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May 31, 1973

Mr. Sam Granata, Jr.
City Manager
City of San Antonio
San Antonio, Texas

Dear Mr. Granata:

We are pleased to transmit to you A Report on Population: San An-
tonio and Bexar County. It was prepared in response to a continuing
demand for population data and forecasts by a wide range of local
and outside users.

This is a companion document with the previously published Popula-
tion and Employment Distribution, San Antonio-Bexar County 1970-
1990. Together, these represent basic background research for the
forthcoming Comprehensive Plan of the City of San Antonio.

A Report on Population: San Antonio and Bexar County was prepared
by the Comprehensive Planning Division, under the guidance of Daniel
W. Taylor, Principal Planner, by the following staff personnel:

Tim Watterson, Principal Planner

Robert Wuotila, Planner
Pedro Vega, Planning Aide

We hope that this report will be informative and useful for both

public and private decision-making in San Antonio.
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Edward F. D vis, AIP
Director of Planning
Community Development Office
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PREFACE

This report presents an analysis of population trends
in Bexar County and the City of San Antonio, and fore-
casts of future population to the year 1990. Its
chief objectives are to provide solidly based data for
use by the Comprehensive Planning Division and to make
available as much information as possible to public
and private organizations and individuals. The back-
ground, methodology, and assumptions utilized in the
project are included in the hope of clarifying the
confusion that has been created by the multiplicity of
conflicting population projections for Bexar County
and San Antonio.

An advantage of the methodology used in the forecasts
is the ease with which future information can be fed
into it to obtain modifications and adjustments, as
necessary. If the basic input data change at some
point in the future, updated and more accurate fore-
casts can be quickly prepared. In fact, such updating
can be carried out on a regular basis if desired--
easily accomplishable with present methodology. Cur-
rently, the population forecasts are being extended
to the year 2000 for both Bexar County and San Antonio.

The computer program variation of the cohort-survival
population projection model that was utilized in this
project was first developed by Dr. Henry Hightower and
others at the University of North Carolina. Modifi-
cations have been made to the program by the Compre-
hensive Planning Division.
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There is a statistical Appendix in the report that
contains all of the data gathered, analyzed, and
generated in this project in their entirety. The
figures and tables in the text are synopses of the
Appendix tables for illustrative purposes. Although
specific reference to the complete table in the
Appendix is not made at each point in the text, the
Appendix is arranged in the same sequence.

One final note is in order at this point. Since
the research detailed in this report was concluded,
the Comprehensive Planning Division has attempted
to ascertain the current ranking of the City of
San Antonio among other cities nationally in terms
of population size. A survey questionnaire con-
cerning estimates and annexations was sent to all
cities in the approximate size class of San Antonio.
Unfortunately, the results were incomplete and
sometimes questionable. Returns were received
from Cleveland, Indianapolis, Milwaukee, Phoenix,
and San Diego. In sum, the responses corroborated
the previous belief that the estimated April 1,
1973, San Antonio population of 750,888 ranked 11th
in the U.S., immediately behind Indianapolis and
Washington, and ahead of San Diego, Cleveland,
Milwaukee, and San Francisco.

ii



This report describes the history and present char-
acteristics of the population of Bexar County and
San Antonio, and makes comparisons with other major
urban areas in Texas as appropriate. The purpose
is to identify the factors and relationships indi-
cated by the various population characteristics,
utilizing the 1970 U. S. Census and other recent
data. A brief summarization of the information
developed is presented below:

Bexar County San Antonio

Population (1970)
Rank in U.S.
Density (pop./sq. mi.)
Racial/Ethnic Composition:

Mexican-American
Black
Anglo
Other Non-White

Median Age (in yrs.)
Average Household Size
Births (1970)
Deaths (1970)
Net Migration (1960-70)

830,460
34th
661

45.3%
6.8%

46.8%
1.1%

24.1
3.40

18,913
5,667

+13,161

654,153
15th

3,555

52.2%
7.6%

39.2%
1.0%

24.8
3.38

15,616
4,911

-37,884

A computer program of the cohort-survival model of
population dynamics was utilized to run many series
of projections of the County and City population to
the year 1990. The cohort-survival model projects
the population by age and sex groups forward by
five-year periods into the future, based on inputs
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of birth rates, death rates, and net migration.
For the County projections, the inputs were prepared
as scenarios of many alternative futures in the three
basic factors of births, deaths, and migration. For
example, some scenarios represented rising birth
rates in the future, others declining rates; some
were based on heavy net in-migration to the County,
others on a net out-migration.

The projections developed from the various input
scenarios produced a range of future population for
each five years through 1990--the actual future pop-
ulation level would be likely to fall within this
range. The projection reflecting what was analyzed
to be the most probably scenario (of social and eco-
nomic conditions) was selected as the "best" pro-
jection, and became the final forecast.

For the City, the same assumptions were applied as
for the County, but with an additional assumption
of a full and regular annexation policy.

The forecast of total population for Bexar County
and San Antonio to the year 1990 is as follows:

Year Bexar County San Antonio

1970* 830,460 654,153
1975 904,089 791,370
1980 985,681 866,929
1985 1,067,837 940,625
1990 1,146,470 1,012,824

*Official 1970 U. S. Census figures.

iv



1l1 1Ik' l I '
a



.-- i

'F' 'k -a r

GILLESPIE

TARRA.NT CO. I DALLAS CO.
FT. WORTH L.L DALLAS

AACOG REGION

S N AN N10

HARRIS CO.

HOUSTON

KERR [ _

KENDALL

COMAL

BANDERA

BEXAR GUADALUPI

W"SO

N ANTONI WLO

MEDINA

FRIO ATA SCO SA



I. HISTORICAL TRENDS

San Antonio and Bexar County are located in south-
central Texas, approximately 150 miles from both
the international border of Mexico and the coast of
the Gulf of Mexico. The City acts as an economic
and social center for most of the South Texas area.
This area, in turn, is an important component of the
larger Southwest region focused in Houston and Dallas,
approximately 200 and 275 miles distant, respectively.

Bexar County is linked with adjacent Guadalupe County
(and now also Comal County, as of April 30, 1973)
to constitute the San Antonio Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area (SMSA), according to the U.S. Office
of Management and Budget definition. In addition,
Bexar County is one of eleven counties comprising the
Alamo Area Council of Governments (AACOG) region.
Within Bexar County itself, there are twenty incor-
porated municipalities other than San Antonio.

f UpuiatL iii I L U1 Y

Founded in 1718 as a colonial mission, San Antonio
was incorporated as a city under the Republic of
Texas in 1837. The city grew slowly until late in
the 19th century, when a building boom was touched
off by heavy in-migration of Anglo-Americans from
the Eastern United States and of Europeans, in re-
sponse to new opportunities created by railroad ex-
pansion, cattle marketing, and the establishment of
military garrisons. By 1900, San Antonio's popula-
tion was 53,321, making it the largest city in Texas.
The waves of in-migration had also tipped the balance
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of numerical and political domination away from the
Mexican-American population for the first time, con-
siderably altering the orientation and the goals of
the city.

San Antonio continued to develop rapidly in the early
decades of the 20th century. World War I brought
great expansion to the military establishment in the
area, including the founding of most of the military
installations currently existing in Bexar County, and
spurred phenomenal economic growth in San Antonio.
The pace slackened in the late 1920's and 1930's, as
military expenditures declined and economic and social
depression prevailed across the nation. The 1930 Cen-
sus revealed that San Antonio was no longer the largest
city in Texas, but had slipped to third behind Houston
and Dallas.

World War II stimulated renewed vigor in the area
economy, with unprecedented levels of military spend-
ing, as San Antonio became firmly established as a
leading military aviation center. The war brought a
rapid rate of increase in the population and an even
greater flow of people through the city on a temporary
basis. This unsolicited promotion of the city, support-
ed by a post-war boom generated by continuing high de-
fense expenditures, induced a sizeable stream of migra-
tion from the rest of the U. S. and from South Texas
rural areas and small towns, well into the 1950's.

Since then economic problems, plus the greater attract-
iveness of Houston and Dallas, have contributed to a
significant slowing of the increases in population.
San Antonio nevertheless ranks as a major military and
commercial center, with a deep history and culture.

On the next pages, Figures I and II present maps of
Bexar County and the historic changes in the City limits
of San Antonio, up to the present to include the annex-
ation of 1972. Subsequent to the maps, Table I shows
the historical population trends for Bexar County and
San Antonio since the first Census in Texas in 1850.
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TABLE I

TOTAL POPULATION, BEXAR COUNTY AND SAN ANTONIO,
1850 - 1973

Bexar County City of San Antonio

Year Number Decade Change Number Decade Change

1850 6,052 ------- 3,488 -------

1860 14,454 +138.8% 8,235 +136.1%

1870 16,043 + 11.0 12,256 + 48.8

1880 30,470 + 89.9 20,550 + 67.7

1890 49,266 + 61.7 37,673 + 83.3

1900 69,422 + 40.9 53,321 + 41.5

1910 119,676 + 72.4 96,614 + 81.2

1920 202,096 + 68.9 161,379 + 67.0

1930 292,533 + 44.7 231,543 + 43.5

1940 338,176 + 15.6 253,854 + 9.6

1950 500,460 + 48.0 408,442 + 60.9

1960 687,151 + 37.3 587,718 + 43.9

1970 830,460 + 20.9 654,153 + 11.3

1973- 875,959 ---- 750,888 ----

1/
- Estimated population as of April 1, 1973.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
Comprehensive Planning Division

5



The 1970 Census found San Antonio ranked 15th in popu-
lation among all the cities in the United States, but
when compared with other metropolitan areas, the San
Antonio SMSA ranked 38th in the nation. The top
twenty cities in population in 1970 are listed in
Table II which follows.

TABLE II

POPULATION OF LARGEST U.S. CITIES, 1970

Rank City Central City SMSA-

1 New York 7,867,760 11,528,649
2 Chicago 3,366,957 6,978,947
3 Los Angeles 2,816,061 7,032,075
4 Philadelphia 1,948,609 4,817,914
5 Detroit 1,511,482 4,199,931
6 Houston 1,232,802 1,985,031
7 Baltimore 905,759 2,070,670
8 Dallas 844,401 1,555,950
9 Washington 756,510 2,861,123

10 Cleveland 750,903 2,064,194
11 Indianapolis 744,624 1,109,882
12 Milwaukee 717,099 1,403,688
13 San Francisco 715,674 3,109,519
14 San Diego 696,769 1,357,854
15 San Antonio 654,153 864,014
16 Boston 641,071 2,753,700
17 Memphis 623,530 770,120
18 St. Louis 622,236 2,363,017
19 New Orleans 593,471 1,045,809
20 Phoenix 581,562 967,522

l/ Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area

Source: U. S. Census Bureau

San Antonio contains an overwhelming majority of the
residents of Bexar County, of the SMSA, and of the
AACOG region. The 1970 figures:

City of San Antonio
Bexar County
San Antonio SMSA
AACOG Region
State of Texas

654,153
830,460
864,014
993,042

11,196,730
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In late 1972, San Antonio underwent a major annexation,
which boosted its estimated population (as of April 1,
1973) to 750,888, believed to be 11th largest in the U.S.
(see Preface). Bexar County currently is increasing at
a rate of approximately 15,000 persons annually.

