,721,501 

Total 377 $342,501,532 

Highest number of projects/estimated cost in red 

Lowest number of project/estimated cost in blue 
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Chapter 5: Ports 

This chapter discusses the characteristics of port infrastructure in the State of Texas, and a description of 

the commodity flows that use the port facilities. The total length of Texas’ Gulf of Mexico (GOM) coastline 

is 367 miles, which is 22.5% of the total GOM coastline that extends from Florida down to international 

boundary with Mexico. Because of the length of Texas’ GOM coastline, the structure of its economy, 

especially the large oil and gas and petrochemical production sectors, and the presence of major 

metropolitan areas near or along the coast - large amounts and values of commodities pass through the 

State’s port facilities annually. Maintaining and expanding the capacities and operating efficiencies of the 

port facilities, including connections to pipelines, rail and highway infrastructure to convey commodities 

to and from the port facilities, requires substantial levels of annual investment by public and private 

entities. 

Port Facilities 

The Texas Department of Transportation31 has identified the following 16 port facilities in Texas.  

• Calhoun Port Authority 

• Port of Bay City 

• Port of Beaumont 

• Port of Brownsville 

• Port of Corpus Christi 

• Port Freeport 

• Port of Galveston 

• Port of Harlingen 

• Port of Houston 

• Port of Orange 

• Port of Palacios 

• Port of Port Isabel 

• Port of Port Arthur 

• Port of Texas City 

• Port of Victoria 

• Port of West Calhoun  
 

Another important waterborne commerce asset in Texas is the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GICW). The 

GICW runs from Apalachee Bay in Florida west and south for almost 1,100 miles ending at Brownsville, 

Texas. The GICW is a 12-foot wide channel built for barge traffic that runs parallel to the GOM behind 

barrier beaches, with the channel being linked by a series of canals. The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway is an 

important route for barges, and it provides access to major ports for oceangoing vessels. 

                                                           
31 Texas Department of Transportation, March 2017. Texas Port Profiles 
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Commodity Flows 

Table 1 below presents total commodity flow tonnage through the principal ports in Texas in 2016 as 

compiled by the US Army Corps of Engineers. The size and dominance of Port of Houston is clear as it 

accounted for 46.2% of the total tonnage handled by all Texas ports that year. Port activity is concentrated 

in the first four ports—Houston, Beaumont, Corpus Christi, and Texas City--as they accounted for 84.8% 

of the total tonnage handled that year. 

 

 
 

The rankings among the top 150 ports in 2016 based on tonnage handled were: Houston -2nd; Beaumont 

– 5th; Corpus Christi – 6th, Texas City – 15th; Port Arthur 20th, Freeport – 33rd; Galveston – 52nd; Brownsville 

– 66th; Victoria – 74th, and Matagorda – 76th.  

 

More recent data for 2017 showed that Texas ranked 2nd among the states in total tonnage with 

524,583,000 tons, slightly behind Louisiana32. It also ranked first in foreign exports with 210,030,000 tons 

and first in foreign imports received with 157,861,000 tons. Louisiana and Texas were the only two states 

that had more than 500,000,000 tons of waterborne tonnage in 2017, the next closest state was California 

with 244,063,000 tons.  

 

According to the PIERS data base33 in 2017 total foreign exports were 152,881,051 tons and 989,618 

Twenty-foot Equivalent Units (TEU), while foreign imports were 138,382,477 tons and, 118,483 TEUs.  

 

All of the major ports shown in Table 1 are located on, close to, or are connected to the GICW. 

 

                                                           
32 US Army Corps of Engineers, Waterborne Commerce Statistics Center. 2019/ 
https://usace.contentdm.oclc.org/digital/collection/p16021coll2/id/2094 
33 Journal of Commerce, 2019. PIERs data base.  

Name Total Domestic

% of port 

total

Foreign 

imports

% of port 

total

Foreign 

exports

% of port 

total

Houston 247,981,663         83,995,976   33.87% 69,109,888   27.87% 94,875,799    38.26%

Beaumont 84,528,063           36,269,149   42.91% 29,180,940   34.52% 19,077,974    22.57%

Corpus Christi 81,981,061           32,570,498   39.73% 23,352,732   28.49% 26,057,831    31.79%

Texas City 41,260,475           14,416,567   34.94% 13,268,756   32.16% 13,575,152    32.90%

Port Arthur 35,198,425           8,674,684     24.65% 9,011,412    25.60% 17,512,329    49.75%

Freeport 19,635,949           4,835,510     24.63% 10,229,725   52.10% 4,570,714     23.28%

Galveston 9,880,157             4,970,549     50.31% 1,657,630    16.78% 3,251,978     32.91%

Brownsville 7,275,272             3,449,368     47.41% 3,125,094    42.96% 700,810        9.63%

Victoria 5,082,077             5,082,077     100.00% -              0.00% -               0.00%

Matagorda Port 4,896,638             2,661,776     54.36% 760,397       15.53% 1,474,465     30.11%

Total all Texas ports 537,719,780         196,926,154 36.62% 159,696,574 29.70% 181,097,052  33.68%

Source:  US Army Corps of Engineers, 2018. Principal Ports of the United States

Table 1: Tonnage Handled by Prinicpal Ports in Texas in 2016 (short tons)
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Water Transportation Sector 

While the water transportation sector supports a large amount of economic development in Texas by 

facilitating the efficient movement of waterborne commerce, it is also a significant sector based on its 

direct economic contributions in terms of employment, output and number of establishments. We 

conducted a comparative analysis across all the states using our Business Market Insights (BMI) database 

for: 

• North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) code 4831- Deep sea, coastal and lake 
transportation 

• NAICS code 4832 - Inland water transportation and 

• NAICS code 4883 - Support activities for water transportation  

The results of our analysis are summarized below: 

NAICS code 4831 – Deep Sea, coastal and lake transportation 

Total employment in this sector in 2018 was 2,994 jobs, 5th highest among the states with an employment 

location quotient of .91. The relatively low employment number, along with an employment location 

quotient of less than 1.0, given that Texas handles the 2nd highest tonnage of waterborne commerce as 

show above, is likely because the state handles a high share of bulk commodities, including crude oil and 

petroleum products and natural gas. These commodities flow through automated, capital intensive 

facilities with high levels of output per employee so they generate fewer jobs than other more labor-

intensive types of commodities such as containers and break bulk. Total output in this sector in 2018 was 

$3.12 billon, which ranked 5th among the states. Finally, there were 101 establishments with payroll in 

this sector in 2018.  

NAICS code 4832 – Inland water transportation 

This sector was included because of the presence of the GICW. Total employment in this sector in 2018 

was 2,204 jobs, 3rd highest among the states with an above-average employment location quotient of 

1.28. Total output in this sector in 2018 was $2.3 billion, also 3rd highest among the states. Finally, there 

were 46 establishments with payroll in this sector in 2018. 

NAICS code 4883 – Support activities for water transportation 

This sector includes a variety of different activities such as: 

• Canal and docking facilities operations 

• Port and harbor operations  

• Harbor maintenance 

• Wharf and terminal operation 

• Longshoremen, stevedoring, loading and unloading, and cargo handling services 

• Tugboat services 

• Piloting and navigational services 
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In other words, this sector includes most of the jobs that will occur at port facilities listed above, and by 

companies located nearby that provide services at them. Total employment in this sector in 2018 was 

11,960 jobs, 3rd highest among the states. This sector also had a relatively high employment location 

quotient at 1.54. Total output in this sector in 2018 was $1.86 billion, 2nd highest among the states. Finally, 

there were 265 establishments with payroll in this sector in 2018. 

Total Water Transportation Sector 

Total employment in the water transportation sector in Texas in 2018 was 17,158 jobs, 4th highest among 

the states. Only California, Louisiana, and Florida had higher employment levels in this sector that year. 

The employment location quotient was an above-average figure of 1.34. Total output across the three 

sectors was $7.8 billion, also 4th highest among the states. Finally, there were 412 establishments with 

payroll in this sector in 2018.  

Characteristics of Texas Port Facilities 

Calhoun Port Authority 

• Draft: deep, depth: 36 ft., channel width: 200 ft. 

• US Port Rankings: total tonnage: 46th, foreign tonnage: 34th, domestic tonnage: 68th 

• Foreign trade zone: #155 

• 2015 tonnage: foreign: 8,242,486, domestic: 3,578,900 

• Top commodities: petrochemicals. crude oil, condensate, bauxite. alumina 

• Rail Connections: Point Comfort & Northern, Gulf Coast Rural Rail District 

• Roadway Connection: US 59, US 87, SH 35, SH 172 

• Direct jobs: 3,817, induced jobs: 4,616 
 

Port of Bay City 

• Draft: shallow, depth: 12 ft., channel width: 200 ft. 

• US Port Ranking: NA 

• 2015 tonnage: NA 

• Top commodities: natural gas condensate, crude oil 

• Rail Connections: NA 

• Roadway Connection: NA 

• Direct jobs: 2, induced jobs: 40 
 

Port of Beaumont 

• Draft: deep, depth: 40 ft., channel width: 400 ft. 

• US port ranking: total tonnage: 5th, foreign tonnage: 6th. domestic tonnage: 9th 

• Foreign trade zone: #115 

• 2015 tonnage: foreign: 51,832,805; domestic: 35,337,070 

• Top commodities: military equip., forest products, steel, crude oil, industrial project cargo, 
aggregate/bulk cargo, bulk grain, wind energy components 

• Rail Connections: Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF), Kansas City Southern (KCS), 
Union Pacific (UP), all class one railroads 

• Roadway Connection: IH 10, US 90, US 69/287/96 
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• Direct and induced jobs: 12,608 

• Other: military strategic port 
 

Port of Brownsville 

• Draft: deep, depth: 42 ft., channel width: 250 ft. 

• US port ranking: total tonnage: 66th 

• Foreign trade zone: #62 

• 2015 tonnage: foreign: 5,022,117; domestic: 2,756,992 

• Top commodities: steel products, iron ore, lubricants, gasoline, jet fuel, wax, latex, diesel, 
naphtha, asphalt, aluminum, machinery, wind energy components, barite, petroleum coke, 
sand, grain, bauxite, limestone, minerals, salt 

• Rail connections: UP, BNSF, KCS 

• Roadway Connection: IH 69 

• Direct jobs 3,181; induced jobs: 3,001 

• Other: channel deepened to 52 feet in 2016. 
 

Port of Corpus Christ 

• Draft: deep, depth: 45 ft., channel width: 300 ft. 

• US port rankings: total tonnage: 6th, foreign tonnage: 8th. domestic tonnage: 8th 

• Foreign trade zone: #122 

• 2015 tonnage: foreign: 45,271,009; domestic: 40,403,957 

• Top commodities: crude oil, fuel oil, gas oil, bauxite, feedstock, aggregate, naphtha, reformate, 
benzene, fertilizer, wind energy components, military cargo, grain 

• Rail Connections: BNSF, KCS, UP – all class one  

• Roadway Connection: I 37,SH 35, US 181 

• Direct jobs: 13,770; induced jobs: 14,456 

• Other: military strategic port 
 

Port Freeport 

• Draft: deep, depth: 45 ft. channel width: 400 ft. 