All of urban Texas has been growing rapidly for
several decades. Although Bexar County has been
sharing in this growth, it has not been doing so to
the extent that Harris (Houston), Dallas, and Tarrant
(Fort Worth) Counties have. In every decade since
1930, Bexar County has lagged behind the rate of
increase of urban Texas as a whole, and even farther
behind the rates of the other major counties. Despite
the fact that all four counties were close in popu-
lation in 1930, today Harris has more than twice the
population of Bexar, and Dallas is close behind Harris.
Figure III portrays graphically the growth that has
occurred in the four major urban counties in Texas
since 1930.

FIGURE III
2,000,000

COMPARISON OF TOTAL POPULATION
MAJOR TEXAS COUNTIES
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1,000,000

500,000
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BEXAR

TARRANT

SOURCE: U.S. CENSUS BUREAU
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Among cities in Texas, San Antonio remains solidly
third. The growth rates of most cities vary con-
siderably because of irregular annexations which
account for most of the increases. San Antonio was
an exception, until its first annexation in 1940.
Within its original city limits of six miles square
(36 square miles), it had achieved a population of
253,854. It was by far the densest city in Texas,
and in this respect was more similar to an Eastern
city. Suburbanization has gradually dispersed the
population in the County and the City, although San
Antonio in 1970 still ranked first in density among
the major Texas cities. Figures IV and V depict
the San Antonio population density--its historical
changes and a comparison with other major cities in
Texas.

FIGURE IV
POPULATION DENSITY OF SAN ANTONIO

IN PERSONS PER SQUARE MILE
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FIGURE V

COMPARISON OF POPULATION DENSITIES
IN PERSONS PER SQUARE MILE
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The 1973 San Antonio land area of 251.4 square miles
ranked 13th of all cities in the U. S. The large
annexation of late 1972 added 53.5 square miles
(mostly vacant land) to lower the overall density,
but it is likely that more future suburban develop-
ment will occur within the city limits than previous-
ly, thus filling the expanded land area. In addition,
San Antonio, unimpeded by a ring of incorporated
suburban municipalities, is likely to maintain an
aggressive annexation program that will encompass
most of the spreading urban development in Bexar
County.

i dtidi daiii LLaH11i; ,Un 6a iiG

The ethnic make-up of the population of San Antonio
and Bexar County has varied considerably over the years.
Throughout most of the 19th century, the area was dom-
inated by Mexican-Americans. The sweeping military
and economic changes, especially during the two world
wars, brought vast influxes of Anglos from other parts
of the United States and many immigrants from Europe.
Since World War II, the pattern has shifted, and mi-
gration into the San Antonio area has been largely
Mexican-American, originating both from other areas of
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South Texas and as immigrants from Mexico. The Black
population in the area traditionally has been a small
percentage of the total, but has steadily increased
over the years. Also, there is a tiny, but rapidly
growing number of "Other Non-Whites", including Amer-
ican Indian, Chinese, Japanese, and others (includ-
ing some not otherwise reported in the Census).
Figure VI shows the changes in the racial and ethnic
composition of the population of Bexar County from
1950 to 1970.

FIGURE VI

RACIAL / ETHNIC COMPOSTION
BEXAR COUNTY
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1950 1960

ZIJ MEXICAN - AMERICAN
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1970
SOURCE: U.S. CENSUS BUREAU

In the 1950-60 period, the relative proportions of
the racial and ethnic groups changed very little,
indicating considerable growth in all categories.
The increase in Mexican-Americans was slightly higher,
and in Anglos slightly lower, than the County average
for the decade.

However, during the 1960-70 period, the Anglo popu-
lation of Bexar County increased by only 6,156, far
below the natural increase levels, thus indicating
a strong net outmigration of Anglos from the County.
At the same time, the Mexican-American population
grew sharply, by a total of 118,937, far above the
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level of natural increase (births minus deaths), thus
signifying a large net in-migration to Bexar County.
By 1970, as a result, there were almost as many
Mexican-Americans in the County as Anglos (45.3% vs.
46.8%).

In the City of San Antonio, even more dramatic changes
have taken place. The 1950-60 growth was in approxi-
mately the same proportions as that in Bexar County,
i.e., slightly higher relatively for Mexican-Americans
and Blacks than for Anglos. From 1960 to 1970, how-
ever, the Anglo population in the City actually de-
creased by 44,480, but the drop was offset by a sizeable
increase of 97,706 in the Mexican-American population
of the City, and of 8,436 and 4,773 in the Black and
Other Non-White (and not reported) populations res-
pectively. Much of the Anglo decrease can be explained
by moves to local areas outside of the City limits, but
there was also considerable out-migration from the
entire area. Consequently, as of 1970, the Mexican-
American component of the San Antonio population
amounted to 52.2 per cent of the City total, while the
Anglo proportion had dropped to 39.2 per cent.

The age structure of the Bexar County and San Antonio
population can best be described as young. The median
age of the Bexar County population is well below that
of the entire population of Texas, and that of the
other major counties in the State. What is more, the
median age has been decreasing steadily for the past
several decades.

The overall median age for Bexar County was 24.1 years
in 1970, down from 26.8 years in 1950, and compared
with 26.4 and 28.3 years respectively in 1970 for
Texas and the United States. In all of these popula-
tions, the median age for males is lower than that for
females, but the gap is wider in Bexar County than the
State, the U. S., or the other urban counties in Texas.
See Figure VII for a more complete display of median
age comparisons.
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FIGURE VI
MEDIAN AGE OF THE POPULATION, 1950-70
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Bexar County's age distribution is unusual because
it contains a large number of older (over 65 years)
persons as well as a preponderance of children.
Bexar has more children, fewer young and middle-aged
adults, and a similar proportion of older persons,
relative to other large Texas counties.

One of the reasons for the young median age of Bexar
County apparently is the large percentage of Mexican-
Americans in its population. The Mexican-American
age structure is much younger than the other racial
and ethnic groups in Bexar County. Figure VIII pro-
vides a comparison of the age compositions.

The low median age of the Mexican-American popula-
tion is consistent throughout the State, as por-
trayed in Figure IX.
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FIGURE VIII

AGE PROFILES BY RACIAL /ETHNIC GROUP
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The Bexar County Mexican-American population has
approximately the same median age as in Harris,
Dallas, and Tarrant Counties, but is larger as a
percentage of the total than in the others. Anglo
populations throughout Texas tend to be much older,
approaching a median age of 30 years in some places.
The Bexar County Black population is slightly older
than the average for Texas and for other urban
counties.

The national trend in recent decades has been toward
declining size of households (and families). The
average size of households in Bexar County and San
Antonio peaked in 1960, and had decreased substan-
tially by 1970. In both cases, the local average
remained well above the national average - in 1970
Bexar County was 3.40 persons per household vs. 3.11
for the U. S. Bexar County and San Antonio also
averaged more persons per household than the other
major urban areas in Texas and the State as a whole.
The difference was great enough by 1970 that Tarrant
County had almost as many households as Bexar County,
despite a significantly lower population. Table III
below details the relative average household sizes
for 1950-70.

TABLE III

AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZES
IN PERSONS PER HOUSEHOLD

YEAR U.S. TEXAS BEXAR HARRIS DALLAS TARRANT
1950 3.38 3.40 3.55 3.27 3.19 3.18
1960 3.29 3.36 3.58 3.35 3.23 3.23
1970 3.11 3.17 3.40 3.19 3.11 3.12

SOURCE U.S. CENSUS BUREAU
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Changes in the population during any period can be
analyzed with respect to three basic components -
births, deaths, and migration. The total numerical
change in the Bexar County and San Antonio population
for the periods 1950-60 and 1960-70 are disaggre-
gated in Table IV which follows:

TABLE IV

COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE
1950-60 1960-70

BEXAR COUNTY TOTAL +186,691 +143,309

BIRTHS 190,398 181,808
DEATHS 46,015 51,660

NET MIGRATION +42,308 + 13,161
SAN ANTONIO TOTAL +179,276 + 66,435

BIRTHS 152,252 150,023

DEATHS 36,130 45,704

NET MIGRATION + 63,144 - 37,884
SOURCE: U S CENSUS BUREAU

TEXAS STATE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

METROPOLITAN HEALTH DISTRICT
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING DIVISION

Among the components of population change, the major
difference between the two periods was in net migra-
tion, which fell off sharply for Bexar County, and
precipitously for San Antonio, while births and deaths
remained approximately constant. The natural increase
of the population alone would have produced substan-
tial gains in the population of both County and City.
For the latter, the large net out-migration from 1960-
70 can partially be explained as dispersal of City
residents to developments outside of the City limits.

The total birth rate in Bexar County and San Antonio
has been generally declining since the early 1950's.
The area birth rate has been consistently higher than
the overall rate for the U. S., for Texas, and for the
other major urban areas of Texas. For example, the birth
rate in 1970 for Texas was 20.6 (annual births per 1,000
total population), and 23.9 for San Antonio.
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Among the various racial and ethnic groups in Bexar
County and San Antonio, the birth rate is highest among
Mexican-Americans, but not significantly so in recent
years. During the 1950's the Mexican-American birth
rate was extremely high, reaching 44.9 in 1956 (for San
Antonio) but since has declined steadily to a low of 26.0
in 1967, and 26.3 in 1972. The Black birth rate has like-
wise decreased from high levels in the 1950's to very low
rates in recent years, well below the average for the City.
The Anglo rate has remained fairly steady over the past
twenty years, reaching a low of 15.9 in 1965, but rising
to 16.8 in 1972. The graph below, Figure X, traces the
trends of birth and death rates for San Antonio from 1950
to the present.

FIGURE X
BIRTH AND DEATH RATES, SAN ANTONIO
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The total number of deaths in Bexar County and San
Antonio has been rising slowly and steadily over the
years as the population has grown, but the rate today
is only slightly higher than it was in 1950. The area
death rate is lower than the overall rate for Texas
and substantially lower than the national rate. This
phenomenon can probably be explained by the younger
population in Bexar County and San Antonio, as de-
scribed earlier in this report.

Among racial and ethnic groups, the Mexican-American
death rate has declined from a level equal to the
overall average for San Antonio to an extremely low
rate of 5.2 (deaths per 1,000 total population) in
1972, compared with 7.7 for the entire City. Again,
the low death rate stems from the very young age
structure of the Mexican-American population in San
Antonio. The death rate for Blacks in the City has
decreased over the years from a high of 11.9 in 1952
to 8.3 in 1972, still slightly above the City rate.
The Anglo death rate has risen steadily since the
1950's, reaching 11.1 in 1972, far above the average
rate for the City. This increase can be at least par-
tially explained by the sizeable out-migration of young
Anglos from the area, and particularly from the City,
leaving a much older population with its higher death
rate. This subject will be probed in greater depth in
the next section.