• US port rankings: total tonnage: 32nd; foreign tonnage: 24th 

• Foreign trade zone: #149 

• 2015 tonnage: foreign: 15,728,929; domestic: 5,404,002 

• Top commodities: liquefied natural gas, crude oil, petrochemical feedstocks, container cargo, 
refrigerated fresh fruit, rice, new and used autos, high and heavy construction equipment, 
limestone aggregate, project cargo, steel products 

• Rail connections: UP, a class one 

• Roadway connections: SH 36, SH 288 

• Direct and induced jobs: 12,600 
 

Port of Galveston 

• Draft: deep, depth: 45 ft., channel width: 1,200 ft. 

• US port rankings: total tonnage: 51st, foreign tonnage: 41st,4th busiest cruise port 

• Foreign trade zone: #36 

• 2015 tonnage: foreign: 6,069,089; domestic: 4,311,499 
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• Top commodities: bulk fertilizer, bulk liquids, fresh fruit, roll-on/roll-off, construction 
equipment, project cargoes, wind power equipment, household goods, personal vehicles, 
concrete pipe, bulk grain 

• Rail connections: UP and BNSF, both class ones 

• Roadway connections: IH 45 

• Direct jobs: 3,912, induced jobs: 3,546 
 

Port of Harlingen 

• Draft: shallow, depth: 12 ft., channel width: 125 ft. 

• US Port Rankings: NA 

• Foreign trade zone: NA 

• 2015 tonnage: total: 900,000 

• Top commodities: liquid fertilizer, sand, aggregates, gasoline, diesel, ethanol, raw sugar, cotton, 
sorghum, corn 

• Rail connections: UP 

• Roadway connection: IH 69, US 77, US 83 

• Other: port is connected to the Intracoastal Waterway via the Harlingen Channel 
 

Port of Houston Authority 

• Draft: deep, depth: 45 ft., channel width: 530 ft. 

• US Port Rankings: total tonnage: 2nd, foreign tonnage: 1st, domestic tonnage: 2nd 

• Foreign trade zone: #84 

• 2015 tonnage: foreign: 163,411,016, domestic: 77,522,394 

• Top commodities: containerized cargo, food and drink, retail goods, plastic resins, chemicals, 
minerals, steel, forest products, grain, dry and liquid bulk, coal, petroleum coke, fertilizer 

• Rail connections: BNSF, UP, TexMex/KCS 

• Roadway connections (direct only): IH 10, IH 610, BW 8, SH 225, and SH 146. 10 others have 
indirect connections 

• Direct jobs: 56,113; induced jobs: 80,451 
 

Port of Orange 

• Draft: deep, depth: 30 ft., channel width: 200 ft. 

• US Port Rankings: NA 

• Foreign trade zone: #117 

• 2014 tonnage: total: 837,869 

• On-site marine services; shipyards that can accommodate new construction and repair of tugs, 
barges, and drilling rigs. 

• Rail connections: terminal railway provides service to BNSF and UP 

• Roadway connections: IH 10, SH 87 

• Other: supports commercial fishing activities in the GOM. 
 

Port of Palacios 

• Draft: shallow, depth: 12 ft., channel width: 400 ft. 

• US Port Rankings: NA 

• Foreign trade zone: NA 
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• 2015 tonnage: NA 

• Supports commercial fishing, recreational activities 

• Direct jobs: 541, induced jobs: 43 
 

Port of Port Isabel 

• Draft: deep, depth: 36 ft., channel width: 200 ft. 

• US Port Rankings: NA 

• Foreign trade zone: NA 

• 2015 tonnage: NA 

• Supports off-shore oil and gas exploration and extraction, commercial fishing. Major 
commodities are pipe for offshore oil and gas, okra, shrimp and spinach 

 

Port of Port Arthur 

• Draft: deep, depth: 40 ft., channel width: 450 ft. 

• US Port Rankings: total tonnage: 19th, foreign tonnage: 15th, domestic tonnage: 31st 

• Foreign trade zone: #116 

• 2015 tonnage: total: 35,787,331 

• Top commodities: forest products, wood pallets, iron, steel, dry bulk, bagged cargo, bailed 
cargo, military cargo, project cargo. 

• Rail connections: KCS, provide switching agreement to connect to UP 

• Roadway connections (direct only): IH 10, US 90A 

• Direct jobs: 1,509; induced jobs: 1,132 

• Other: provides barge service to cities along the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (ICW) 
 

Port of Texas City 

• Draft: deep, depth: 40 to 45 ft., channel width: 1,200 ft. 

• US Port rankings: total tonnage: 15th, foreign tonnage: 14th, Domestic tonnage: 18th 

• Foreign trade zone: NA 

• 2015 tonnage: foreign: 27,596,740, domestic: 15,327,257 

• Top commodities: crude oil, refined petroleum products, petrochemicals 

• Rail Connections: BNSF, UP; switching operations at terminal 6 miles from port 

• Roadway Connection: IH 45, SH 146, FM 1764 

• Direct jobs: 4,452, induced jobs: 4,293 

• Other: port is privately owned, including BNSF and UP. 
  

Port of Victoria 

• Draft: shallow, depth: 12 ft, channel width: 125 ft. 

• US Port Rankings: Total tonnage: 71st 

• Foreign trade zone: #155 

• 2015 tonnage: total: 6,733,044 

• Top commodities: crude oil, condensate, fracking sand, fertilizer, chemicals, aggregate 

• Rail connections: BNSF, UP 

• Roadway connections: IH 69, US 59, US 77, US 87, accessible from IH 10 and IH 35  

• Direct and induced jobs: 6,455 
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• Other: a 35-mile long canal connects the port to the ICW 
 

Port of West Calhoun 

• Draft: shallow, depth: 12 ft., channel Width: NA 

• US Port rankings: NA 

• Foreign Trade Zone: NA 

• 2015 tonnage: NA 

• Top commodities: industrial products, chemicals, petroleum coke 

• Rail connections: NA 

• Roadway connections: SH 35, SH 185 

• Other: connected to the ICW via the Victoria Barge Canal 
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Chapter 6: Power 

The electric power sector consists of generation, transmission, distribution and interfacing with retail 

customers. Electric generators use various fuel types to create the high-voltage current that is conducted 

through transmission lines to substations, where the current’s voltage is reduced and distributed to 

homes and businesses. 

The Electric Reliability Council of Texas (ERCOT) is the independent system operator (ISO) for about 90% 

of the state’s electric load. ERCOT’s operations span 46,500 miles of transmission lines and over 600 

generating units, supplying power to over 25 million customers. ERCOT is governed by a board of directors 

made up of independent members, consumers and representatives from each of ERCOT's electric market 

segments and is overseen by the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT). 

The remaining 10% of the state’s electric load is outside of ERCOT. The Southwest Power Pool coordinates 

electricity in parts of the Panhandle and Northeast Texas. The Midcontinent Independent System 

Operator oversees parts of East Texas. The El Paso area is part of the Western Energy Coordinating 

Council. The utilities operating in these regions are also overseen by the PUCT. 

Even with improving energy efficiency, power demand is growing nationally. It is growing even faster in 

Texas, with the state’s strong economy and increasing population create electricity load growth. Texas 

has also faced increases in usage of air conditioning, due to endemic rising temperatures ERCOT reported 

an all-time system wide peak demand record on July 18, 2018 at 73,308MW.  A new record peak weekend 

demand occurred on July 22, 2018 at 71,445MW. Monthly peak demand in June and July were also larger 

than in the previous two years. There was no subsequent record set in August 2018, though August is 

typically the warmest month in Texas. 

Adding new generation capacity can take years, particularly for developing and placing a large, fossil-fuel 

plant online. Moreover, electricity demand can be difficult to forecast due to short-term changes in 

weather. Additionally, generation outages can occur due to over-use, and transmission failures can result, 

affecting a generator’s ability to place its power on the grid.  

Consequently, utilities maintain a reserve margin, which, in simple terms, is calculated as: (capacity minus 

demand) divided by demand. Capacity represents the maximum predicted available supply during the 

time when demand for power is at its highest. Demand is estimated based on historical usage, load 

growth, weather forecasts and other factors.  

ERCOT has set a target reserve margin of 13.75%, which means the system would have 13.75% more 

capacity than the expected peak demand. ERCOT’s actual reserve margin fell to 11% in the summer of 

2018, and in December, ERCOT estimated an 8.1% margin expected for the summer of 2019 in its Capacity, 

Demand and Reserves (CDR) report. After given planned capacity additions and likely demand growth, the 

reserve margin will increase to 12.2% in 2021, but retreat to 7.5% in 2023 which allows time for new 

generation announcements to bolster the reserve margin. 
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Subsequent to that CDR report for the summer of 2019, a 470 MW coal plant announced its retirement, 

reducing the reserve margin for summer 2019 to 7.4%.  

 

Source: ERCOT, Report on the Capacity, Demand and Reserves of the ERCOT System, December 2018 

The Texas power sector relies on market drivers with relatively light regulation. Policy makers cannot 

require the construction of new plants. Meanwhile, the Texas electricity market features strong demand 

but relatively low prices. The result has been consistent delays or cancellations of new conventional 

generation facilities. While ERCOT has approved 1.7GW of new capacity since May, three proposed gas-

fired projects totaling 1.8GW of capacity and five wind projects totaling 1.1GW have been cancelled since 

May. Another 2.5 GW of gas, wind and solar projects have been delayed. Meanwhile, according to ERCOT, 

wind and solar, with federal subsidies, have comprised the majority of new capacity additions and may be 

the dominant fuel choice for new generation capacity moving forward. 

 

Source: ERCOT, Report on Existing and Potential Electric System Constraints and Needs, December 2018 
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Source: ERCOT, Report on Existing and Potential Electric System Constraints and Needs, December 2018 

A key issue with wind and solar development is location. The development of wind and solar farms in the 

western part of the state, combined with the retirement of coal and gas generation in eastern Texas, will 

result in significant west-to-east power flows in the transmission system. Looking forward, significant 

industrial and transportation development is expected south of Houston, continuing to require significant 

investment in transmission. The expected power flows will require transmission system improvements 

including the planned existing 345-kV upgrades as well as net new installations to deliver power from 

supply locations to demand areas. Note that planned transmission investment drops precipitously after 

2021, and even current spending is down from nearly $2 billion in 2016 and over $5.5 billion in 2013, 

though as with generation, new transmission improvements can be announced and begin construction 

can affect these projections. 

 

Source: ERCOT, Improvement Cost Summary, October 2018 
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Along with growth in East Texas, transmission continues to be required in the Far West ERCOT region, due 

to strong, if erratic, growth, due to natural gas and oil production in the Permian Basin. Peak demand in 

Far West Texas has more than doubled since 2009 and the rig count increased by 79 between October 

2017 and October 2018. Absent a retrenchment in West Texas Intermediate, the growth trend is likely to 

continue. As price fluctuations in 2014 and 2015, and consequent production cuts made all too evident, 

it is difficult to predict electricity needs in advance for the oil and gas industry. Since transmission 

improvements can take two to six years to complete from planning through construction, ensuring that 

the transmission improvements in the Far West region are in place in time to serve the load has been a 

challenge. To accommodate the current and anticipated demand, ERCOT is dedicating $966 million of its 

$3.9 billion in transmission improvements for 2019 and 2020 into the Far West zone. 