Bexar County and San Antonio, as a great center of
military activities, have for many years had a rela-
tively mobile population. During periods of great net
in-migration to the area, such as 1950-60, the County
had a substantially higher ratio of in-migrants to the
total population than Texas as a whole. Although the
level of in-migration dropped during the 1960-70 period,
this ratio was still as high as that for Texas, and
higher in migrants from other states. (See Table A-ll
in the Appendix for the breakdowns of mobility for the
1970 population).
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The net migration figures themselves for Bexar
County show a moderate subsiding from the 1950-60
to the 1960-70 period. Explanations for the decline
include a tapering off of the great rural-to-urban
tide, an increase in the lure of Houston and Dallas
to young adults because of rapidly expanding job
opportunities there, and vicissitudes in Federal
civilian and military jobs in Bexar County. Young
persons still flocked into the County, but slightly
older (age 25-34) persons were leaving in substantial
numbers, accompanied by their young families. This
is an age likely to relocate for better employment
conditions. The inference to be gained from these
observations, and from Figure XI below, is that
Bexar County and San Antonio act as a temporary
stop-over on a larger (and perhaps longer term)
migration from rural or small town to the State's
largest metropolitan areas, a process occurring over
a generation or more.

FIGURE XI

TOTAL NET MIGRATION , BEXAR COUNTY , 1960-70
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For Bexar County, the earlier analysis of racial
and ethnic composition and of age structure implies
that much of the decline in the net migration during
the 1960-70 decade was accounted for by a heavy net
out-migration of Anglos from the County, more than
offset by a very high net in-migration of Mexican-
Americans. Generally, the out-migration of the
Anglos tended to be young adults, leaving an older
Anglo population in the area (and particularly in
the City), while the in-migration of the Mexican-
Americans tended to be young adults with children.

Specifically, the Anglo out-migration was consis-
tently heavy through all age groups but strongest
among children and young adults. There was a
single exception in the 15-24 age group of males,
which showed a large net in-migration, possibly
an aberration caused by different enumeration proced-
ures in the 1970 Census for military personnel, as
opposed to the 1960 Census. The total net out-
migration of Anglos from Bexar County during the
decade amounted to -33,808.

The large Mexican-American net in-migration during
that period totalled +43,134, and was uniformly strong
through all ages, except for the 20-24 age group of
males. This exception probably indicates a higher
out-migration of young Mexican-American adults seek-
ing employment opportunities, partially offsetting
the in-migration of those ages. The Mexican-American
net in-migration was strongest in the categories of
children and adults in the child-rearing ages. There
was a moderate net in-migration of Blacks during the
1960's, totalling +3,835. The net in-migration was
uniform through all ages and both sexes, except for
young adult males, for whom there was a net out-
migration.

Figure XII depicts the age and sex breakdowns of the
1960-70 net migration for each racial and ethnic group.

19



FIGURE XII

NET MIGRATION BY RACIAL / ETHNIC GROUP
BEXAR COUNTY, 1960-70
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An important component of the population in Bexar
County and San Antonio has always been the number
of military personnel attached to area military
installations. In addition, the importance of
civilian jobs on the bases makes that statistic
critical to analysis of the area economy and its
effect on population.

The military strength has fluctuated within a rela-
tively narrow range subsequent to World War II.
Since 1957, when aggregate statistics have been
maintained, the total number of military personnel
at Bexar County installations has risen and fallen
frequently, peaking at 55,913 in 1961, at 56,196
in 1967, and at 55,957 in 1969, and reaching lows
of 49,441 in 1959, of 47,044 in 1965, and of 46,278
in 1972. A moderate build-up at the height of the
Vietnam War has apparently disappeared, and the
present trend is downward, although a bottom may
have been reached or be near. The largest single
unit of military personnel is at Lackland Air Force
Base, a basic training facility, and the sizes range
down to a few hundred specialists at the hospitals.

Civilian employment at the military bases has fluc-
tuated similarly, hitting a low of 30,339 in 1960
and a peak of 39,631 in 1969. At the present,
civilian employment is also tapering off somewhat,
as the bases cut back their military forces. Most
of the civilian personnel are employed at Kelly Air
Force Base (23,065 out of a 1972 total of 34,216).
The present civilian figures represent the results
of extensive consolidation of functions by the mili-
tary services in recent years, making the employment
levels more stable than ever.

The following graph, Figure XIII, shows the annual
military and civilian personnel strengths at Bexar
County bases since 1957.
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FIGURE XIII

PERSONNEL STATISTICS FOR MILITARY BASES
BEXAR COUNTY
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Miscellaneous Characteristics
It is appropriate to conclude this section with a
brief note on reliability of U. S. Census data for
Bexar County and San Antonio. The Census Bureau has
admitted an under-enumeration of 2.5 per cent national-
ly for 1970. This figure is thought to be much higher
in urban areas and among minority groups, but it is im-
possible to estimate the extent of the undercount locally.

The problem of obtaining an accurate population figure is
further complicated in San Antonio because of the pre-
sumed presence of a number of illegal aliens, as well
as a sizeable number of migrants and other types of
seasonal residents. The number of the illegal aliens
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in the area cannot be estimated in any reliable
manner, although Federal officials have stated that
as many as 10,000 could be arriving each year.*
This figure, however, does not allow for any es-
timate of the total number resident in San Antonio
at any point in time. The situation is more organ-
ized with regard to migrants, since schools and
other organizations provide services to them. One
program official estimated that some 12,000 migrants
live in Bexar County, usually for six months every
year.** Other types of seasonal residents of the area
are almost impossible to survey accurately.

The implications of the presence of a significant
number of uncounted residents of the County and
City are important to recognize. It is probable
that more persons reside in San Antonio than the
Census figures presented in this report indicate;
some estimates of the total additional persons range
as high as 100,000 for certain seasons of the year.
Therefore, the public and private businesses and in-
stitutions of the area are actually serving more
people than official figures report. Present and
future service levels must reflect the true situa-
tion, even if the magnitudes cannot be quantified.

* According to the deputy director of the San Antonio
office of the Immigration and Naturalization Service,

as reported in the San Antonio News, January 30, 1973.

** Reported by the program coordinator of the EODC
Migrant Project in San Antonio as an estimate for the

winter of 1972-73.
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II. PROJECTIONS & FORECASTS

Ihe Art ot forecasting

Any forecasting of conditions at a point in the
future is risky business. This is particularly
true of population forecasting, which is subject to
a multitude of uncertainties in social, economic
and environmental factors and in human behavior
patterns. Nevertheless, it is essential that the
best possible analytic efforts be used to estimate
population levels and composition in future years
for purposes of planning for the goods and services
required by people.

This need is particularly strong in the case of a
metropolitan area, such as Bexar County and San
Antonio. There are many agencies in the area whose
levels of service and output are directly linked to
the magnitude and composition of the population.
More and more their capital investments are in large
units that require years of advance preparation before
activation. Systematic operating procedures necessi-
tate long-range manpower and budget planning. Further-
more, the increasing volume of Federal and State aid
to local areas is allocated at least partially on the
basis of present and future population levels.

The many agencies both public and private that need
population forecasts are a diverse lot: utility
companies need future population forecasts in order
to estimate service demand levels years in advance,
possibly for a new generating plant; school dis-
tricts need advance indications of increases (or
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decreases) in school-age population in order to
step up or cut back school building construction
and teacher recruitment; private businessmen re-
quire population forecasts to estimate demand for
their products and services.

Consequently, as public and private operations be-
come more and more future-oriented and increasingly
utilize planning tools, the need for reliable popu-
lation forecasts becomes greater and greater. It
is this need for Bexar County and San Antonio that
the Comprehensive Planning Division is attempting
to address with this report. In order that the
forecasts presented be as useful as possible to
citizens of the area, this section will document
the model, methodology, and assumptions utilized
in the preparation of the projections. As a re-
sult, the basis for the conclusions hopefully will
be clear to all, and a consensus forecast evolve
from this effort.

forecasting techniques

Most population forecasts are based almost entirely
on analysis of past trends: this is true because
no hard data can exist for the future. The sim-
plest extrapolations of the past projected into
the future are linear trend projections based on
growth rates determined from recent census data.
The most complex involve sophisticated analysis of
many factors related to population and linked by
variable ratios to projections for larger areas.
Both, however, are limited to projecting observed
past trends into the future.

The future, however, does not necessarily resemble
the past; an ideal population forecasting technique
would be based on this fact. Unfortunately, most
attempts to relate population estimation to assumed
future conditions are outright guesswork. A sounder
conceptual approach is to create alternative "futures"
for population, through the use of different scen-
arios of future events concerning as many population-
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related variables as possible. The alternative
futures can set the range of probable occurrence
by developing scenarios of the most extreme fore-
seeable events in the several variables. The
most likely of the alternative futures can be se-
lected as the final forecast.

While this approach does not bring "knowledge" of
the future, it assists in establishing a range of
extremes for, and in analyzing the probabilities
of, future events. It is also highly operational,
because it disaggregates future events into quan-
tifiable variables and then builds them up again
into complete alternative futures.

One advanced application of this future-oriented
technique is the computer simulation of an area's
economy, using as inputs a myriad of social, eco-
nomic, environmental, and political factors. Such
a simulation model can be altered in any number of
alternative combinations of variables, each pre-
dicting with great accuracy (based on the inputs)
the population and other characteristics of the
area at points in the future, with clearly defined
cause-effect relationships.

Thp Cnhort -Sirvival Model

Although no such large-scale project was feasible
for San Antonio Comprehensive Planning at the present
time, the same alternative futures approach was util-
ized in the population projections. The technique
for estimating population results for each alternative
was a computerized program of the cohort-survival
model of population dynamics. The great advantages
of the cohort-survival technique are: (1) its focus
on and differentiation of the three major components
of population change--births, deaths, and migration;
and (2) its disaggregation of the whole population
into age and sex categories. These characteristics
permit specific analysis of components of the popu-
lation, and the construction of alternative futures
based on different factor inputs to each.
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The disadvantages are also clear: a reliance on
subjective appraisals of future population compon-
ents in the absence of a related socio-economic
framework, and the lack of rigorous analysis of pop-
ulation-related factors. For Comprehensive Planning,
other advantages include the model's simplicity (in
view of limited resources), its flexibility of fore-
cast revision in the future as updated input data
become available, and its disaggregation potential
not only for age and sex categories, but also ethnic
and geographic sub-divisions.

The model itself projects a base year population
forward in age/sex-specific cohorts by five-year
periods. The basic formula for each cohort is:

P( 1 9 7 5 )P ( 1 9 7 0 )+B( 1 9 7 0 - 7 5 )-D( 1 9 7 0 - 7 5 )+M( 1 9 7 0 - 7 5 )

where: P = Population
B = Births
D = Deaths
M = Net Migration

Figure XIV on the next page illustrates the model as
a flow chart for the first five-year period. The
remainder of the periods are reiterations of the
first, each time using the new population as the base.

The base year population is the 1970 U. S. Census for
Bexar County and San Antonio. The death rates are
based on actual 1969-71 deaths, adjusted by trends in
the future from life expectancy tables. Birth rates
likewise are based on actual 1969-71 data, adjusted in
future periods according to varying assumptions regard-
ing local fertility. Migration is entered into the
model in absolute numbers of net migrants per five-
year period (not by rates) and is based on varying assump-
tions concerning the future patterns of migration.

The following paragraphs detail the alternative futures
of mortality, fertility, and migration that were tested
during the course of this project, the rationale under-
lying each, and the projections that were finally se-
lected as most probable to occur.
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FIGURE XIV

COHORT-SURVIVAL PROJECTION MODEL
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Although deaths are one of the three major compo-
nents of population change, the subject of mor-
tality is not discussed in detail here. There is
widespread agreement that, barring an unpredictable
major breakthrough in disease prevention, only minute
decreases in death rates can be expected over the
next twenty years. Consequently, the mortality trend
used in the cohort survival model for Bexar County
and San Antonio (actually a survival rate, the oppo-
site of a mortality rate) was based on slightly
rising life expectancy at birth, according to U.S.
Census Bureau national forecasts. The Death Correc-
tion Factor was a trend line projected in inverse
proportion to the increases in life expectancy at
birth, starting from the actual death rates re-
corded in Bexar County and San Antonio in 1969-71.

terwiity

The general fertility rate, defined as the annual
number of births per thousand women aged 15-44 years,
has been considerably higher in Bexar County since
1950 than nationally, statewide, or in other major
urban areas of Texas. The fertility rate is a more
accurate reflection of reproductive trends than the
birth rate because it is based only on the numbers
of women in child-bearing ages (whereas the birth
rate includes also males, children, and older females).
Figure XV provides a comparison of fertility rates
among Bexar County, Texas, and the United States for
the period of 1950 to 1970.
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FIGURE XV
GENERAL FERTILITY RATES
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The Bexar County fertility rate dropped very sharply
between 1960 and 1965, but declined much more slowly
from 1965 through 1971. The fertility rate for 1972
decreased substantially again. The Bexar County
rate has fallen further and faster than the national
or the state rate, but is still considerably higher
than either. The differential can perhaps be par-
tially explained by the relatively high fertility
of Mexican-American women as an overall ethnic group,
the highest of any major ethnic group in the United
States.* Mexican-American women in the fertile age

* U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Reports,
Series P-20, No. 226, November, 1971, "Fertility
Variations by Ethnic Origin: November, 1969."
The report also states that the Mexican-American
fertility appears to be sensitive to income, indicat-
ing that the high fertility levels can be at least
partially attributed to low incomes.
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groups (15-44 years) constitute almost 47 per cent
of all women in those age groups in the County, more
than in other urban areas in Texas. The high fer-
tility therefore has a marked impact on Bexar County
birth levels. Table V below shows the fertility
rates in the County for 1970 by racial and ethnic group.

TABLE V

FERTILITY RATES BY RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP
BEXAR COUNTY, 1970

GROUP % FERTILE FEMALES 1  FERTILITY RATE 1

MEXICAN AMERICAN 46.8 121.0
BLACKS/ 8.0 91.1
ANGLO 45.2 93.9

TOTAL 100.0 106.4

_/PERCENT OF ALL FEMALES 15-44 YEARS OF AGE.

2/ ANNUAL BIRTHS PER 1,000 FEMALES 15-44 YEARS OF AGE.

3INCLUDES"OTHER NON WHITE', WHICH TOTALS 1.3% OF FERTILE FEMALES.

SOURCE: METROPOLITAN HEALTH DISTRICT

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING DIVISION

The Mexican-American fertility rate has fallen con-
siderably since 1960 (it was 176.1 in 1960 in San
Antonio), but is still well above that of the Anglo
and Black women locally. Explanations for this high
level of fertility in Mexican-American women as an
overall group focus on the rural backgrounds of
many younger members of the group. Rural orienta-
tions, through poverty, culture, and isolation,
are associated with high fertility throughout the
world. Population theory generally maintains that
when a high fertility group is reached by such phe-
nomena as birth control, working women, decline in
religion, unfashionability of large families, and
higher incomes, the fertility rates will plummet
to levels approaching those in the larger society.

An analogous impact of the urban society on the
Mexican-American fertility rate is likely to be
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slower and less severe. Some of the effects have
been operative for many years, and will continue
to become more and more prominent--a gradual rather
than a sudden impact: incomes will continue to
creep upward; young women who have entered the labor
force in large numbers will be more likely to want
fewer children than their mothers and to return to
the labor force at an early (or earlier) point;
saturation campaigns of birth control will increas-
ingly reach their targets; more and more young persons
of both sexes will be exposed to and adopt non-tradition-
alist societal values--including a decline in the im-
portance of family and children.

To a certain extent, these factors will tend to be
offset by a continuing in-flow of rural persons
into Bexar County and San Antonio, both as part of
a general rural-urban migration and as a result of
immigration from Mexico. The newcomers will carry
the high fertility characteristics far more so than
existing residents, and the same decreasing fertility
process will gradually affect them.

Dramatic declines in the Black and Anglo fertility
rates have also been responsible for the overall
decrease in the Bexar County rates since 1960. The
Black rate is far lower than the national Black fer-
tility rate, and is the lowest of all racial and
ethnic groups locally. The Anglo fertility rate in
Bexar County is substantially higher than its national
rate, but has been falling steadily for many years.
Both the Black and the Anglo fertility are expected
to continue to decrease slowly in the future.

In the Planning Department cohort-survival model, an
overall general fertility rate (including all racial
and ethnic groups) was utilized throughout. Tech-
nically, trend projections of overall fertility for
years in the future were converted to a periodic basis
(i.e. 1970-75, 1975-80, etc.) and then calculated as
percentage changes from a base Birth Correction Factor
(BCF). The base BCF, for 1965-70, was actually .9030,
and represents an adjustment for (a) deaths to infants
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prior to the end of the five-year period of their
birth, and (b) deaths to women in the fertile age
groups during that interval. The BCF for 1975,
therefore, is either higher or lower than that of
1970 by the calculated percentage difference.

Six different trend series were used to calculate
these percentage changes in the BCF: three based
on U.S. Census Bureau projection series and three
created for this project to reflect local Bexar
County and San Antonio phenomena more closely.
The general fertility rates for the various pro-
jection series are illustrated in Figure XVI below.

FIGURE XVI

FERTILITY RATE PROJECTIONS
BEXAR COUNTY
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Of the six fertility series tested in the popula-
tion projections, the Local Series L-2 was selected
as most probable for Bexar County and San Antonio
conditions in the future. It is characterized by
slowly but steadily declining fertility for the
entire projection period.

Census Series C was rejected because of its rising
fertility. Census Series D was rejected because its
rates increase slightly from 1975-85, the years when
local conditions in Bexar County indicate substan-
tial decreases. The third Census Series, E, begins
the projection period in the years 1970-75 with a
sharp drop in fertility which data already in hand
from 1970 and 1971 tend to dispute. Local Series
L-l carries out the approximate regularity of the
decreases expected in the local fertility rates,
but is too gradual. Local Series L-3 also has the
regular decline most likely, but is perhaps slightly
too rapid in its decreases. This series rates a
strong second choice to L-2 for purposes of this
population projection.

m igr atiUi

The factor of migration was included directly in
the cohort-survival projection program, in the form
of age/sex-specific absolute numbers of net migrants
for each five-year period. No rates of migration are
involved. In some ways, this use of absolute numbers
is cumbersome and unrealistic; but it does facilitate
creation of scenarios differentially affecting com-
ponents of the population and is well-adapted to the
wide fluctuations in migration possible for such
components.

Although migration is generally responsive to large
and long-term trends in economics, society, and
culture, on any localized or age-specific level,
migration can be variable and unpredictable in the
extreme. The use of scenarios incorporating
assumptions regarding social and economic conditions
can provide the most systematic manner of hazarding

35



guesses on the future migration patterns; the ab-
solute number migration matrices grant the greatest
flexibility in doing so.

As described in the first section of this report,
the net in-migration into Bexar County during the
1960's declined significantly from the 1950-60 decade.
Ethnically, a heavy net in-migration of Mexican-
Americans offset a slightly less heavy net out-
migration of Anglos from the County.

The age and sex breakdown of the 1960-70 net migration
tended to promote economic factors as the prime de-
terminants of the migration patterns (see Figures XI
and XII on pages 18 and 20). The inferences to be
drawn from these data would tend to indicate that an
increase and up-grading in employment opportunities
in Bexar County would act to retain many of the out-
migrants, while at the same time remaining as a magnet
for rural and small town migrants. The chief question
then becomes one of assessing future economic condi-
tions in Bexar County and San Antonio.

Through 1972, economic indicators are generally posi-
tive. The area employment is rising rapidly and un-
employment is declining. Construction starts are ex-
panding, and new plant locations are increasing. In
the longer range future, certain categories of in-
dustries are likely to expand greatly, with the re-
sultant multiplier effects throughout the economy.
The Medical and Professional Services sector is pro-
jected to more than double in employment numbers in
Bexar County by 1990. Meanwhile, a new employment
generator, the University of Texas at San Antonio,
is scheduled to have upwards of 30,000 students by
1990. These rapidly expanding sectors of the local
economy are likely to foster overall growth despite a
discouraging outlook for new plant locations in other
industrial sectors (according to a recently released
Chamber of Commerce survey), and despite the expected
stabilization of military and civilian employment levels
in the area. Employment projections by industry for
Bexar County are detailed in Figure XVII on the next page.
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FIGURE XVII

EMPLOYMENT FORECASTS, BEXAR COUNTY
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For the projections, six different scenarios of fu-
ture migration were tested, ranging from high levels
of in-migration reflecting economic boom to a moderate
level of out-migration reflecting severe economic ad-
versity. The six scenarios were based on differing
degrees of optimism or pessimism regarding the follow-
ing premises: (1) steadily increasing employment
opportunities, led by such magnets as the University
of Texas at San Antonio and the medical services in-
dustry; (2) high levels of defense spending in the
area; (3) strong youth (particularly Mexican-
American) rural-to-urban migration; (4) considerable
out-migration of young adults to Houston and Dallas;
(5) development of Bexar County as a retirement area;
(6) some large corporate and research and develop-
ment facility locations here; (7) continued north-
to-southwest interstate migration; and (8) moderate
immigration from Mexico.

The A Level migration scenario assumed all of the above
premises, with special emphasis on accelerating em-
ployment opportunities and industrial locations.
This level approximates the actual 1950-60 flow of
net in-migration to Bexar County. The B Level assumed
most of the same premises, but with fewer industrial
locations here and a lesser degree of retirement de-
velopment.

The C Level scenario reflected the imminent phasing
down of Kelly Air Force Base for military and civilian
employment. This situation would cause direct and
indirect effects, which are immediate in their impact
on the economy, but delayed and muted in affecting
population movements. The analogous case of Boeing
layoffs in Seattle a few years ago - in which over
15 percent of the area labor force was idled - in-
dicated that even economic disaster drives few
residents away in the short run. The C Level scenario
also called for limited economic recovery by 1985,
and rapid expansion after that.

The D Level was based on moderate employment growth,
the absence of corporate relocations and lower levels
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of defense expenditures, but continuing rural-to-ur-
ban youth in-migration, considerable out-migration
of young adults to larger cities, and a small degree
of retirement development. This level approximates
the actual 1960-70 rate of net in-migration to Bexar
County. The E Level was a constant zero matrix, with
in-migration exactly offsetting out-migration for all
age/sex groups. The F Level scenario resulted in an
overall net out-migration of modest proportions,
representing what was considered to be the worst
foreseeable economic and social circumstances for
the area. These circumstances would include negative
assumptions on all of the eight premises listed above.
The total net migration for each of the levels A through
F for the projection period is depicted in Table VI below.