Long term projections of electric power investment can be difficult to protect, particularly due to energy 

efficiency improvements, adoption of distributed generation and adoption of new technologies, such as 

electric vehicles.  In ERCOT’s 2018 Long Term System Assessment report, they consider five possible 

scenarios. A Current Trends scenario features the trajectory of what is known and knowable today. They 

also create alternative scenarios for High Economic Growth, High Renewable Penetration, High 

Renewable Cost and Emerging Technology.  The Emerging Technology scenario assumes rapid 

electrification of the transportation sector in Texas, implying significant power demand for charging autos. 

Capacity additions range from roughly 20,000 MW in the Current Trends Assumption to 24,000 MW under 

High Economic Growth and 30,000 MW under Emerging Technology. High Renewable Cost actually 

creates less new generation capacity than the baseline (11,000 MW). 

Transmission Upgrades and Additions under Current Trends Scenario 

Project Completion 

Oklaunion to Jacksboro new 345-kV line 2028 

Odessa to Bearkat new 345-kV line 2028 

Lubbock Loop 345-kV line upgrade 2028 

Northwest Austin Metro new 345 kV line and 345/138 kV transformer 2028 

Northwest Dallas – Fort Worth new 345-kV line 2028 

Faraday to Morgan Creek new 345-kV line 2028 

Long Draw to Dermott new 345-kV line 2028 

West Texas to San Antonio new 345-kV line 2028 

Bergheim 345/138-kV transformer upgrade 2028 

Odessa to Moss 345-kV line  2033 

 

The outlook for power generation and transmission/distribution in the IHS Construction forecast would 

correspond most closely to the Current Trends scenario.  This outlook features very limited growth, indeed 

even a modest contraction in real spending on the electric power sector, which is consistent with the 

medium-term projections for capacity and transmission planning of ERCOT. In nominal terms, compound 

growth over the next 10 to 15 years would be 6%. 
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Table 14: Power Investment 

        CAGR CAGR 

 2012 2017 2018 2019 2022 2027 2032   17-27  17-32 

Total Power 8,647.6 8,138.3 8,194.1 8,186.2 7,692.8 7,327.9 8,179.9 -1.0% 0.0% 

   Public 964.2 498.9 504.7 623.6 735.6 766.2 804.6 4.4% 3.2% 

   Private 7,683.4 7,639.4 7,689.3 7,562.6 6,957.2 6,561.7 7,375.3 -1.5% -0.2% 

     Electricity 6,153.6 5,902.4 5,832.3 5,946.1 5,830.2 5,766.3 6,664.4 -0.2% 0.8% 

     Other 1,529.9 1,737.1 1,857.1 1,616.5 1,127.0 795.4 710.9 -7.5% -5.8% 
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Chapter 7: Water 

Infrastructure Investment: Water 

In its 2017 State Water Plan, the Texas Water Development Board projected that while population was 

projected to increase 73% over the next 50 years, water demand in Texas would increase by only 17%, 

from about 18.4 million acre-feet per year in 2020 to about 21.6 million in 2070. “Steam-electric (power 

generation) demand is expected to increase in greater proportion than any other water use category, 

from 953,000 acre-feet per year in 2020 to 1.7 million in 2070. Municipal demands are anticipated to grow 

by the greatest total amount, from 5.2 million acre-feet per year in 2020 to 8.4 million in 2070. Agricultural 

irrigation demand is expected to decrease, from 9.4 million acre-feet per year in 2020 to about 7.8 million 

in 2070, due to more efficient irrigation systems, reduced groundwater supplies, and the transfer of water 

rights from agricultural to municipal users. Manufacturing and livestock demands are expected to 

increase, while mining demand is expected to decline over the next 50 years.”34 

Meanwhile the existing water supply—categorized as surface water, groundwater, and reuse water—is 

projected to decrease approximately 11%, from 15.2 million acre-feet per year in 2020 to about 13.6 

million in 2070. This decrease is primarily due to reduced supply from the Ogallala Aquifer (as a result of 

its depletion over time) and the Gulf Coast Aquifer (due to mandatory reductions in pumping to prevent 

land surface subsidence). Thus, the Board concluded that Texas would need to provide 8.9 million acre-

feet of additional water supplies, including in the form of water savings through conservation, to meet its 

demand for water in 2070. In the event of a recurrence of the drought of record, the worst drought in 

Texas’ history, in 2020, the state would face an immediate need for 4.8 million acre-feet per year in 

additional water supplies. Of that, 11% (511,000 acre-feet) would be required for municipal water users, 

who face the largest water demand increase over the next 50 years. Total needs are projected to increase 

by 87% between 2020 and 2070, from 4.8 million to 8.9 million acre-feet per year. In 2070, 3.4 million 

acre-feet per year, or 38% of the total needs, is associated with municipal users. The American Society of 

Civil Engineers estimates a need for $1.7 billion a year of investment in drinking water availability and a 

combined need for all water-related infrastructure of $2.3 billion annually. The Texas State Water Plan 

estimates a need for $231 billion over 50 years, or $4.6 billion per year.   

When the projected demand for water exceeds the existing supply, the planning groups recommend 

water management strategies—specific plans and associated projects—to either provide additional water 

supply or reduce water demand. Water management strategies include conservation, new reservoirs, 

groundwater wells, water reuse, seawater and groundwater desalination, and more. By 2070, about 30% 

of the total volume of these strategies would be in the form of demand management. Demand 

management refers to measures that reduce the need for additional water, such as conservation and 

drought management.  

An adequate water supply, which meets projected growth, especially in housing, is necessary if Texas is 

to prosper and grow as it has in recent decades. Water is also required for the functioning of government 

offices, hospitals, restaurants, hotels, etc. and industrial users have additional demands. Oil and natural 

                                                           
34 Texas Water Development Board. 2017 State Water Plan. 2017.  
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gas production is also dependent on water supply, though brackish water and recycling will become more 

prevalent. Similarly, petrochemical plants near the Gulf rely on water availability there. We project that, 

commensurate with that economic growth, spending on water infrastructure in Texas will need to average 

$2 billion per year, up from the $1.5 billion in real terms in 2017. Our impact analysis in Chapter 9 will 

estimate the implications of shortfalls in this investment on the Texas economy. Municipal users are the 

primary driver of increases in water demand going forward.  Our forecast of housing starts by county 

guides our estimate of the negative impact across the state of shortfalls in water infrastructure 

investment.  

Table 15: Water Investment 
Infrastructure Construction 

State of Texas 
Millions of 2012$ 

Annual 

Concept 2017 Forecast 
TOTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 29,237 38,472 
  TOTAL WATER SUPPLY 1,463 2,012 
        Public Water Supply 1,431 1,931 
            Federal Water Supply 22 60 
            State and Local (S&L) Water Supply 1,409 1,871 
               S&L Water Supply Plant 643 910 
               S&L Water Supply Lines 432 408 
               S&L Water Supply Pump Stations 111 256 
               S&L Water Supply - Other 222 297 
         Private Water Supply 32 80 
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Chapter 8: Impacts by Sector 

Infrastructure spending has varying economic effects on individual industries sectors depending on the 

types and levels of infrastructure goods and services that they require. Companies in the goods-producing 

sectors (e.g., Agricultural, Mining and Natural Resources, Construction and Manufacturing) depend on 

direct access to infrastructure systems such as rail, highways, airports, ports and oil and natural pipelines 

to receive raw materials and send their products to customers. These companies also require connections 

to high-capacity utility services such as electric power, natural gas, water supply, sewage treatment and 

waste disposal. By contrast, firms in the private, services-providing sectors (e.g., Wholesale and Retail 

Trade, Information, Financial Activities, Professional and Business Services, Education and Healthcare, 

Leisure and Hospitality, and Other Services) are in general less dependent on access to high-capacity 

infrastructure systems and utility services but are more dependent on highly-reliable services and digital 

infrastructure. The Utility and Transportation & Warehousing industries, which are part of the private, 

services providing sector, are the direct deliverers of services. In considering the economic effects of 

increasing infrastructure spending in Texas, it is necessary to understand how different economic sectors 

are affected by, and will respond to, changes to the levels and composition of infrastructure investment. 

Infrastructure Spending Forecast for Texas 

Table 1 presents our real infrastructure spending estimates, by major type, for Texas in 2017, the base 

year for this study, and forecasts for 2032 and 2048. Real infrastructure spending in 2017 was $29.2 billion, 

we forecast it will rise to $38.5 billion by 2032 and finally to $49.9 billion by 2048. 

The infrastructure spending figures are grouped by major type, and within each type by funding source – 

government – federal and state and local, and private – to show the composition of the spending. 

Infrastructure spending for electric power and energy, including pipelines and rail, is primarily by the 

private sector, while the other types of spending are by the public sector. The average annual growth rate 

in total infrastructure spending during the first interval from 2017 to 2032 will be +1.8% in our forecast, 

followed by an annual rate of 1.6% during the second period from 2032 through 2048.  

Table 1 shows that total real infrastructure spending, as shares of the level of economic activity (e.g., total 

real output and total real gross state product (GSP), will decline gradually over time. The decline is 

suggestive that Texas may be under investing in infrastructure in the long-term. However, there are other 

factors that will contribute to this trend. For example, higher real growth rates in the private, services-

providing sectors than in the goods-producing sectors which could dampen the demand for utility 

services. Other potential factors include increasing productivity growth in the construction sector and 

higher efficiency of the infrastructure facilities and systems themselves, often due to the increasing use 

of computerized control systems, energy conservation, and even the use of driverless trucks for long 

hauls. One major of area of uncertainty in the costs of infrastructure services are the prices of the key 

commodities used as inputs in construction and in providing electric power and natural gas services. 

Finally, we note that the ratio of real infrastructure spending to real GSP in Texas has been gradually falling 

since 2005. 
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The largest infrastructure spending type in Texas is state and local (S&L) highways and streets which is 

forecast to have well above-average, annual growth rates during the two intervals of +3.1% and +2.3%, 

respectively. The next two largest components are private power and S&L sewage and waste disposal. 

Private power infrastructure spending will decline slightly during the first interval and grow slowly during 

the second. Both S&L sewerage and waste disposal and S&L water supply investment will grow faster than 

our forecast growth rate for population of 1.4% between 2017 and 2032. After 2032, the growth rates for 

S&L sewage and waste disposal infrastructure, and population and households will be similar at about 

1.2% annually, while the annual growth rate for water supply will be substantially lower. As result, it 

appears that Texas will be able, with our current infrastructure forecast, to meet the demand for sewer 

and water services generated by its growing population through 2032 but may suffer a shortfall in water 

service capacity thereafter. 

Private rail investment, which is required to provide the capacity to move commodities imported into, 

exported from, or flow across the state, will increase at annual rates of 1.6% and 1.8% respectively during 

the two intervals, slightly above the corresponding growth rates in real output in the goods-producing 

sectors of 1.4% and 1.5%, indicating that the capacity of the rail system should be adequate to meet 

demand. Finally, Table 1 shows that infrastructure spending was just over 28% of total construction 

spending in 2017. This share will rise steadily over time to 42% by 2048. One likely reason for 
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infrastructure’s rising share is slower growth in the amount of construction spending for residential and 

non-residential structures. 