TABLE VI

TOTAL NET MIGRATION PROJECTIONS
BEXAR COUNTY,1970-1990

MIGRATION LEVEL

PERIOD A B C D E F

1970-75 26,650 18,260 9,630 9,410 0 -5,000
1975-80 26,650 20,210 0 10,510 0 -5,000
1980-85 26 , 650 18,410 10,870 10,600 0 -5,000
1985-90 26,650 20,420 20,420 11,770 0 -5,000

SOURCE: COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING DIVISION

The D Level of migration was selected as most appro-
priate to the conditions anticipated as most probable
for Bexar County over the projection period. Its
moderate in-migration characteristics reflect a
somewhat conservatively optimistic view of economic
conditions in the present and coming decades. The net
in-migration to Bexar County fell off considerably
during the 1960's to levels not foreseen in the booming
1950's. The reasons for this decrease centered on a
declining rural-urban flow, a couple of economic re-
cessions, the vicissitudes of Federal expenditures
locally, and an incipient out-migration flow to the
larger Texas metropolitan centers.
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The economic future, however, appears moderately
favorable. Diversification and attraction of
glamor industries (education, instruments manufacture,
medical services, research and development), along
with evidence of stabilization in Defense expenditures
(headquarters designations, consolidation of functions
at Kelly, etc.), point to a more stable economy.

Bexar County should remain a destination for a moder-
ate amount of net in-migration, perhaps higher than
the levels of the 1960-70 decade, but realistic
prognostication leaves no reason to expect very high
levels of net in-migration such as Houston and Dallas/
Fort Worth have experienced. The D Level approxi-
mates the 1960-70 net migration for Bexar County and
rises slightly from there, but never approaches the
1950-60 levels. It is the best estimate of the re-
action of migration flows to probable economic and
social conditions. The full D Level migration matrix
that was input into the population projection is re-
produced in the Appendix in Table A-18.

Bexar County Projections
The actual projections of the Bexar County popula-
tion based on various combinations of the fertility
and migration scenarios produced a surprisingly
narrow range of possibilities. According to these
projections, the lowest 1990 total population for
Bexar County would be 1,034,890, and the highest
total 1,268,099. The range is portrayed graphically
in Figure XVIII on the following page.
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FIGURE XVIII

POPULATION PROJECTION RANGE
BEXAR COUNTY
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The lowest projection is based on rapidly falling
fertility and a moderate net out-migration from Bexar
County (E Fertility and F Migration). The highest
projection assumes rising fertility and a net in-
migration equivalent to the 1950-60 level (C Fertility
and A Migration). The projection selected as the most
likely for Bexar County was generally in the middle
of the established range, based on the L-2 (moderately
declining) fertility series and the D migration
(slowly rising from 1960-70) level.
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The selected projection thus represents an aggre-
gate of the events on which the L-2 fertility and the
D migration are based, as described earlier in this
section. The total population forecast from this
projection for Bexar County through 1990 is presented
below:*

1970 (census) 830,460
1975 904,089
1980 985,681
1985 1,067,837
1990 1,146,470

City of San Antonio Projections
The description earlier in this section of the pro-
jection assumptions in mortality, fertility, and mi-
gration were utilized in developing the population
forecasts for Bexar County. The County has the
characteristics of an open region with fixed boundaries
for which such analysis and projection techniques
are applicable.

The same conditions do not hold for the City of San
Antonio. Although affected by all the same trends in
very much the same degree as Bexar County, the City
has corporate limits which are not fixed; indeed,
the boundaries move quite frequently (as in most large
Texas cities). This fact does not change mortality
and fertility, but it renders normal migration esti-
mation almost useless. The process of annexation is
irregular and unpredictable, but very significant in
its impact on net migration. In the cohort-survival
method of population projection, annexed persons can
only be counted as in-migrants. The effect of annexa-
tion, therefore, offsets even the most carefully ana-
lyzed migration due to socio-economic factors.

* Although the numbers are presented in all digits

as received from the computer, they are estimates

and make no pretentions of accuracy to the last person.
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Consequently, the Bexar County forecasts are based
on the analysis of factors affecting population
change, as described in preceding sections, while
the City of San Antonio forecasts are based pri-
marily on an assumed regular annexation policy and
pegged as a moving percentage of the Bexar County
figures. The mortality and fertility rates were
calculated separately for the City, although they
differ only slightly from the County rates. The
mortality trends follow the same assumptions on
life expectancy, and fertility trends into the
future projection periods are part of the same L-2
series chosen for Bexar County.

Only the migration is significantly different from
that used in the Bexar County projections. San
Antonio during the 1960-70 decade experienced a
net out-migration numbering a total of 37,884.
Although annexation was substantial during the
decade, very few people were brought into the City
by the annexation directly. Growth that subsequently
occurred in the primarily undeveloped annexed tracts
was not recorded as migration from the City, and thus
probably held down the total net out-migration figure.
Most of what net out-migration did take place was
movement out of the City into incorporated and un-
incorporated areas of the County not annexed by San
Antonio. The large catch-up" annexation of 1972
included most of these intra-county out-migrants,
and brought the population of San Antonio back into
line with that of the County.

The future of annexation is difficult to predict.
The continued expansion of the City limits is certain,
but the pace and regularity is totally dependent on
policy of future City Councils (and to some extent on
the continuation of existing State laws on municipal
annexation). In this population projection for the
City of San Antonio, it is assumed that a vigorous
and regular annexation policy will be followed, cover-
ing all developed or developing unincorporated sub-
divisions contiguous to existing City limits. This
assumption implies a level of annexation no higher,
and no lower, than the average annual annexation
experienced since 1950. This i a reasonable assumption
that will afford good accuracy over the long run.
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The problem lies in the potential for large error at
any one point in time at the end of a projection
period, when actual annexation could be running well
ahead of, or well behind, the expected level accord-
ing to an assumed regular schedule. This situation
actually occurred at the time of the Census in 1970.
The problem cannot be avoided in this type of popu-
lation forecasting within City limits. In these
projections, the only alternative -- assumption of
regular annexation -- will be followed. The major
exception is the large annexation of 1972, which is
accepted as a starting point for the assumption of
regular annexation.

The other important assumptions utilized in the pro-
jection were that for the projection period there would
be no substantial changes in: (1) the number of incor-
porated municipalities in Bexar County; (2) State annex-
ation enabling legislation; (3) the usage of Federally-
owned land in Bexar County; and (4) powers of govern-
mental jurisdiction formation and consolidation. Such
changes may or may not take place, but the population
forecast for the City of San Antonio can be valid only
under continuation of existing conditions.

Given the above assumptions, the total population fore-
cast for the City of San Antonio for the projection
period through 1990 is summarized as follows:

1970 (census) 654,153
1975 791,370
1980 866,929
1985 940,625
1990 1,012,824

The complete age and sex specific forecasts for Bexar
County and San Antonio are printed in the Appendix
in Tables A-19 and A-20.

The final section of this report examines the signif-
icance of the population forecasts developed and the
implications for demand and service levels dependent
on the forecasts for both Bexar County and San Antonio.
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III. CONCLUSIONS

The population of Bexar County and San Antonio is
expected to continue to increase through the year
1990. The size of the projected growth is moderate,
but reflects generally optimistic views concerning
the economic outlook in the area. The total pro-
jected numerical increase for Bexar County of 316,010
between 1970 and 1990 signifies a gradual decline in
the fertility rate and a levelling off of net migra-
tion. The growth rate will spare this metropolitan
area the agonies of rapid and uncontrollable expansion,
as experienced in the "super-cities" of Texas. The
growth of the San Antonio area should permit the develop-
ment of the amenities of a million-person metropolis,
without some of the drawbacks of runaway growth.

Other Projections

The Comprehensive Planning Division population forecasts
represent one of several efforts at population pro-
jection carried out recently by public agencies locally.
Other projects have been conducted by the City Water
Board (by consultants), the Alamo Area Council of Gov-
ernments (AACOG), and the Population Research Center
(PRC) of the University of Texas at Austin (for the
State). All of these have been aimed at the County
rather than the City. Figure XIX shows these pro-
jections for Bexar County for the period 1970 to 1990.
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FIGURE XIX
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The Comprehensive Planning forecasts for total popu-
lation in Bexar County fall in the upper end of the
range of the agency projections. The other projec-
tions are based on different methodologies and differ-
ent assumptions. The City Water Board consultants
used trend projections for their high estimate. This
method and similar rate-of-increase trending have been
utilized by other consultants in recent years for even
higher estimates for Bexar County for 1990.

The AACOG projections used two different methodologies:
one, the higher, a ratio of the County population to
that of the Bureau of Economic Analysis (Department
of Commerce) region, for which projections into the
future are available; and, second, the lower, a sim-
plified AACOG cohort-survival model, without alternative
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futures. The PRC methodology -- ratio-correlation
with hierarchical groupings -- relates symptomatic
variables (births, deaths, automobile and voter
registration, and school enrollment) to civilian
population for the County, then the County ratio to the
State, and the State to Census Bureau projections
for it; the higher and lower projections differ only
in fertility level assumptions.

The Comprehensive Planning forecasts for Bexar County
are higher than the AACOG and PRC projections essen-
tially because of higher assumptions regarding net
migration; the fertility levels (i.e., steadily de-
clining) are generally the same. These forecasts
thus reflect relative optimism concerning the con-
tinuation into the future of the past experience of
net in-migration into the area.

Future Population Characteristics

Many changes in the composition of the population of
Bexar County and San Antonio can be inferred from the
forecasts as presented in this report. A major set of
changes will be triggered by a markedly different age
structure of the population by 1990. The population
profiles in Figure XX show the evolving changes decade
by decade.
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AGE PROFILES
FIGURE XX

OF POPULATION, BEXAR
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The large cohorts of children born between 1955 and
1965 will move along through the age groups over the
years neither preceded nor followed by any similar
group. As this age group finishes school, there
will be at least a temporary plunge in the number of
children enrolled in area schools. Also when the
large group completes its education, the job market
will be flooded at the bottom; already this is be-
ginning to occur. Another bulge in the births (and
subsequently in school-age children) will be entering
as offspring of the previously mentioned age groups
by 1975-80, causing a second wave in school enrollment.

Meanwhile, the number of senior citizens will be
increasing rapidly, almost doubling from 1970 to 1990.
The majority of this growth in the older age groups
will be in women, who already outnumber men in the
elderly ages by 3-to-2. With greater percentages
of senior citizens in the population, a higher pro-
portion of the total population will be non-productive
(i.e., out of the labor force) due to age, but may be
more active than at present. In any event, more ex-
tensive public services could be required.

Although no specifics were generated on the 1990
racial and ethnic composition of the Bexar County
population, it is clear from the extrapolation of
past trends embodied in the fertility and migration
assumptions that the Mexican-American population will
continue to rise much faster than the population as
a whole. To a large extent, the levels of fertility
and migration reflected in the final population fore-
casts are based on a continuing predominance of Mexican-
American births and net in-migration. The latter, in
turn, is predicated on the continued growth in employ-
ment opportunities, as well as social amenities, in
Bexar County. As a result, if the forecasts are
accurate, the percentage of Mexican-Americans in the
population can only continue to grow.

The Black population will increase steadily but
moderately through 1990, due to its low fertility rate
and modest net in-migration. The rate of growth of
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the Anglo population will be higher than the neg-
ligible rate of 1960-70, but, given the low fer-
tility rate and the continuing exodus of the young,
the overall change will not be great.

As for other characteristics of the Bexar County
population in the future, the household size should
drop further to reflect lower family size as a result
of lower fertility. The mobility of the Bexar County
population should remain lower than the average for
Texas, except for the military personnel stationed in
the area.

The size of the military presence in Bexar County,
unlike the civilian population, is impossible to
project, but it is likely to stabilize as greater
consolidation and automation of military functions
occurs nationwide. The overall population forecasts
presented in this report are predicated on continuing
high levels of Defense expenditures in Bexar County,
on which the military strength is based; any decreases
of these expenditures, therefore, from present levels
would indicate a corresponding decline in overall
population.

As a special forecasting case, a few words are in
order regarding the significance of the present
forecasts for the City's population. It is assumed
that a regular and active annexation policy will be
followed, barring any major alterations in State
legislation. If such annexations do in fact take
place, the City by 1990 will encompass almost all
population in Bexar County outside of the twenty
other incorporated municipalities; such is almost
the case in 1973. If City-County consolidation
should occur, then the San Antonio population will
be equal to the forecasts for Bexar County. In the
absence of consolidation, it is not possible to de-
termine the extent of the City limits by 1990; there-
fore, no projection can be made of density of the City
in the future.
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Lack of full, regular annexation not only will
result in a lower population level in 1990 for the
City but also will produce significant variations
in age structure and racial and ethnic composition
between County and City, which are not reflected in
the forecasts presented in this report. For example,
as of 1970, when annexation temporarily lagged, the
City population had proportionally more older persons
and children, and more Mexican-Americans, than the
County. Similar differences could be expected in the
future, as deviations from the forecasts in the ab-
sence of full annexation.

The impact of a higher "dependency ratio" (i.e. more
older and young persons in the population) could be
detrimental to the City because Federal revenue-sharing
and State aid are allocated on the basis of total popu-
lation, not public service needs.

L.ONCIUSIOn

The population forecasts and analysis presented in this
report indicate that moderate growth is quite probable
in Bexar County and San Antonio, at least through 1990.
This metropolitan area, however, is no Houston or Dallas,
and is not likely to become one. The "glamor" of a city,
which seems to attract the tides of in-migrants into
urban areas, will be specialized in San Antonio, rather
than more general as in those other metropolises. This
specialization--in military, education, and medicine,
as well as distinctive history and culture--will attract
some persons and not others, leading to a more modest and
more selective type of growth over the years.

As the first volume of what will become the Comprehensive
Plan for San Antonio, this report outlines the most prob-
able magnitude and type of growth in the area over two
decades. The growth is both comprehensible and manage-
able in terms of size and composition. Further studies
and reports will analyze that growth qualitatively, to
the end that the opportunity of maximizing the quality
of life within the specialization that is San Antonio
can be realized.
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TABLE A-2

LAND AREA AND POPULATION DENSITY
OF SAN ANTONIO, 1850-1973

Total Area
in Square Miles

36.0
36.0
36.0
36.0
36.0
36.0
36.0
36.0
36.0
36.0
70.2

161.0
184.0

251.4

Population
per Square Mile

97
229
340
571

1,047
1,481
2,684
4,483
6,440
7,052
5,818
3,650
3,555
2,987

1/ Estimated as of April 1, 1973

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Comprehensive Planning Division

TABLE A-3

POPULATION DENSITY OF MAJOR TEXAS CITIES, 1930-70

r------- Population per Square Mile ------- ,

Year San Antonio Houston Dallas Fort Worth

1950 5,818 3,846 3,669 2,904
1960 3,650 2,923 2,676 2,578
1970 3,555 2,841 3,179 1,919

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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1850
1860
1870
1880
1890
1900
1910
1920
1930
1940
1950
1960
1970
1973



TABLE A-4

RACIAL AND ETHNIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POPULATION,
BEXAR COUNTY AND SAN ANTONIO, 1950-70

Bexar County

Mexican- Other
American Black Anglo Non-Whitel/

Year No. % No. % No. % No. %

1950 176,877 35.4 32,220 6.4 290,353 58.0 1,010 0.2

1960 257,090 37.4 45,314 6.6 382,666 55.7 2,081 0.3

1970 376,027 45.3 56,394 6.8 388,822 46.8 9,217 1.1

City of San Antonio

Mexican- utner
American Black An lo Non-White1 /

Year No. % No. % No. % No. %

1950 160,420 39.3 28,495 7.0 218,677 53.5 850 0.2

1960 243,627 41.4 41,605 7.1 300,870 51.2 1,616 0.3

1970 341,333 52.2 50,041 7.6 256,390 39.2 6,389 1.0

1/ Includes some persons not otherwise reported.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
Comprehensive Planning Division
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TABLE A-5

MEDIAN AGE!' OF THE POPULATION
MAJOR TEXAS COUNTIES, 1950-70

r - - - - - COUNTIES - - - - - --

TOTAL U.S. Texas Bexar Harris Dallas Tarrant

1950 30.2 27.9 26.8 28.8 30.0 29.6
1960 29.5 27.0 24.4 27.1 28.1 27.9
1970 28.1 26.4 24.1 25.7 26.3 26.5

MALE

1950 29.9 27.6 25.4 N.A. N.A. N.A.
1960 28.7 26.1 22.9 27.0 27.4 27.4
1970 27.0 25.2 22.7 25.4 25.7 25.8

FEMALE

1950 30.5 28.2 27.8 N.A. N.A. N.A.
1960 30.3 27.8 26.2 27.3 28.6 28.4
1970 29.6 27.6 25.8 26.1 26.8 27.2

l/ Median age in years.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau



TABLE A-6

AGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE BEXAR COUNTY OyULATION,
BY RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP, 197

Mexican-
Age American Black Anglo
Group Male Female Male Female Male Female

0-4 23,355 23,200 2,730 2,665 13,258 12,315
5-9 26,177 25,115 3,141 3,170 16,396 15,908

10-14 24,422 24,086 3,307 3,272 19,246 18,131
15-19 21,062 21,414 3,571 2,842 23,239 16,693
20-24 13,823 16,899 2,708 2,269 23,738 16,811
25-29 11,629 13,019 1,494 1,730 12,832 12,697
30-34 9,847 11,110 1,266 1,589 9,953 10,825
35-39 9,179 10,336 1,434 1,730 11,029 11,227
40-44 8,943 10,386 1,383 1,755 10,882 12,192
45-49 8,571 9,583 1,371 1,645 11,898 13,766
50-54 5,951 6,819 1,230 1,432 11,648 11,410
55-59 5,765 6,181 1,038 1,284 8,520 9,686
60-64 4,576 5,389 889 1,158 7,348 8,759
65-69 3,544 4,109 643 923 5,250 7,725
70-74 2,341 2,732 499 720 3,887 6,609
75-79 1,437 1,848 320 457 2,741 4,816
80+ 1,251 1,928 250 479 2,394 4,993

TOTAL 181,873 194,154 27,274 29,120 194,259 194,563

1/ Excludes "Other Non-White";
for totals for 1960 and 1970, see Table A-19.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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TABLE A-7

MEDIAN AGE!/ OF THE POPULATION
BY RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP AND SEX,
MAJOR TEXAS COUNTIES, 1970

r--------- COUNTIES ------------

U.S. Texas Bexar Harris Dallas Tarrant

TOTAL 28.1 26.4 24.1 25.7 26.3 26.5
Male 26.8 25.2 22.7 25.4 25.7 25.8

Female 29.3 27.6 25.8 26.1 26.8 27.2

White?/ 28.9 27.1 24.3 26.7 27.3 27.1
Male 27.6 25.9 22.8 26.3 26.7 26.4

Female 30.2 28.2 25.7 27.0 27.9 27.8

Black 22.4 22.6 23.8 22.1 21.3 21.8
Male 21.0 21.5 21.6 21.3 20.3 20.4
Female 23.6 23.6 26.0 22.9 22.3 23.2

Mex-Amer. 20.7 19.3 19.9 19.6 19.7 19.1
Male 20.1 18.7 19.0 19.5 19.3 19.7
Female 21.2 19.9 21.0 19.8 20.0 18.7

1/ Median age in years.
T/ Includes Mexican-Americans and Anglos.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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TABLE A-9

BIRTHS TO SAN ANTONIO AND BEXAR COUNTY RESIDENTS,
BY RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP, 1950-72

SAN ANTONIO

Year Total Mexican-Amer. Black" Anglo
Number Rate2/ Number Rate2/ Number Rate?/ Number Rated

1950 13,285 32.5 6,738 42.0 933 31.7 5,614 25.6
1951 13,734 32.9 7,151 43.6 845 29.1 5,738 25.5
1952 14,093 32.8 7,355 43.5 976 32.5 5,762 24.9
1953 14,431 32.4 7,555 43.4 1,075 34.7 5,801 24.2
1954 14,672 32.2 7,922 44.8 1,074 35.5 5,676 23.1

1955 15,689 30.5 8,260 43.5 1,178 34.6 6,251 21.5
1956 16,041 30.6 8,746 44.9 1,178 34.6 6,117 20.7
1957 16,721 30.8 8,831 41.3 1,320 33.8 6,570 22.7
1958 16,339 29.2 8,664 39.3 1,220 30.2 6,455 21.6
1959 16,114 27.7 8,781 38.2 1,258 30.0 6,075 19.5

1960 15,946 27.1 8,952 36.7 1,208 27.9 5,786 19.2
1961 15,927 26.8 9,070 35.8 1,244 27.9 5,613 18.9
1962 16,007 26.6 9,257 35.2 1,141 24.9 5,609 19.2
1963 15,396 25.3 9,037 33.1 1,137 24.1 5,222 18.2
1964 15,065 24.5 8,962 31.7 1,174 24.2 4,929 17.4

1965 14,044 22.6 8,419 28.8 1,190 23.9 4,435 15.9
1966 14,131 22.5 8,099 26.8 1,106 21.6 4,926 18.0
1967 14,273 22.5 8,121 26.0 1,159 22.1 4,993 18.5
1968 14,231 22.2 8,491 26.4 1,000 18.6 4,740 17.9
1969 15,085 23.3 8,935 26.9 1,095 19.9 5,055 19.4

1970 15,616 23.9 9,381 27.5 1,168 20.7 5,067 19.8
1971 15,634 23.6 9,811 28.1 1,218 21.1 4,605 18.1
1972 14,743 22.1 9,388 26.3 1,109 18.8 4,246 16.8

BEXAR COUNTY

1966 16,315 21.1 8,587 26.1 1,168 20.0 6,560 17.0
1967 16,427 20.9 8,620 25.3 1,225 20.4 6,582 17.0
1968 16,893 21.1 9,061 25.7 1,071 17.3 6,761 17.4
1969 18,153 22.2 9,547 26.2 1,188 18.6 7,418 19.1
1970 18,913 22.8 10,063 26.8 1,294 19.7 7,556 19.4
1971 19,095 22.6 10,686 27.5 1,399 20.7 7,010 18.0
1972 18,021 20.9 10,180 25.5 1,297 18.7 6,544 16.7

1/ Includes "Other Non-White".
2/ Annual number of live births per 1,000 total population.