To provide an overall economic context for Table 1, our forecast annual growth rates in real, private sector 

GSP over the two intervals are 2.9% and 2.9%, slightly above the 2.2% and 2.5% rates for real, private-

sector output. All four of these rates are substantially above those for real infrastructure spending shown 

in Table 1, raising a potential concern that long-term infrastructure spending trends in Texas may not be 

high enough to support long-term economic growth absent high productivity growth rates in providing 

essential services which require infrastructure. 

Infrastructure Intensive Economic Sectors 

We identified the economic sectors that are the most dependent on the use of intermediate inputs that 

require infrastructure facilities and systems to be provided. All sectors purchase a wide range of raw 

materials, goods, and services to make the products they sell. Manufacturing companies buy large 

amounts of raw materials, energy such as electric power and natural gas, and water and wastewater 

services that depend on infrastructure. For example, oil refineries and petrochemical plants need access 

oil and natural gas pipelines, highways, rail service, high-voltage electric transmission and distribution, 

and water supply pipelines lines to obtain the large volumes of bulk, raw materials they consume during 

production. Similarly, the Wholesale and Retail Trade sectors depend heavily on an efficient logistics 

system to receive, store, and distribute goods. Finally, utility services used in varying degrees by all sectors 

including electric power, natural gas (for both energy feedstock), water supply, wastewater treatment 

and disposal, and solid and hazardous waste disposal also depend on infrastructure to be provided. 

Our first step was to analyze the US input/output (I/O) use table for 2012, released in fall 2018, to identify 

intermediate inputs or commodities that require infrastructure systems to be delivered to the industries 

that use them. We defined the economic sectors that make these commodities as infrastructure 

dependent sectors. After a series of sensitivity analyses, we identified 11 infrastructure-dependent 

sectors at the 4-digit NAICS code level. Our list includes six in transportation services, three in utility 

services, and two construction sectors. The infrastructure-dependent sectors were also selected based on 

the categories of infrastructure spending presented in Chapters 2 through 8 of our study. 

The next step was to determine the total value of inputs from the 11 infrastructure-dependent sectors 

that each industry used. We aggregated the industry purchases to the industry sector (“3-digit NAICS 

code”). Based on our experience in other studies, the 3-digit NAICS level is appropriate for policy studies, 

especially within the Manufacturing sector. Finally, for each individual 3-digit using sector, we calculated 

its infrastructure intensity by dividing the total value of its purchases from the 11 infrastructure-

dependent sectors by its total output. Infrastructure intensity was calculated from the detailed I/O data. 

Since production functions in an industry sector are similar across the US, it is a reasonable to assume the 

US intensities by sector apply to Texas especially because its large, diversified economy is similar in 

structure to the US economy.  

Table Appendix A presents 3-digit industry sectors ranked in descending order of their 2012 infrastructure 

intensities, along with estimates of real output for each sector for 2017, 2032, and 2048 so that readers 
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can determine each row sector’s economic contribution. For example, the format of the appendix enables 

a reader to select an individual sector with a high level of infrastructure intensity, such as primary metal 

manufacturing at #4 with an intensity figure 7.8% and read across the row to determine that its total real 

output in TX in 2032 is forecast to be $22,665.6 million (in 2012$). The infrastructure intensities for the 

wholesale trade and retail trade sectors are not comparable to those in the other sectors as output in 

them in the I/O table is calculated as total sales less cost of goods sold (COG); or the trade margin. As 

result, the rankings of infrastructure intensities by sector in Appendix A do not include the wholesale and 

retail trade 3-digit sectors. 

Presented below are top 20 sectors in descending order of their infrastructure intensities as listed in 

Appendix A. To provide some context, the median intensity share across all sectors, excluding wholesale 

and retail trade, was 1.9% while the weighted average using real output was 2.4%, so the intensities 

presented below are well above average. 

• 493 Warehousing & Storage 11.0% 

• 327 Nonmetallic Mineral Manufacturing  9.3% 

• 221 Utilities 9.2% 

• 331 Primary Metal Manufacturing 7.8% 

• 322 Paper Manufacturing 7.1% 

• 212 Mining Excl. Oil & Gas 6.8% 

• 313 Textile Mills 5.9% 

• 321 Wood Product Manufacturing 5.6% 

• 311 Food Manufacturing 5.4% 

• 721 Accommodation 5.2% 

• 326 Plastics & Rubber Products Mfg. 4.6% 

• 325 Chemical Manufacturing 4.4% 

• 211 Oil & Gas Extraction 4.0% 

• 484 Truck Transportation 3.9% 

• 337 Furniture & Related Products 3.8% 

• 324 Petroleum & Coal Manufacturing 3.8% 

• 112 Animal Production 3.7% 

• 487 Scenic & Sightseeing Transportation 3.7% 

• 488 Support Activities – Transportation 3.7% 

• 491 Postal Service 3.5% 
 
Not surprisingly, 13 of the industries listed above are in the goods-producing sectors (e.g. Agriculture, 

Natural Resources and Mining, Construction and Manufacturing) including 10 in Manufacturing. Five 

sectors are in Transportation and Warehousing, including the top-ranked Warehousing and Storage 

sector, and the other two are Utilities and Accommodations. The 20 sectors listed above accounted for 

$835.7 million in real output in Texas in 2017, 28.7% of the total, and 1.17 million jobs, only 11.9% of total 

employment. The reason for the difference in the two shares is the high levels of productivity, or real 

output per worker, that are present in the goods-producing sectors, and in manufacturing in particular. 

Finally, we note that Mining, excluding oil and gas, Oil and Gas Extraction, and Petroleum and Coal 

Manufacturing are all in the top 20. 
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The top 20 sectors shown above are those that will be most significantly affected by changes in the level 

of real infrastructure spending in Texas. The levels of economic activity in them, as measured by real 

output, will increase the most if overall real infrastructure spending increases, and vice versa. The 

magnitude of the effect in an individual industry sector will depend on the types of infrastructure it 

depends on most. For example, real output levels in the petroleum and chemical manufacturing sectors 

will be most sensitive to changes in pipeline investment, while output in the Warehousing and Distribution 

sector will be affected by spending for roads and rail. As different policies are being evaluated that would 

increase infrastructure investment in Texas, whether by the private or public sector, Appendix A can be 

used to identify the economic sectors that will benefit the most over the long-term, in terms of increased 

levels of real output, from higher infrastructure spending. 
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Chapter 9: Economic Impact 

Infrastructure Investment  

Spending on infrastructure in Texas is projected to average $38 billion (real 2012$) per year going forward 

to 2048. This is up from $29.2 billion in 2017. The major components are $18 billion for highways and 

streets, $8 billion for power, and $6 billion for water and sewer. 

 

                Table 16: Infrastructure Investment   
              State of Texas   

            Millions of 2012 $s   

    
Concept 2017 Forecast 
TOTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 29,237 38,472 
  TOTAL TRANSPORTATION 5,013 5,553 
      Public Transportation 3,112 3,702 
          Federal Transportation 181 138 
Land Transportation, excluding Federal 2,814 2,759 
Air Transportation, excluding Federal 1,873 2,520 
Water Transportation, excluding Federal 145 135 
          S&L Transportation 2,931 3,564 
             S&L Land Transportation 1,334 961 
                Mass Transit 648 466 
                Passenger Terminals 329 191 
                Railroad 130 129 
                Vehicle Services/Freight terminals 227 175 
             S&L Water Transportation 95 108 
                Docks / Marina 79 92 
                Dry Docks/Marine Terminals 16 17 
             S&L Air Transportation 1,501 2,495 
                Terminals 1,075 1,714 
                Runway 361 673 
                S&L Air Trans - Other 66 108 
       Private Transportation 1,901 1,851 
            Private Land Transportation 1,479 1,799 
                Private Rail 1,343 1,645 
            Private Air Transportation 372 25 
            Private Water Transportation 49 27 
  TOTAL HIGHWAY & STREETS 11,496 18,214 
       Public Highway & Streets 11,470 18,095 
           Federal Highway & Streets 80 88 
           S&L Highway & Streets 11,391 18,007 
               Pavement 7,065 11,733 
               Bridge 3,833 5,642 
S&L Highway & Streets, Other 493 633 
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               Lighting 247 398 
               Rest facility 34 108 
               Retaining Wall 67 58 

               Tunnels 103 37 

               Toll/Weights 17 14 

               Maintenance Buildings 25 18 

       Private Highway & Streets 25 119 

TOTAL WATER & SEWER 3,985 6,027 

  TOTAL SEWAGE & WASTE DISPOSAL 2,522 4,015 

       Public Sewage & Waste Disposal 2,484 3,938 

          Federal Sewage & Waste Disposal 32 144 

          S&L Sewage & Waste Disposal 2,452 3,794 

            S&L Drywaste 1,412 1,750 

               S&L Drywaste Plant 398 467 

               S&L Drywaste Line/Drain 987 1,264 

               S&L Drywaste Other 26 19 

            S&L Wastewater 1,040 2,044 

               S&L Wastewater Plant 889 1,772 

               S&L Wastewater Line/Pump Station 151 272 

        Private Sewage & Waste Disposal 39 77 

  TOTAL WATER SUPPLY 1,463 2,012 

        Public Water Supply 1,431 1,931 

            Federal Water Supply 22 60 

            S&L Water Supply 1,409 1,871 

               S&L Water Supply Plant 643 910 

               S&L Water Supply Lines 432 408 

               S&L Water Supply Pump Stations 111 256 

               S&L Water Supply - Other 222 297 

         Private Water Supply 32 80 

   TOTAL POWER 8,138 8,180 

         Public Power 499 805 

         Private Power 7,639 7,375 

              Electricity 5,902 6,664 

  Private Power, Other 1,737 711 

   CONSERVATION & DEVELOPMENT 605 498 

 

These numbers are consistent with our long-term forecast for the state economy. They also represent the 

required infrastructure investments that enable economic performance and growth over the next 30 

years.  

Direct Economic Impact 

The spending itself is an important part of the economy, providing jobs and income to millions of Texans. 

It directly represents 1.6% of gross state product (GSP). Indirectly, it also generates a multiplier impact on 

the economy as those jobs created and income earned by the suppliers of labor, capital, and materials 

create new demand for goods and services. Generally, infrastructure spending is calculated to have a 

multiplier effect of approximately 1.8 - that is, $1.80 in economic activity is created by each $1 of direct 

spending on infrastructure. In this case the 1.6% of GSP has a positive impact equal to 2.9% of Texas’ GSP. 
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This translates to $53.9 billion for 2019 ($50.2 billion in real, 2012$), and an average of $70.3 billion per 

year in real terms over the next 30 years.    

Infrastructure Investment Boosts Private Sector Productivity 

Infrastructure spending expands the capital stock of the Texas economy, drives the production and 

delivery of goods and services, and positively affects business and household incomes. It also enhances 

the operational capacity, efficiency, and safety of the transportation system by reducing travel times and 

costs. This results in greater accessibility for individuals, households and businesses, more efficient 

delivery of goods and services, and improved life styles and standards of living. 

Infrastructure is beneficial for both businesses and households and for the economy broadly. For 

businesses, infrastructure can help to lower fixed costs of production, especially transportation costs, 

which are often a central determinant of where businesses are located. Hence there is a strong 

competitive reason for the state to invest in infrastructure as a positive differentiator in the competition 

among states for business location and investment. For households, a wide variety of final goods and 

services are provided directly through infrastructure services, such as water, energy, and 

telecommunications.  

An increase in the public capital stock, such as new or improved roads, raises output directly in the near 

term (government spending is included in GDP) and also allows individuals and businesses to be more 

productive in the long term, freeing up time and resources that can be put toward generating additional 

economic output or used to enjoy more leisure time. For example, a new bridge may greatly shorten 

commute times and distances for truck drivers, allowing them to deliver goods to consumers more quickly 

and at lower cost to themselves, and allowing businesses to produce and deliver more goods to 

consumers. These changes result in productivity growth for the economy as a whole, which is the most 

important determinant of long-term economic growth. 

Investments in infrastructure have been estimated to increase productivity in the private economy, with 

an elasticity of up to 0.17 – that is, a 1% increase in the stock of infrastructure increases private-sector 

economic output by 0.17% in the long term. By 2048, this increased rate of economic growth will generate 

a 7.2% increase in GSP for Texas, or $268 billion. Over the 30-year period, GSP increases by $168 billion. 

Table 13 indicates the distribution of impacts by county. 

Infrastructure Investment Enables Economic Growth 

Infrastructure investment is critical to the economic well-being of Texas. These investments enhance 

mobility of people, goods and services, and power and provide our citizens with increased business and 

work opportunities. They affect the health and well-being of urban and rural communities. Also, 

continuous re-investment is important to sustaining and advancing Texas’ competitive advantage in the 

worldwide marketplace. It allows companies to establish lean supply chains and deliver competitively 

priced products and services, while at the same time achieving healthy profit margins. The multiplier 

effects are vast, stimulating expansion reinvestment by companies in all sectors, particularly those 

engaged in engineering and construction, manufacturing, and advanced information and communication 

technologies and systems. 
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In all the systems we analyze, capacity constraints can be severely limiting. Road congestion rises as 

population grows without additional investment. Water, sewer, fuel and power systems are, without 

enhancements, at some point unable to support further growth. In that sense a significant portion of 

forecasted growth of the Texas economy is at risk without infrastructure investment. In the language of 

economics, infrastructure investment expands the production possibility frontier of the economy, 

enabling the Texas economy to grow further. 

 

Table 17:  Economic Impact of 
New Infrastructure by County   

(US 2009$, Millions; percent GCP) 

        

County 2048 %   

Anderson   145 5.7%   

Andrews   69 5.8%   

Angelina   290 6.0%   

Aransas   110 11.2%   

Archer   22 6.9%   

Armstrong   4 5.6%   

Atascosa   175 5.2%   

Austin   127 3.8%   

Bailey   19 5.0%   

Bandera   92 11.6%   

Bastrop   361 6.6%   

Baylor   7 5.8%   

Bee   60 6.5%   

Bell   2,114 8.6%   

Bexar   10,731 4.8%   

Blanco   51 10.0%   

Borden   2 4.0%   

Bosque   49 9.7%   

Bowie   286 6.2%   

Brazoria   2,147 5.3%   

Brazos   1,272 8.1%   

Brewster   31 6.3%   

Briscoe   2 5.7%   

Brooks   15 5.4%   

Brown   111 4.7%   

Burleson   46 6.8%   

Burnet   190 9.0%   
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Caldwell   157 6.0%   

Calhoun   82 5.6%   

Callahan   47 10.6%   

Cameron   1,766 10.2%   

Camp   40 8.3%   

Carson   16 1.6%   

Cass   86 8.8%   

Castro   16 6.3%   

Chambers   299 5.0%   

Cherokee   157 7.3%   

Childress   11 4.9%   

Clay   23 10.0%   

Cochran   3 4.2%   

Coke   5 6.3%   

Coleman   20 8.0%   

Collin   10,756 5.0%   

Collingsworth   7 6.7%   

Colorado   60 6.1%   

Comal   1,136 6.6%   

Comanche   33 7.8%   

Concho   5 3.9%   

Cooke   125 5.5%   

Coryell   184 9.4%   

Cottle   2 4.0%   

Crane   21 7.3%   

Crockett   8 3.6%   

Crosby   7 5.3%   

Culberson   2 1.4%   

Dallam   29 3.9%   

Dallas   14,328 2.9%   

Dawson   19 4.1%   

Deaf Smith   52 4.6%   

Delta   10 8.5%   

Denton   7,196 6.7%   

Dewitt   52 5.3%   

Dickens   3 4.4%   

Dimmit   27 3.6%   

Donley   6 6.2%   
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Duval   19 5.3%   

Eastland   41 5.5%   

Ector   887 3.8%   

Edwards   7 5.7%   

El Paso   3,409 7.4%   

Ellis   1,065 5.3%   

Erath   187 6.5%   

Falls   30 8.5%   

Fannin   89 9.0%   

Fayette   99 6.7%   

Fisher   9 6.8%   

Floyd   6 3.7%   

Foard   1 3.9%   

Fort Bend   6,875 7.5%   

Franklin   35 8.6%   

Freestone   55 9.7%   

Frio   53 4.2%   

Gaines   94 7.7%   

Galveston   1,406 5.5%   

Garza   20 6.2%   

Gillespie   173 8.4%   

Glasscock   3 3.7%   

Goliad   25 15.2%   

Gonzales   64 5.5%   

Gray   70 6.3%   

Grayson   577 9.8%   

Gregg   581 4.0%   

Grimes   89 7.6%   

Guadalupe   1,188 7.0%   

Hale   70 5.1%   

Hall   3 4.2%   

Hamilton   23 8.4%   

Hansford   16 5.6%   

Hardeman   6 4.8%   

Hardin   244 9.4%   

Harris   28,904 3.8%   

Harrison   230 6.0%   

Hartley   11 4.3%   
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Haskell   13 7.4%   

Hays   2,206 6.5%   

Hemphill   18 4.9%   

Henderson   299 12.4%   

Hidalgo   3,807 8.7%   

Hill   103 7.7%   

Hockley   62 4.9%   

Hood   340 8.8%   

Hopkins   135 6.7%   

Houston   57 6.5%   

Howard   106 5.7%   

Hudspeth   10 4.2%   

Hunt   382 4.5%   

Hutchinson   43 5.1%   

Irion   3 2.3%   

Jack   17 5.2%   

Jackson   39 4.9%   

Jasper   93 7.5%   

Jeff Davis   7 5.5%   

Jefferson   979 3.8%   

Jim Hogg   13 7.2%   

Jim Wells   106 6.1%   

Johnson   733 6.2%   

Jones   35 6.7%   

Karnes   27 4.0%   

Kaufman   830 6.3%   

Kendall   301 6.1%   

Kenn 
edy   2 1.2%   

Kent   2 5.7%   

Kerr   274 9.1%   

Kimble   12 8.2%   

King   0 1.9%   

Kinney   12 10.0%   

Kleberg   74 6.4%   

Knox   7 6.5%   

Lamar   165 4.7%   

Lamb   23 5.4%   
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Lampasas   63 9.9%   

Lasalle   29 4.3%   

Lavaca   60 7.2%   

Lee   45 5.1%   

Leon   56 12.1%   

Liberty   263 5.5%   

Limestone   63 6.7%   

Lipscomb   14 5.9%   

Live Oak   30 5.9%   

Llano   85 14.9%   

Loving   1 4.0%   

Lubbock   1,247 7.2%   

Lynn   9 4.8%   

Madison   39 5.9%   

Marion   22 9.3%   

Martin   59 2.7%   

Mason   16 10.2%   

Matagorda   80 7.0%   

Maverick   190 7.7%   

McCulloch   23 6.4%   

McLennan   1,078 6.1%   

McMullen   2 2.7%   

Medina   171 7.5%   

Menard   5 9.4%   

Midland   2,387 2.5%   

Milam   56 9.0%   

Mills   13 5.9%   

Mitchell   11 5.8%   

Montague   54 8.9%   

Montgomery   5,326 6.1%   

Moore   87 3.6%   

Morris   35 5.4%   

Motley   2 4.6%   

Nacogdoches   223 6.8%   

Navarro   145 5.7%   

Newton   28 10.8%   

Nolan   39 5.2%   

Nueces   1,740 5.5%   
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Ochiltree   33 5.5%   

Oldham   5 3.5%   

Orange   301 5.7%   

Palo Pinto   87 6.5%   

Panola   69 5.9%   

Parker   755 8.4%   

Parmer   28 2.8%   

Pecos   30 4.5%   

Polk   140 8.9%   

Potter   442 3.5%   

Presidio   15 5.8%   

Rains   40 16.5%   

Randall   678 11.6%   

Reagan   16 4.1%   

Real   13 12.5%   

Red River   23 6.9%   

Reeves   46 5.4%   

Refugio   15 6.1%   

Roberts   3 6.2%   

Robertson   43 8.1%   

Rockwall   992 6.9%   

Runnels   21 6.0%   

Rusk   185 7.2%   

Sabine   32 13.1%   

San Augustine   18 9.7%   

San Jacinto   97 27.0%   

San Patricio   184 5.6%   

San Saba   12 5.8%   

Schleicher   8 6.0%   

Scurry   49 5.2%   

Shackelford   9 4.7%   

Shelby   72 5.5%   

Sherman   6 5.5%   

Smith   1,203 4.3%   

Somervell   40 5.0%   

Starr   179 10.0%   

Stephens   26 5.3%   

Sterling   4 4.0%   
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Stonewall   4 4.2%   

Sutton   8 3.2%   

Swisher   13 6.4%   

Tarrant   12,586 5.2%   

Taylor   492 5.0%   

Terrell   2 2.5%   

Terry   31 5.6%   

Throckmorton   3 5.1%   

Titus   148 4.0%   

Tom Green   436 6.3%   

Travis   10,831 3.9%   

Trinity   43 14.5%   

Tyler   55 12.8%   

Upshur   152 11.6%   

Upton   13 4.5%   

Uvalde   71 6.2%   

Val Verde   150 5.8%   

Van Zandt   157 11.5%   

Victoria   400 4.7%   

Walker   190 7.1%   

Waller   335 4.6%   

Ward   42 5.7%   

Washington   144 5.7%   

Webb   1,331 7.7%   

Wharton   106 5.5%   

Wheeler   18 7.6%   

Wichita   395 4.4%   

Wilbarger   25 3.8%   

Willacy   46 10.0%   

Williamson   5,846 6.9%   

Wilson   274 10.1%   

Winkler   24 6.1%   

Wise   253 5.3%   

Wood   180 10.6%   

Yoakum   32 4.7%   

Young   56 5.9%   

Zapata   39 9.8%   

Zavala   28 7.2%   
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Economic Impacts of Increased Infrastructure Spending in Texas 

This section presents the long-term increases in the level of total economic activity that would occur in 

Texas if real infrastructure spending was higher than our baseline forecast as shown above in Table 1. 

Before estimating in effects in Texas, we needed to understand how increases in infrastructure investment 

had led to short-term and long-term increases in the levels of economic activity at the country level.  