Source: Metropolitan Health District
Comprehensive Planning Division

60



TABLE A-10

DEATHS TO SAN ANTONIO AND BEXAR COUNTY RESIDENTS,
BY RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP, 1950-72

SAN ANTONIO

Year Total Mexican-Amer. Black!! Anglo
Number Rate?/ Number Rate2/ Number Rate?/ Number Rate?/

1950 3,238 7.9 1,276 8.0 276 9.4 1,681 7.7
1951 3,426 8.2 1,352 8.2 311 10.5 1,758 7.8
1952 3,239 7.5 1,267 7.5 356 11.9 1,616 7.0
1953 3,291 7.2 1,261 7.2 352 11.4 1,678 7.0
1954 3,316 7.3 1,258 7.1 313 9.8 1,745 7.1

1955 3,622 7.0 1,314 6.9 361 10.6 1,947 6.7
1956 3,726 7.1 1,300 6.7 338 9.9 2,088 7.1
1957 4,145 7.6 1,462 6.8 444 11.4 2,239 7.7
1958 4,088 7.3 1,362 6.2 379 9.4 2,347 7.8
1959 4,004 6.9 1,362 5.9 404 9.6 2,238 7.2

1960 4,186 7.1 1,467 6.0 426 9.9 2,293 7.6
1961 4,320 7.3 1,454 5.7 423 9.5 2,443 8.2
1961 4,456 7.4 1,488 5.7 493 10.7 2,475 8.5
1963 4,404 7.2 1,519 5.6 464 9.8 2,421 8.4
1964 4,362 7.1 1,473 5.2 476 9.8 2,413 8.5

1965 4,437 7.1 1,465 5.0 497 10.0 2,475 8.9
1966 4,758 7.6 1,582 5.2 505 9.9 2,671 9.7
1967 4,765 7.5 1,638 5.2 525 10.0 2,602 9.6
1968 4,952 7.7 1,739 5.4 521 9.7 2,692 10.1
1969 4,882 7.5 1,686 5.1 532 9.7 2,664 10.2

1970 4,911 7.5 1,788 5.2 474 8.4 2,649 10.3
1971 4,975 7.5 1,783 5.1 504 8.7 2,688 10.6
1972 5,166 7.7 1,863 5.2 493 8.3 2,810 11.1

BEXAR COUNTY

1966 5,343 6.9 1,668 5.1 523 9.0 3,152 8.2
1967 5,430 6.9 1,724 5.1 542 9.0 3,164 8.2
1968 5,585 7.0 1,833 5.2 534 8.6 3,218 8.3
1969 5,614 6.9 1,788 4.9 548 8.6 3,278 8.4
1970 5,667 6.8 1,892 5.0 494 7.5 3,281 8.4
1971 5,792 6.8 1,877 4.8 527 7.8 3,388 8.7
1972 5,980 6.9 1,971 4.9 518 7.5 3,491 8.9

1/ Includes "Other Non-White".
2/ Annual number of deaths per 1,000 total population.

Source: Metropolitan Health District
Comprehensive Planning Division
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TABLE A-12

TOTAL NET MIGRATION, BEXAR COUNTY
1960-70, BY AGE AND SEX

Age Group!! Male Female Total

0-4 - 2,580 - 2,911 - 5,491
5-9 - 1,382 - 2,082 - 3,464

10-14 + 2,744 + 2,314 + 5,058
15-19 + 7,935 + 1,719 + 9,654
20-24 + 7,286 + 2,495 + 9,781
25-29 - 7,554 + 2,110 - 5,444
30-34 - 6,029 + 857 - 5,172
35-39 + 191 + 1,457 + 1,648
40-44 + 420 + 1,210 + 1,630
45-49 + 703 + 834 + 1,537
50-54 + 711 + 777 + 1,488
55-59 - 81 - 86 - 167

60-64 + 34 + 442 + 476
65-69 - 252 + 271 + 19
70-74 + 369 + 491 + 860
75-79 + 559 - 122 + 437
80 + + 1,574 - 1,263 + 311

TOTAL + 4,648 + 8,513 +13,161

1/ Age at terminal year (1970).

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
Metropolitan Health District
Comprehensive Planning Division
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TABLE A-13

NET MIGRATION, BEXAR COUNTY 1960-70
BY RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP AND AGE AND SEX

Mexican-American Black Anglo

Age Group!/ Male Female Total Hale Female Total Male Female Total

0-4 + 1,004 + 1,318 + 2,322 - 162 - 167 - 329 - 3,422 - 4,062 - 7,484

5-9 + 2,577 + 1,979 + 4,556 + 112 + 200 + 312 - 4,071 - 4,261 - 8,332

10-14 + 3,429 + 3,877 + 7,306 + 371 + 296 + 667 - 1,056 - 1,859 - 2,915

15-19 + 2,410 + 2,617 + 5,027 + 961 + 309 +1,270 + 4,564 - 1,207 + 3,357

20-24 - 2,081 + 657 - 1,424 + 791 + 399 +1,190 + 8,576 + 1,439 +10,015

25-29 + 465 + 1,477 + 1,942 - 756 + 268 - 488 - 7,263 + 365 - 6,898

30-34 + 2,384 + 1,848 + 4,232 - 636 + 110 - 526 - 7,777 - 1,101 - 8,878

35-39 + 1,816 + 1,692 + 3,508 - 19 + 45 + 26 - 1,606 - 280 - 1,886

40-44 + 767 + 1,088 + 1,855 + 66 + 41 + 107 - 413 + 81 - 332

45-49 + 1,425 + 1,439 + 2,864 + 6 + 12 + 18 - 728 - 617 - 1,345

50-54 + 940 + 1,056 + 1,996 + 16 + 31 + 47 - 245 - 310 - 555

55-59 + 952 + 806 + 1,758 + 10 + 24 + 34 - 1,043 - 916 - 1,959

60-64 + 319 + 903 + 1,222 + 49 + 100 + 149 - 334 - 561 - 895

65-69 + 654 + 418 + 1,072 + 109 + 123 + 232 - 1,015 - 270 - 1,285

70-74 + 948 + 523 + 1,471 + 126 + 136 + 262 - 705 - 168 - 873

75-79 + 699 + 536 + 1,235 + 94 + 108 + 202 - 234 - 766 - 1,000

80+ + 1,355 + 837 + 2,192 + 396 + 266 + 662 - 177 - 2,366 - 2,543

Total +20,063 +23,071 +43,134 +1,534 +2,301 +3,835 -16,949 -16,859 -33,808

1/ Age at terminal year (1970)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Metropolitan Health District

Comprehensive Planning Division
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TABLE A-14

PERSONNEL STATISTICS FOR BEXAR COUNTY
MILITARY BASES, 1957-1972

Year!/ Military Civilian Total

1957 52,504 33,898 86,402
1958 51,620 35,774 87,394
1959 49,441 32,758 82,199
1960 51,164 30,339 81,503
1961 55,913 31,125 87,038
1962 53,449 31,191 84,640
1963 52,611 30,898 83,509
1964 50,610 30,943 81,553
1965 47,044 32,061 79,105
1966 54,829 36,555 91,384
1967 56,196 39,432 95,628
1968 52,385 39,364 91,749
1969 55,957 39,631 95,588
1970 54,970 36,999 91,969
1971 49,869 35,484 85,353
1972 46,278 34,216 80,494

1/ Statistics for 1957-1960 are as of July 31;
1961-1972 are as of June 30.

Source: Greater San Antonio Chamber of Commerce



TABLE A-15

GENERAL FERTILITY RATES,"
BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS, AND THE U.S., 1950-1970

Year Bexar County Texas United States

1950 129.4 114.2 106.1
1955 145.4 128.3 118.7
1960 138.6 126.4 119.2
1965 109.6 97.6 97.6
1970 106.4 96.3 88.4

1/ Annual number of births per 1,000 females
15 to 44 years of age.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
Texas State Department of Health
Metropolitan Health District
Comprehensive Planning Division

TABLE A-16

FERTILITY RATE PROJECTIONS TO 1990, BEXAR COUNTY

Census Census Census Local Local Local
Series Series Series Series Series Series

Year C D E L-l L-2 L-3

1/
19 60/ 138.6 138.6 138.6 138.6 138.6 138.6
19651 109.6 109.6 109.6 109.6 109.6 109.6
1970- 106.4 106.4 106.4 106.4 106.4 106.4
1975 112.8 100.3 95.6 102.5 102.5 101.1
1980 117.0 101.1 93.9 100.1 98.0 96.9
1985 117.4 102.5 91.1 99.0 94.4 91.7
1990 112.0 99.6 85.7 95.0 92.0 87.9

1/ Actual general fertility rates.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
Comprehensive Planning Division
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TABLE A-17

BEXAR COUNTY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY,-
ACTUAL 1970 AND FORECAST TO 1990

E m p l o y m e n t

Industry 1970 1980 1990

Agriculture 5,124 4,258 3,465

Mining 1,485 856 347

Contract Construction 15,190 22,755 27,532

Manufacturing 34,857 41,752 49,273

Transportation 7,740 8,615 9,218

Communication/Utilities 4,168 4,801 5,139

Wholesale Trade 15,543 20,232 22,830

Retail Trade 52,543 62,730 73,284

Fin., Insur., Real Est. 16,834 21,247 24,721

Bus. & Pers. Services 22,002 28,715 33,354

Med. & Prof. Services 26,596 41,358 53,830

Private Household 9,480 12,248 13,980

Federal Government 41,710 40,982 41,126

State/Local Govt. 31,928 46,980 61,943

TOTAL 285,058 357,529 420,042

1/ Civilian employment only

Source: Texas Employment Commission
Comprehensive Planning Division
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TABLE A-18

BEXAR CO. NET MIGRATION ESTIMATES BY AGE AND SEX, 1970-1990

AGE r- ---- N e t M i g r a t i o n-------l
GROUP 1/ 1970-75 1975-80 1980-85 1985-90

MALE 0-4 2/ 2/ 2/ 2/
5-9 -590 -640 -150 -230

10-14 1310 1210 810 -180
15-19 3850 3240 2600 2960
20-24 3400 3800 2680 3270
25-29 -3260 -1160 -760 -950
30-34 -2620 -1020 -1420 -1500
35-39 290 610 860 320
40-44 310 -800 -470 -110
45-49 50 -1070 -590 -530
50-54 350 -310 -420 -290
55-59 -140 -30 110 160
60-64 -20 140 320 470
65-69 -230 190 400 350
70-74 210 120 240 300
75-79 470 280 330 460
80+ 20 580 280 550

Subtotal 3900 5140 4820 5050

FEMALE 0-4 2/ 2/ 2/ 2/
5-9 -940 -890 -400 -710

10-14 1250 1040 810 -80
15-19 960 660 320 970
20-24 1130 1330 1590 2020
25-29 1010 1220 1510 1900
30-34 630 640 390 620
35-39 720 190 170 290
40-44 500 370 200 -170
45-49 470 490 580 460
50-54 380 300 370 390
55-59 -140 410 700 530
60-64 320 350 330 700
65-69 -230 -260 -280 -70
70-74 220 100 20 170
75-79 -190 -60 -130 -10
80+ -580 -520 -400 -290

Subtotal 5510 5370 5780 6720

TOTAL 9,410 10,510 10,600 11,770

1/ Age at terminal year of projection period.
2/ Migration for age group 0-4 (the birth cohort)

is included in the Birth Correction Factor.