Higher levels of investment in core infrastructure raises the size of the public and private capital stocks 

which has two economic effects. First, the direct capital spending generates temporary increases in 

economic activity through the multiplier effect on the incomes of its recipients. Second, once the new 

infrastructure can be used, economic activity starts to rise as sectors with high levels of infrastructure 

intensity benefit (e.g., increased supply, lower delivered unit costs, higher levels of service, reduced 

shipping times, etc.).  At the same time, other sectors begin to benefit as the productivity effects spread 

along the various supply chains. Finally, over the long-term the productivity effects of infrastructure 

spending grow as a larger share of the existing capital stock is replaced by more efficient and higher 

capacity structures and equipment. 

The short-term and long-term impacts of infrastructure investment on the level of economic activity in 

the US were examined by The Economic Policy Institute,35 which noted that: 

“An ambitious effort to increase infrastructure investment by $250 billion annually over seven 

years would likely increase productivity growth by 0.3 percent annually—a boost more than half 

as large as the productivity acceleration in the U.S. economy between 1995 and 2005, one that 

was attributed to information and communications technology (ICT) advances” 

We conducted a literature search of studies that estimated the effect of investment spending, and the 

accompanying increases in public and private capital stock, on the level of aggregate economic activity. 

We focused on those that considered core infrastructure, e.g., highways, rail, airports, ports, pipelines, 

energy production and utilities, as they have a more direct and stronger impact on the level of economic 

activity than non-core infrastructure such hospitals, government buildings, educational facilities, etc. This 

approach is consistent with the scope of our study as it considers only core infrastructure. The results of 

literature search, including a discussion of output elasticities estimated by these studies, is presented in 

Appendix B. 

Impacts of Increased Infrastructure Investment in Texas 

We estimated the effect on the level of real output in Texas for 2017, 2032, and 2048 of a $1 billion 

increase in real infrastructure spending in 2017 over the baseline level of $29.2 billion shown in Table 1. 

We used the $1 billion spending increase in order to present the economic effects in easy-to-understand 

                                                           
35 Bivins, Josh. Economic Policy Institute. July 2014.  The Short and Long-Term Impacts of Infrastructure Investment 
on Employment and Economic Activity in the U.S. Economy. Briefing Paper 341. 
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unit terms that are useful in analyzing the impacts of alternative policy scenarios that would require 

different absolute increases in infrastructure spending.  

Based on the literature review, we assumed a short-term output elasticity figure of 0.08 in 2017 that 

grows gradually to .15 by 2048. The $1 billion increase in real infrastructure spending in 2017 translates 

to a 3.4% rise that year and the level of infrastructure spending in all subsequent years was adjusted 

upward by 3.4% over our forecast baseline. The annual increases in infrastructure spending account for 

the fact that a portion of the capital stock needs to be replaced every year as individual elements become 

obsolete, reaches the end of their useful operating lives, is fully depreciated, or can be replaced by new, 

substantially more productive assets. While one-time increases in major projects produce immediate, and 

permanent, long-term increases in output such as the completion of a new highway or pipeline, or the 

major expansion of an airport or port, sustained increases in annual infrastructure spending is also needed 

to replace aging, inefficient or under-capacity infrastructure. Our elasticity assumption is somewhat 

conservative as Bom and Ligthart36 state that the long-term output elasticity for investments by sub-

national levels of government in core, public infrastructure can exceed 0.17. This figure was derived from 

a meta-analysis of infrastructure spending analyses across multiple countries, so the actual output 

elasticity figure in Texas would differ and likely be somewhat higher. 

We made appropriate, reasonable assumptions, based on the literature review, on the ratios of public 

and private capital stocks to real Texas GDP using country level figures.37 This adjustment was necessary 

as our infrastructure spending forecasts include both core public and private elements. We also applied 

the forecast ratios of real output over real GDP in Texas for the three years to derive the effect on real 

output. We acknowledge that the methodologies, assumptions and findings of the country-level studies 

we reviewed, especially the output elasticities, are only partially transferable to a state-level analysis and 

required us to make reasonable assumptions to apply them. One major difference is that virtually all of 

the studies we reviewed considered only core, public infrastructure, while ours included substantial 

private investment as noted above. We performed a series of sensitivity analyses to determine how the 

economic effects varied based on changes to key parameters such as the output elasticities and 

percentage increases in infrastructure spending. As a result, the results of our analysis should be 

considered as approximate.  

We first estimated the increase in total real output in the three years and then distributed them across 

the 3-digit NAICS sectors based on an index that considered both the infrastructure intensity of an 

individual sector and its statewide share of total real output. We tested our model and confirmed, as 

expected, that the sectors with highest infrastructure intensities, especially the 20 listed above, had the 

largest absolute and percentage increases in real output and vice versa. 

The results of a $1 billion increase in total real infrastructure spending in Texas in 2017 are presented 

below. 

                                                           
36 Bom, Pedro and Ligthart, Jenny.  July 2011. What Have We Learned From Three Decades of Research on the 
Productivity of Public Capital? 
37 International Monetary Fund. 2016. Investment and Capital Stock Dataset, 1960-2013 
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• 2017: additional real output of $68.7 million. The ratio of the increase in real output over higher 

infrastructure spending is 6.9%. 

o % of real output increase in 20 sectors with highest infrastructure intensities: 55.2% 

• In 2032: additional real output of $115.5 million. The ratio of the increase in real output over the 

higher infrastructure spending is 8.8%. 

o % of real output increase in 20 sectors with highest infrastructure intensities: 51.4% 

• In 2048: additional real output of $196.1 million. The ratio of the increase in real output over the 

higher real infrastructure spending is 14.9% due to the gradual, steady rise in the output elasticity 

variable over time. 

o % of real output increase in 20 sectors with highest infrastructure intensities: 42.5%. 

Appendix C presents the increases in real output by sector for the three years generated by the increase 

infrastructure spending. 

The results are linearly scalable so that a $2 billion rise in spending in 2017 would generate twice the 

changes in economic activity of the $1 billion increase in 2017 presented above. We caution that the 

linearity of impacts would not hold for very large absolute or percent increases in infrastructure spending 

such as 50% or 100% as marginal changes of this magnitude would alter the structure of the economy. 

The infrastructure intensities of individual sectors could also be affected. 

The conclusion of the above analysis is that because of the low output elasticities and the nature of 

infrastructure, increased infrastructure spending in Texas in a given year will generate small increases in 

real output in that same year, generally ranging between 7% and 15% of the additional spending. The 

effects will vary based on several parameters including: the infrastructure intensities of the economic 

sectors, the output elasticities, and percent increases in infrastructure spending and the resulting change 

in the capital stock. The proper context for evaluating the economic effects of higher infrastructure 

spending is the long-term as individual core infrastructure projects generate annual, permanent increases 

in economic activity that lasts for many years. In other words, the low increases in real output in a single 

year compared to the spending increase in that same year are somewhat misleading and give the initial 

impression that increases in infrastructure spending have low economic effects. The increase in real 

output in a single year should be interpreted as long-term annual rate of return. Finally, the increases in 

real output generated by higher infrastructure spending in Texas will be largest in those sectors with the 

highest infrastructure intensities. 

  



 

106 
 

Appendix A: Infrastructure Intensity by Sector 

 

2017 2032 2048

493 Warehousing & Storage 11.0% 1 11,059.6$              16,739.0$              23,345.5$              

327 Nonmetallic Mineral Manufacturing 9.3% 2 15,318.2$              19,041.8$              22,954.8$              

221 Utilities 9.2% 3 37,897.1$              43,645.3$              56,105.3$              

331 Primary Metal Manufacturing 7.8% 4 18,303.5$              22,665.6$              27,431.7$              

322 Paper Manufacturing 7.1% 5 9,477.1$                10,843.4$              12,913.0$              

212 Mining Excl. Oil & Gas 6.8% 6 5,047.8$                6,540.6$                7,069.8$                

313 Textile Mills 5.9% 7 499.3$                   430.8$                   380.4$                   

321 Wood Product Manufacturing 5.6% 8 7,326.2$                8,653.1$                9,259.6$                

311 Food Manufacturing 5.4% 9 43,659.4$              57,939.2$              77,771.1$              

721 Accommodation 5.2% 10 8,984.3$                11,241.0$              15,357.0$              

326 Plastics & Rubber Products Mfg. 4.6% 11 12,969.5$              17,692.0$              24,519.4$              

325 Chemical Manufacturing 4.4% 12 108,271.2$            186,418.1$            309,801.2$            

211 Oil & Gas Extraction 4.0% 13 206,882.3$            261,086.7$            240,340.1$            

484 Truck Transportation 3.9% 14 36,941.7$              63,265.9$              114,239.0$            

337 Furniture & Related Products 3.8% 15 5,728.6$                6,821.2$                8,558.8$                

324 Petroleum & Coal Manufacturing 3.8% 16 271,900.1$            250,973.1$            220,755.5$            

112 Animal Production 3.7% 17 19,350.7$              26,884.5$              38,327.0$              

487 Scenic & Sightseeing Transportation 3.7% 18 99.8$                    175.6$                   339.9$                   

488 Support Activities - Transportation 3.7% 18 13,877.0$              21,128.3$              34,709.5$              

491 Postal Service 3.5% 20 2,111.0$                905.7$                   414.3$                   

722 Food Services & Drinking Places 3.5% 21 70,602.7$              108,666.5$            167,281.5$            

323 Support Activities - Printing 3.5% 22 5,185.2$                4,940.7$                4,924.6$                

486 Pipeline Transportation 3.2% 23 11,714.1$              28,666.5$              58,890.9$              

332 Fabricated Metal Products Mfg. 3.0% 24 29,413.4$              40,897.6$              54,021.7$              

314 Textile Product Mills 3.0% 25 1,678.1$                1,353.5$                1,083.9$                

111 Crop Production 3.0% 26 9,530.1$                14,132.6$              20,965.3$              

518 Data Processing, Hosting and Related Services 3.0% 27 10,952.2$              14,878.7$              20,498.5$              

312 Beverage & Tobacco Prod. Mfg. 2.8% 28 12,307.8$              15,472.5$              18,428.2$              

713 Amusement, Gambling, & Recreation industries 2.6% 29 12,128.6$              15,659.6$              21,446.3$              

531 Real Estate 2.5% 30 109,575.0$            153,084.4$            221,373.3$            

335 Electrical Equip. & Appliance Mfg. 2.4% 31 6,592.0$                9,487.2$                14,822.0$              

611 Educational Services 2.4% 32 14,181.3$              21,706.8$              33,523.6$              

90L Local Government 2.3% 33 140,903.6$            168,274.1$            192,962.1$            

90S State Government 2.3% 33 40,398.8$              49,623.8$              60,643.1$              

339 Miscellaneous Manufacturing 2.2% 35 9,444.8$                13,098.5$              19,820.9$              

333 Machinery Manufacturing 2.1% 36 29,366.4$              50,061.3$              85,483.4$              

236 Construction of Buildings 1.9% 37 40,754.7$              51,419.2$              65,687.2$              

238 Specialty Trade Contractors 1.9% 37 95,401.9$              141,608.9$            225,722.3$            

532 Rental & Leasing Services 1.9% 39 41,227.9$              61,240.8$              95,844.0$              

551 Management of Comp. & Ent. 1.9% 40 20,124.3$              23,149.8$              30,648.4$              

623 Nursing & Residential Care Fac. 1.9% 41 11,693.3$              18,386.9$              33,118.9$              

90F Federal Government 1.9% 42 65,820.8$              63,512.5$              62,007.9$              

315 Apparel Manufacturing 1.8% 43 380.7$                   283.8$                   194.3$                   

336 Transportation Equip. Mfg. 1.8% 44 46,732.8$              70,192.0$              119,790.1$            

562 Waste Mgt. & Remediation Services 1.8% 45 7,968.0$                11,665.8$              18,241.8$              

712 Museums, Historical Sites 1.8% 46 1,237.7$                2,027.3$                3,065.5$                

622 Hospitals 1.7% 47 48,415.9$              76,902.1$              126,605.8$            

316 Leather & Allied Product Mfg. 1.7% 48 943.4$                   798.6$                   613.2$                   

237 Heavy and Civil Engineering Construction 1.6% 49 36,298.6$              41,473.2$              46,285.2$              

624 Social Assistance 1.6% 50 9,874.8$                14,459.7$              21,897.8$              

525 Funds, Trusts, & Other Fin. Vehicles 1.6% 51 223.3$                   582.0$                   1,521.7$                

711 Performing Arts, Spectator. Sport Industries. 1.5% 52 3,557.4$                4,757.6$                6,535.4$                

519 Other Information Services 1.5% 53 3,546.6$                5,122.1$                7,185.9$                

Appendix A:  Real Output in Texas by Sector by Infrastructure Intensity
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2017 2032 2048

113 Forestry & Logging 1.5% 54 461.0$                         1,065.8$                      1,473.0$                      

812 Personal & Laundry Services 1.4% 55 17,588.90$            28,554.29$            45,974.88$            

561 Administrative & Support Services 1.4% 56 98,958.11$            175,598.30$           311,502.58$           

813 Religious, Civic, & Prof. Org. 1.4% 57 14,285.17$            20,359.09$            28,408.42$            

482 Rail Transportation 1.4% 58 14,585.94$            21,821.17$            34,855.71$            

114 Fishing, Hunting & Trapping 1.3% 59 46.93$                   148.62$                 364.73$                 

517 Telecommunications 1.2% 60 67,615.26$            112,144.71$           178,690.86$           

523 Securities & Other. Financial Investments. 1.2% 61 21,528.56$            37,012.13$            66,001.26$            

115 Support Activities - Agriculture. & Others 1.1% 62 902.34$                 1,282.22$              1,712.16$              

483 Water Transportation 1.0% 63 4,629.20$              6,713.67$              11,494.55$            

213 Support Activities - Mining 1.0% 64 41,226.64$            78,518.01$            88,809.31$            

522 Credit Intermediation. & Related Activities 1.0% 65 78,258.29$            99,636.49$            151,978.54$           

621 Ambulatory Health Care Services 1.0% 66 94,507.03$            179,889.16$           342,962.20$           

541 Professional, Scientific, & Tech. Ser. 1.0% 67 171,688.45$           289,552.09$           478,405.73$           

521 Monetary Authorities 1.0% 68 461.60$                 573.12$                 773.43$                 

492 Couriers 1.0% 69 8,690.69$              9,431.49$              11,559.94$            

334 Computer & Electronic Prod. Mfg. 0.9% 70 22,386.03$            38,622.18$            72,837.97$            

511 Publishing Industries 0.9% 71 13,784.60$            20,639.55$            33,572.85$            

481 Air Transportation 0.9% 72 27,936.67$            29,369.85$            37,969.27$            

512 Motion Picture & Sound Record. Ind. 0.8% 73 5,757.62$              11,036.92$            19,573.47$            

485 Transit & Ground Pass. Transp. 0.4% 75 3,555.74$              5,775.46$              9,925.37$              

515 Broadcasting (except Internet) 0.3% 76 8,493.11$              9,450.02$              12,211.29$            

533 Lessors of Nonfinanical. Intangible. Assets 0.2% 77 2,666.07$              3,318.39$              4,620.12$              

524 Insurance Carriers & Related Activities 0.2% 78 70,759.94$            102,462.06$           149,933.74$           

423 Merchant Wholesalers, Durable 1.8% 92,809.91$            138,577.32$           219,542.04$           

424 Merchant Wholesalers, Nondurable 1.5% 50,820.30$            74,590.03$            118,092.66$           

425 Wholesale Electronic Markets 0.7% 22,107.44$            42,840.05$            76,531.39$            

441 Retail Trade - Motor Vehicle & Parts 2.6% 29,446.81$            34,873.75$            40,677.62$            

442 Retail Trade - Furniture & Furnishing 3.2% 5,072.90$              7,386.11$              10,631.19$            

443 Retail Trade - Electronics & Appl. 3.2% 4,027.61$              6,599.25$              10,102.76$            

444 Retail Trade - Build. Mat. & Garden Eq. 2.5% 11,922.45$            20,601.98$            33,672.03$            

445 Retail Trade - Food & Beverage 5.3% 16,023.01$            26,723.54$            43,394.76$            

446 Retail Trade - Health & Personal Care 1.8% 8,001.34$              13,521.21$            22,228.21$            

447 Retail Trade - Gasoline Stations 6.2% 6,753.34$              5,826.19$              4,299.37$              

448 Retail Trade - Apparel & Acc. 2.3% 11,296.08$            15,302.09$            20,228.01$            

451 Retail Trade - Sporting Goods & Hobbies 2.3% 3,726.67$              3,979.33$              4,569.20$              

452 Retail Trade - General Merchandise Stores 3.2% 21,108.58$            29,831.41$            40,726.86$            

453 Retail Trade - Misc. Stores 2.2% 5,761.83$              8,667.92$              12,238.72$            

454 Retail Trade - Nonstore Retailers 1.2% 10,014.26$            25,761.03$            61,873.68$            

Totals 2,912,064.68$        4,126,772.42$        6,011,612.21$        

Median intensity of all sectors, excluding wholesale and 

retail trade, US in 2012 1.9%

Weighted average intensity in all sectors, excluding 

wholesale and retail trade,  based on output  shares - US 

in 2012 2.4%

Real output in Top 10 157,572.6$            197,739.8$            252,588.5$            

% of Total 5.4% 4.8% 4.2%

Real output in Top 20 835,704.6$            1,033,091.0$          1,244,593.3$          

% of Total 28.7% 25.0% 20.7%

Source:  Bureau of Economic Analysis, 2018.  Industry Economic Accounts, 2012 Supply-Use Tables for the United States. https://www.bea.gov/industry/input-output-

accounts-data.  Analysis by IHS Markit. 

Source for real output figures for Texas:  IHS Markit, October 2018.  Business Market Insights Data Base. 

Note:  infrastructure intensities in the wholesale & retail trade sectors, shown in blue, are not directly comparable to those in other sectors as they are based 

only on the  margin, or sales less cost of goods sold.   As a result, they are not included in the share ranks
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*Infrastructure intensities are for the U.S. in 2012. Intensity for each row sector = value of intermediate inputs purchased from infrastructure dependent sectors 

divided by total real US output for sector in 2012.
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Appendix B: Literature Search and Output Elasticities 

There is a substantial body of research on the economic effects of investment in infrastructure on the 

level aggregate performance of an economy. Most of the studies have been done at the country level or 

even across countries using meta-analyses.38 39 40 41 The objective of these studies was to estimate, in 

quantitative terms, the relationship between increases in the size of the capital stock from investment 

and future increases in the level of value added or GDP. Virtually of these studies analyzed the relationship 

between increases in the level of public capital stock at the country level and the resulting change in the 

level of real private GDP. Some studies considered effects of investment on productivity or per capita 

GDP. Studies evaluating only public investment usually consider only the effect on real, private sector GDP 

as federal government investment is a component of GDP. Some of the studies estimated both short-term 

effects, generally defined as occurring within the first five years, and long-term effects – up to 30 years 

out.  

Most of the studies estimated output elasticities, or the relationship between a 1% change in the level of 

the public capital stock and the corresponding % change in real, private sector GDP. Elasticity values were 

lower in the short-run and higher in the long run. The International Monetary Fund (IMF) in 2015 42 

analyzed the relationship between public investment macroeconomic effects in 17 OECD economies 

between 1985 and 2013. They concluded that: 

“An unanticipated 1 percentage point of GDP increase in government investment 

spending increases the level of output by about 0.4 percent in the same year. This implies 

short-term investment spending multipliers of about 0.4. This multiplier is consistent with 

other estimates of the overall government spending multiplier reported in the literature 

(see Coenen et al 2012 and literature cited therein). Four years after an unanticipated 

shock to government investment spending of 1 percentage point of GDP, the level of real 

output is 1.5 percent higher, which corresponds to a medium-term fiscal multiplier of 

about 1.4. This finding likely reflects the expansion of the productive capacity of the 

economy as public investment augments the physical infrastructure stock.” 

In one widely cited study Bom and Ligthart43 in their meta-analysis estimated an average elasticity for a 

1% increase in the level of the public capital stock of 0.082, noting that the short run figure was 0.051 but 

that it could approach .173 in the long run for core infrastructure investments made by state and local 

                                                           
38 Bom, Pedro and Ligthart, Jenny.  July 2011. What Have We Learned From Three Decades of Research on the 
Productivity of Public Capital?  
39 Ligthart, Jenny and Suarez, Rosa M. Martin.  2011. The Productivity of Public Capital: a Meta-analysis.  
40 International Monetary Fund. May 2015. Abdul Abiad, Davide Furceri and Petia Topalova. The Macroeconomic 
Effects of Public Investment: Evidence from Advanced Economies. Working Paper W/15/95. 
41 Congressional Research Service. January 2018.  Economic Impact of Infrastructure Investment. Prepared by 
Jeffrey Stupak.  CRS Report 7-5700. 
42 International Monetary Fund. May 2015. Abdul Abiad, Davide Furceri and Petia Topalova. The Macroeconomic 
Effects of Public Investment: Evidence from Advanced Economies. Working Paper W/15/95 
43 Bom, Pedro and Ligthart, Jenny.  July 2011. What Have We Learned From Three Decades of Research on the 
Productivity of Public Capital? 



 

109 
 

governments. The Congressional Research Service44, using the 0.082 elasticity value from Bom and 

Ligthart calculated that a 1% increase in the U.S. capital stock in 2016, a figure of $138 billion, in the short-

run, would have increased private sector GDP in 2016 by about $12.8 billion (in real 2012$), and in the 

long run about $18.7 billion (i.e., an elasticity of .122). Finally, the World Bank estimated an output 

elasticity figure of 0.15 for developed countries investing in public, core infrastructure. The primary reason 

for the low elasticities presented in the studies we reviewed is that a 1% increase in the public capital 

stock is a very large number, see the calculation from the CRC study discussed below. 