Source: Comprehensive Planning Division
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TABLE A-19

FINAL POPULATION FORECAST FOR BEXAR COUNTY,
BY AGE AND SEX, 1960-90

19601/ 19701/ 1975 1980 1985 1990
TOTAL

0-4 yrs. 89,521 78,206 92,492 103,229 107,899 107,310
5-9 80,543 90,734 74,563 88,473 99,912 104,079

10-14 68,506 93,284 93,083 76,640 89,889 99,422
15-19 60,179 89,879 97,965 96,854 79,455 93,697
20-24 50,979 77,837 94,049 102,709 100,745 84,434
25-29 44,578 54,177 75,199 93,636 102,951 101,201
30-34 45,202 45,232 51,847 74,345 92,008 101,421
35-39 47,183 45,585 45,891 52,250 74,800 91,898
40-44 39,091 46,082 45,916 44,983 51,439 73,739
45-49 35,284 47,241 45,834 44,567 44,234 50,529
50-54 31,165 38,736 46,805 44,701 43,429 43,266
55-59 26,726 32,693 37,051 45,514 43,934 42,595
60-64 21,296 28,358 31,149 35,444 43,643 42,704
65-69 18,066 22,396 25,375 28,316 32,401 40,112
70-74 13,314 16,925 19,881 22,239 24,819 28,535
75-79 8,447 11,689 13,945 16,228 18,156 20,465
80+ 7,071 11,406 13,044 15,493 18,123 21,063

Total Pop. 687,151 830,460 904,089 985,681 1,067,837 1,146,470

MALE
0-4 yrs. 45,362 39,681 46,930 52,378 54,748 54,449
5-9 40,772 46,149 37,881 44,865 50,644 52,870

10-14 34,452 47,375 47,344 38,997 45,564 50,339
15-19 34,325 48,519 51,156 50,515 41,541 48,459
20-24 27,796 41,440 51,665 54,689 52,933 44,596
25-29 22,087 26,370 37,901 50,159 53,564 51,631
30-34 21,515 21,379 23,535 36,574 48,335 51,634
35-39 22,173 21,891 21,464 23,920 37,087 48,198
40-44 19,336 21,385 21,931 20,401 23,158 36,526
45-49 16,951 22,017 20,962 20,377 19,363 22,122
50-54 14,948 18,958 21,719 20,038 19,363 18,511
55-59 12,524 15,423 17,961 20,711 19,250 18,659
60-64 9,662 12,932 14,267 16,784 19,519 18,321
65-69 8,124 9,530 11,137 12,738 15,171 17.539
70-74 5,834 6,793 7,976 9,204 10,641 12,700
75-79 3,486 4,537 5,454 6,141 7,104 8,305
80+ 2,553 3,947 4,470 5,260 5,652 6,649

Sub Total 341,900 408,326 443,753 483,751 523,637 561,508

FEMALE
0-4 yrs. 44,159 38,525 45,562 50,851 53,151 52,861
5-9 39,771 44,585 36,682 43,608 49,268 51,209

10-14 34,054 45,909 45,739 37,643 44,325 49,083
15-19 28,854 41,360 46,809 46,339 37,914 45,238
20-24 23,183 36,397 42,384 48,020 47,812 39,838
25-29 22,491 27,807 37,298 43,477 49,387 49,570
30-34 23,687 23,853 28,312 37,771 43,673 49,787
35-39 25,010 23,694 24,427 28,330 37,713 43,700
40-44 19,755 24,697 23,985 24,582 28,281 37,213
45-49 18,333 25,224 24,872 24,190 24,871 28,407
50-54 16,217 19,778 25,086 24,663 24,066 24,755
55-59 14,202 17,270 19,090 24,803 24,684 23,936
60-64 11,634 15,426 16,882 18,660 24,124 24,383
65-69 9,942 12,866 14,238 15,578 17,230 22,573
70-74 7,480 10,132 11,905 13,035 14,178 15,835
75-79 4,961 7,152 8,491 10,147 11,052 12,160
80+ 4,518 7,459 8,574 10,233 12,471 14,414

Sub Total 345,251 422,134 460,336 501,930 544,200 584,962

l/ Official 1960 & 1970 U.S. Census figures

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
Comprehensive Planning Division
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TABLE A-20

FINAL POPULATION FORECAST FOR THE CITY OF SAN ANTONIO
BY AGE AND SEX, 1960-90

196011 19701/ 1975 1980 1985 1990

TOTAL
0-4 yrs. 79,593 63,721 83,223 91,927 95,184 93,588
5-9 71,415 71,713 67,062 81,400 89,379 94,075

10-14 60,590 73,510 76,486 67,076 81,963 90,707
15-19 43,554 66,348 78,434 76,887 67,139 83,127
20-24 37,416 54,346 70,573 78,236 76,467 67,110
25-29 38,058 41.759 60,675 72,363 80,566 77,757
30-34 39,689 34.005 47,344 61,289 73,976 80,873
35-39 41,153 33,857 39,290 48,010 62,360 74,004
40-44 33,762 37,103 39,898 40,731 48,392 62,690
45-49 30,958 38,764 43,125 41,450 40,342 48,254
50-54 27,491 32,033 44,996 44,934 42,573 40,897
55-59 23,543 28,010 37,741 44,615 45,860 43,209
60-64 18,793 24,473 29,640 35,820 43,700 45,316
65-69 15,918 19,391 25,910 27,130 33,157 41,469
70-74 11,857 14,745 20,309 23,243 23,353 29,250
75-79 7,605 10,244 12,894 16,302 18,122 18,929
80+ 6,323 10,131 13,770 15,516 18,092 21,569

Total Pop. 587,718 654,153 791,370 866,929 940,625 1,012,824

MALE
0-4 yrs. 40,291 32,398 42,310 46,736 48,391 47,580
5-9 36,083 36,324 33,936 41,381 45,565 47,845

10-14 30,296 37,144 38,663 34,021 41,848 46,063
15-19 20,693 32,259 39,034 38,251 33,665 42,212
20-24 16,991 24,490 33,114 37,708 37,251 33,274
25-29 18,325 19.999 27,730 34,065 38,747 37,656
30-34 18,675 15,997 23,124 28,585 35,493 39,424
35-39 19,269 15,789 18,452 23,257 28,964 35,343
40-44 16,496 16,892 18,585 18,993 23,784 28,946
45-49 14,756 17,924 19,798 19,294 18,725 23,740
50-54 13,122 15,427 20,960 20,581 19,685 18,995
55-59 10,977 13,073 18,134 20,385 20,919 19,890
60-64 8,475 11,103 14,266 16,911 19,639 20,071
65-69 7,081 8,129 11,753 12,390 14,997 17,830
70-74 5,101 5,882 7,874 10,009 9,976 12,425
75-79 3,100 3,936 4,782 5,732 7,002 7,299
80+ 2,224 3,460 4,380 4,259 4,328 5,579

Sub total 281,955 310,226 376,895 412,558 448,979 484,172

FEMALE
0-4 yrs. 39,302 31,323 40,913 45,191 46,793 46,008
5-9 35,332 35,389 33,126 40,019 43,814 46,230

10-14 30,294 36,366 37,823 33,055 40,115 44,644
15-19 22,861 34,089 39,400 38,636 33,474 40,915
20-24 20,425 29,856 37,459 40,528 39,216 33,836
25-29 19,733 21,760 32,945 38,298 41,819 40,101
30-34 21,014 18,008 24,220 32,704 38,483 41,449
35-39 21,884 18,068 20,838 24,753 33,396 38,661
40-44 17,266 20,211 21,313 21,738 24,608 33,744
45-49 16,202 20,840 23,327 22,156 21,617 24,514
50-54 14,369 16,606 24,036 24,353 22,888 21,902
55-59 12,566 14,937 19,607 24,230 24,941 23,319
60-64 10,318 13,370 15,374 18,909 24,061 25,245
65-69 8,837 11,262 14,157 14,740 18,160 23,639
70-74 6,756 8,863 12,435 13,234 13,377 16,825
75-79 4,505 6,308 8,112 10,570 11,120 11,630
80+ 4,099 6,671 9,390 11,257 13,764 15,990

Sub total 305,763 343,927 414,475 454,371 491,646 528,652

l/ Official 1960 & 1970 U.S. Census figures.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
Comprehensive Planning Division
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TABLE A-21

TOTAL POPULATION PROJECTION RANGE BEXAR COUNTY, 1970-90

Year High Projection"/ Low Projection?/ Final ForecastV

19704/ 830,460 830,460 830,460
1975 924,567 881,414 904,089
1980 1,035,114 934,628 985,681
1985 1,153,800 988,575 1,067,837
1990 1,268,099 1,034,890 1,146,470

1/ C Series Fertility and A Level Migration.
2/ E Series Fertility and F Level Migration.
3/ L-2 Series Fertility and D Level Migration.
4/ Official 1970 U.S. Census figures.

Source: Comprehensive Planning Division

TABLE A-22

COMPARISON OF POPULATION PROJECTIONS
FOR BEXAR COUNTY, 1970-90

Comprehen City Water A A C O G P R C-
Year Planning Board A B A B

3/
1970- 830,460 830,460 830,460 830,460 830,460 830,460
1975 904,089 ----- ----- ----- 855,900 862,900
1980 985,681 1,000,000 932,999 939,901 917,100 933,100
1985 1,067,837 ----- ----- ----- 957,9001,007,100
1990 1,146,470 1,170,000 994,2631,075,469 999,3001,073,900

1/ Alamo Area Council of Governments.
2/ Population Research Center, University of Texas at Austin
3/ Official 1970 U.S. Census figures.

Source: Comprehensive Planning Division



TABLE A-23

ESTIMATED TOTAL POPULATION FOR
BEXAR COUNTY AND SAN ANTONIO, 1973-74

City of
Date Bexar County San Antonio

1/
April 1, 1970- 830,460 654,153
April 1, 1971 845,588 661,062
April 1, 1972 860,773 667,9252/
April 1, 1973 875,959 750,888-

May 1, 1973 877,224 751,915
June 1, 1973 878,490 752,942
July 1, 1973 879,755 753,969
August 1, 1973 881,021 754,996
September 1, 1973 882,286 756,023
October 1, 1973 883,552 757,050
November 1, 1973 884,817 758,077
December 1, 1973 886,083 759,104
January 1, 1974 887,348 760,131
February 1, 1974 888,614 761,158
March 1, 1974 889,879 762,185

April 1, 1974 891,145 763,2123/

1/ Official 1970 U.S. Census figures.
2/ Includes population of 74,734 annexed

December 26, 1972.
3/ Assumes no major annexations during 1973-74.

Source: Comprehensive Planning Division
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