In the CRS calculation the increase in real GDP in 2016 is 9.2% of the rise in public capital stock (i.e. $12.8 

billion/$138 billion). It is important to put this low ratio, which occurs in all the studies because of the low 

output elasticities, in the proper context. While additions to the public stock can generate increases in 

real GDP in the current year, excluding multiplier effects from construction, they continue to produce 

annual increases in GDP for many years thereafter during their operating periods. As a result, the correct 

context for evaluating the economic effects of infrastructure investment is the long-term. Stated another 

way, the seemingly low increase in GDP in a single year as a % of the changes in spending and the capital 

stock for that same year can be interpreted as general measure of the rate of economic return. 

Output elasticities will vary according to several factors, including: 1) timing in the business cycle, 

elasticities are higher when there is excess productive capacity and vice versa; 2) the method of financing 

- higher crowding out effects occur when deficit financing is used during high growth periods with high 

interest rates; 3) the type of infrastructure investment as those in core infrastructure have higher 

elasticities than non-core; and 4) the size of the capital stock as elasticities are higher when the capital 

stock is small and decline gradually as the size of the stock grows. Finally, we note that the studies we 

reviewed did not present output elasticities by type of infrastructure as the lack of accurate, detailed data 

by sector, even at the national level, does not enable them to be derived. 

  

                                                           
44 Congressional Research Service. January 2018.  Economic Impact of Infrastructure Investment. Prepared by 
Jeffrey Stupak.  CRS Report 7-5700. 
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Appendix C: Changes in Real Output by Sector from Higher 

Infrastructure Spending 

 

2017

% Increase in real infrastructure spending 3.4% 3.4% 3.4%

3-digit NAICs code and Description

 Real Output 

Change  Rank 

 Real Output 

Change  Rank 

 Real Output 

Change  Rank 

493 Warehousing & Storage 1.2$                   16 2.3$                  13 3.6$                15

327 Nonmetallic Mineral Manufacturing 1.4$                   12 2.2$                  15 3.0$                20

221 Utilities 3.4$                   4 5.0$                  4 7.3$                6

331 Primary Metal Manufacturing 1.4$                   13 2.2$                  16 3.0$                21

322 Paper Manufacturing 0.7$                   27 0.9$                  32 1.3$                37

212 Mining Excl. Oil & Gas 0.3$                   38 0.6$                  38 0.7$                55

313 Textile Mills 0.0$                   79 0.0$                  82 0.0$                84

321 Wood Product Manufacturing 0.4$                   34 0.6$                  36 0.7$                53

311 Food Manufacturing 2.3$                   8 3.9$                  8 6.0$                12

721 Accommodation 0.5$                   32 0.7$                  34 1.1$                40

326 Plastics & Rubber Products Mfg. 0.6$                   29 1.0$                  30 1.6$                34

325 Chemical Manufacturing 4.7$                   3 10.1$               3 19.2$              1

211 Oil & Gas Extraction 8.1$                   2 12.8$               1 13.5$              2

484 Truck Transportation 1.4$                   11 3.0$                  11 6.3$                9

337 Furniture & Related Products 0.2$                   50 0.3$                  54 0.5$                67

324 Petroleum & Coal Manufacturing 10.0$                1 11.6$               2 11.7$              3

112 Animal Production 0.7$                   26 1.2$                  26 2.0$                28

487 Scenic & Sightseeing Transportation 0.0$                   91 0.0$                  89 0.0$                88

488 Support Activities - Transportation 0.5$                   31 1.0$                  31 1.8$                31

491 Postal Service 0.1$                   66 0.0$                  80 0.0$                87

722 Food Services & Drinking Places 2.4$                   7 4.7$                  7 8.3$                4

323 Support Activities - Printing 0.2$                   56 0.2$                  63 0.2$                72

486 Pipeline Transportation 0.4$                   36 1.1$                  28 2.7$                22

332 Fabricated Metal Products Mfg. 0.9$                   19 1.5$                  20 2.3$                26

314 Textile Product Mills 0.1$                   71 0.1$                  78 0.0$                82

111 Crop Production 0.3$                   43 0.5$                  44 0.9$                47

518 Data Processing, Hosting and Related Svcs. 0.3$                   40 0.5$                  40 0.9$                49

312 Beverage & Tobacco Prod. Mfg. 0.3$                   37 0.5$                  42 0.7$                52

713 Amusement, Gambling, & Rec. Ind 0.3$                   41 0.5$                  46 0.8$                51

531 Real Estate 2.7$                   6 4.8$                  6 7.9$                5

335 Electrical Equip. & Appliance Mfg. 0.2$                   58 0.3$                  57 0.5$                61

611 Educational Services 0.3$                   39 0.6$                  35 1.1$                41

90L Local Government 3.2$                   5 4.8$                  5 6.4$                8

90S State Government 0.9$                   18 1.4$                  23 2.0$                29

339 Miscellaneous Manufacturing 0.2$                   51 0.4$                  51 0.6$                58

333 Machinery Manufacturing 0.6$                   28 1.3$                  24 2.5$                24

236 Construction of Buildings 0.8$                   25 1.2$                  27 1.8$                32

238 Specialty Trade Contractors 1.8$                   9 3.4$                  10 6.1$                11

532 Rental & Leasing Services 0.8$                   24 1.4$                  22 2.6$                23

551 Management of Comp. & Ent. 0.4$                   35 0.5$                  39 0.8$                50

623 Nursing & Residential Care Fac. 0.2$                   48 0.4$                  49 0.9$                48

90F Federal Government 1.2$                   15 1.5$                  21 1.6$                33

315 Apparel Manufacturing 0.0$                   87 0.0$                  92 0.0$                93

336 Transportation Equip. Mfg. 0.8$                   20 1.6$                  19 3.1$                19

562 Waste Mgt. & Remed. Services 0.1$                   60 0.3$                  59 0.5$                66

712 Museums, Historical Sites 0.0$                   83 0.0$                  79 0.1$                79

622 Hospitals 0.8$                   21 1.7$                  18 3.1$                17

316 Leather & Allied Product Mfg. 0.0$                   84 0.0$                  87 0.0$                89

237 Heavy and Civil Engineering Construction 0.6$                   30 0.8$                  33 1.1$                42

624 Social Assistance 0.2$                   59 0.3$                  58 0.5$                62

525 Funds, Trusts, & Other Fin. Vehicles 0.0$                   92 0.0$                  88 0.0$                83

711 Performing Arts, Spect. Sport Inds. 0.1$                   69 0.1$                  71 0.1$                78

519 Other Information Services 0.1$                   70 0.1$                  70 0.2$                76
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Appendix C: Changes in Real Output by Sector from Higher Real Infrastructure Spending (millions 

of 2012$)



 

111 
 

 

 

 

2017

% Increase in real infrastructure spending 3.4% 3.4% 3.4%

3-digit NAICs code and Description

 Real Output 

Change  Rank 

 Real Output 

Change  Rank 

 Real Output 

Change  Rank 

113 Forestry & Logging 0.0$                   88 0.0$                  85 0.0$                85

812 Personal & Laundry Services 0.2$                   46 0.5$                  45 0.9$                46

561 Administrative & Support Services 1.4$                   14 3.0$                  12 6.2$                10

813 Religious, Civic, & Prof. Org. 0.2$                   54 0.3$                  52 0.6$                60

482 Rail Transportation 0.2$                   53 0.4$                  50 0.7$                56

114 Fishing, Hunting & Trapping 0.0$                   93 0.0$                  93 0.0$                92

517 Telecommunications 0.8$                   22 1.7$                  17 3.1$                18

523 Securities & Oth. Financial Invst. 0.3$                   45 0.6$                  37 1.1$                39

115 Support Activities - Agr. & Others 0.0$                   86 0.0$                  86 0.0$                86

483 Water Transportation 0.0$                   72 0.1$                  72 0.2$                74

213 Support Activities - Mining 0.4$                   33 1.0$                  29 1.3$                36

522 Credit Intermed. & Related Activities 0.8$                   23 1.3$                  25 2.2$                27

621 Ambulatory Health Care Services 0.9$                   17 2.3$                  14 5.0$                14

541 Professional, Scientific, & Tech. Ser. 1.7$                   10 3.6$                  9 6.8$                7

521 Monetary Authorities 0.0$                   90 0.0$                  91 0.0$                91

492 Couriers 0.1$                   65 0.1$                  67 0.2$                75

334 Computer & Electronic Prod. Mfg. 0.2$                   52 0.4$                  48 1.0$                44

511 Publishing Industries 0.1$                   63 0.2$                  61 0.4$                68

481 Air Transportation 0.2$                   47 0.3$                  53 0.5$                64

512 Motion Picture & Sound Record. Ind. 0.0$                   73 0.1$                  68 0.2$                73

811 Repair & Maintenance 0.3$                   44 0.5$                  43 0.9$                45

485 Transit & Ground Pass. Transp. 0.0$                   85 0.0$                  84 0.1$                81

515 Broadcasting (except Internet) 0.0$                   80 0.0$                  81 0.1$                80

533 Lessors of Nonfin. Intang. Assets 0.0$                   89 0.0$                  90 0.0$                90

524 Insurance Carriers & Related Activities 0.1$                   62 0.2$                  62 0.4$                69

423 Merchant Wholesalers, Durable 0.3$                   42 0.5$                  41 5.5$                13

424 Merchant Wholesalers, Nondurable 0.1$                   61 0.2$                  60 2.5$                25

425 Wholesale Electronic Markets 0.0$                   81 0.1$                  76 0.7$                54

441 Retail Trade - Motor Vehicle & Parts 0.2$                   55 0.3$                  56 1.5$                35

442 Retail Trade - Furniture & Furnishing 0.0$                   74 0.1$                  74 0.5$                63

443 Retail Trade - Electronics & Appl. 0.0$                   76 0.1$                  75 0.5$                65

444 Retail Trade - Build. Mat. & Garden Eq. 0.1$                   67 0.2$                  64 1.2$                38

445 Retail Trade - Food & Beverage 0.2$                   49 0.4$                  47 3.3$                16

446 Retail Trade - Health & Personal Care 0.0$                   75 0.1$                  73 0.6$                59

447 Retail Trade - Gasoline Stations 0.1$                   64 0.1$                  65 0.4$                71

448 Retail Trade - Apparel & Accessories 0.1$                   68 0.1$                  66 0.7$                57

451 Retail Trade - Sporting Goods & Hobbies 0.0$                   82 0.0$                  83 0.2$                77

452 Retail Trade - General Merchandise Stores 0.2$                   57 0.3$                  55 1.9$                30

453 Retail Trade - Misc. Stores 0.0$                   77 0.1$                  77 0.4$                70

454 Retail Trade - Nonstore Retailers 0.0$                   78 0.1$                  69 1.0$                43

Total Increase in real Output (millions of 2012$) 68.7$                115.5$             196.1$            

Real output increase as % of real infrastructure 

spending increase 6.9% 8.8% 14.9%

Source:  IHS Markit, 2019.

Note:  infrastructure intens i ties  for the wholesa le and reta i l  trade sectors , shown in blue, were adjusted us ing ratio of cost of goods  sold 

to tota l  sa les  to derive an estimate for tota l  sa les  so that the intens i ties  are on the same bas is  as  those for the other sectors .

Appendix C: Changes in Real Output by Sector from Higher Real Infrastructure Spending (millions 

of 2012$) -continued
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