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County Total Retail Sales Trade Analysis

Actual Sales per Retail Potential Retail Surplus/ S/(L) as pct of
Year Retail Sales* Retail Firms Firm Per Capita Sales Sales* (Leakage)* Potential

2011 $100.84 $306,515 $6,763 §173.21 (572.37) (41.78%)
2012 $102.68 367 $279,784 $6,922 0.62 $166.89 (564.21) (38.47%)
2013 $109.63 360 $304,532 $7,452 0.62 $176.56 (566.93) (37.91%)
2014 $111.93 336 $333,124 $7,613 0.63 $177.76 (565.83) (37.03%)
2015 $124.27 339 $366,578 $8,489 0.68 $183.17 (558.90) (32.16%)
2016 $113.13 340 $332,735 $7,773 0.59 $191.38 (578.25) (40.89%)
2017 $118.47 338 $350,503 $8,156 0.56 $210.50 (592.03) (43.72%)
2018 $116.66 326 $357,853 $8,207 0.54 $§215.90 (599.24) (45.96%)
2019 $107.99 324 $357,853 $8,007 0.53 $203.45 (595.46) (46.92%)

*Actual Retail Sales, Potential Retail Sales, and Surplus/Leakage are reported in millions of dollars



County Retail Sales by Sector (2019)

Category Actual Retail Sales* Potential Sales* Surplus/Leakage* m

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, Hunting $0.25 $0.08 $0.17 3.16
Mining, Quarrying, Oil/Gas Extraction $0.00 $0.89 (50.89) 0.00
Construction $8.94 $21.98 (513.04) 0.41
Manufacturing $0.90 $3.54 (52.64) 0.25
Wholesale Trade $13.31 $16.18 (52.87) 0.82
Retail Trade $68.12 $107.69 (539.56) 0.63
Transportation and Warehousing $0.00 $0.38 (50.38) 0.00
Information $4.81 $10.37 ($5.57) 0.46
Finance and Insurance $0.00 $0.32 (50.32) 0.00
Real Estate, Rental, and Leasing S0.00 S4.85 (54.85) 0.00
vl:zzsf;essional, Scientific, and Tech Ser- $0.06 $0.81 ($0.75) 0.07
Management of Companies/Enterprises $0.00 $0.02 (50.02) 0.00
Admin & Support, Waste Mgt, Rem Svcs $0.04 $1.74 (51.70) 0.02
Educational Services $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0.00
Health Care and Social Assistance $0.00 $0.02 (50.02) 0.00
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation $0.00 $0.61 (516.47) 0.00
Accommodations and Food Services $6.10 $22.57 (516.47) 0.27
Other Services (except Public Admin) $2.23 $6.43 (54.20) 0.35
Public Administration $0.00 $0.25 (50.25) 0.00

*Actual Retail Sales, Potential Retail Sales, and Surplus/Leakage are reported in millions of dollars



Population Distribution by Age, 2018***

Mississippi
Category Percent
Total 14,571 100.00% 2,988,762 100.00%
Age 0-19 3,834 26.30% 809,389 27.10%
Age 20-44 4,161 28.60% 971,736 32.50%
Age 45-64 2,981 20.50% 578,096 19.30%
Age 65+ 2,623 18.00% 449,478 15.00%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 5-year population estimates (2014-2018)

Household Distribution by Income, 2018****

Mississippi
Category Percent
Median HH Income $36,440 $43,567
Less than $25,000 35.45% 30.04%
$25,000 - $49,999 28.07% 25.50%
$50,000 - $99,999 27.76% 28.08%
$100,000 and over 8.73% 16.39%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 5-year income estimates (2014-2018)



Total Retail Sales

Average Percentage Change
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Sales Subject to Sales Tax by Industry Group

2019 Sales Subject to Sales Tax by Industry Group
Mississippi

» Acc & Food Svcs

® Retail Trade
Other Svcs

® Construction

u Other

1,622.59
For the definition of the Other category,

see accompanying Data Sheet.

Sales reported in millions of dollars.

2019 Sales Subject to Sales Tax by Industry Group
Calhoun County

» Acc & Food Svc
m Retail Trade
Other Svcs
® Construction

m Other
$2.23

For the definition of the Other category
see accompanying Data Sheet.

Sales reported in millions of dollars.




Per Capita Sales Analysis
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This graph compares the actual per capita sales levels for the county with the expected or typical values for counties in the peer group. Peer
counties are counties with similar characteristics to the study county. For a description of the specific peer groups used in these economic profiles, please see
the accompanying Data Sheet. The expected value is defined as the 25th to 75th percentile per capita sales values for the peer group in each year.
Higher per capita sales relative to the peer group closely correlates with higher pull factors. Sales data were obtained from various issues of the
MS Department of Revenue annual report, and population data were obtained from the Bureau of Economic Analysis and Woods & Poole.



Per Capita Sales by Peer Group (FY 2019)

This graph compares the per capita sales subject to sales and use tax to the top counties (in terms of per capita sales) in the peer group. If the
county is not in the top ten ranking for the peer group, it is listed after the Peer Group Average. Sales data were obtained from various issues of
the MS Department of Revenue annual report, and population data were obtained from the Bureau of Economic Analysis and Woods & Poole.



Per Capita Sales by Contiguous Counties (FY 2019)

Per Capita Sales for Contiguous Counties
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This graph shows the per capita sales subject to sales and use tax for the contiguous counties ranked by the level of per capita sales. Contiguous
counties are those whose boundaries touch the borders of the study county. Sales data were obtained from various issues of the MS Depart-
ment of Revenue annual report, and population data were obtained from the Bureau of Economic Analysis and Woods & Poole.



Pull Factor Analysis
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This graph compares the pull factors for all sales subject to sales and use tax for the counties to the median pull factor for the peer group.
Counties with sales above the peer group median level retain more of their sales than counties with sales at or below the peer group median
level. Sales data were obtained from various issues of the MS Department of Revenue annual report, and population and income data were
obtained from the Bureau of Economic Analysis and Woods & Poole.



Pull Factors for Contiguous Counties (FY 2019)
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This graph shows the per capita sales subject to sales and use tax for the contiguous counties ranked by the level of per capita sales.
Contiguous counties are those whose boundaries touch the borders of the study county. Sales data were obtained from various issues of the MS
Department of Revenue annual report, and population data were obtained from the Bureau of Economic Analysis and Woods & Poole.



Commuting Patterns (2011-2015)
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This graph shows the Workplace Source or Workplace Destination percentages of workers by county who are employed in the study county (e.g., Calhoun
County) and the percentages of the study county’s workers by the county in which they are employed. Commuting pattern data were obtained from the 5-
year American Community Survey (2011-2015) data set for workers 16 yeas of age and over.



Index of Consumer Sentiment for the United States, 2010-2019
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The Index of Consumer Sentiment is reported by the University of Michigan Survey Research Center. These periodic surveys provide
assessments of consumer attitudes and expectations and are used to evaluate economic trends. Higher levels of consumer sentiment  in-
dicate more confidence by consumers. https://data.sca.isr.umich.edu



U.S. Index of Prices

U.S. Implicit Price Deflator Pct Change
U.S. Implicit Price Deflator P .

4.0
(Index 2012=100) .
115.0 3.0
110.0 25
105.0 W
1.5
100.0
1.0
95.0 05
90.0 0.0
-0.5
85.0
NN NN RN NNRNNBNRNDRDNRNNRNDNDRNNNDBNDNDWNDN -1.0
EE2REBEBRERERERERREREEREREEREREBRRREBRRERERE NONONNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNRNNNRNRNNN
PoeoeRRBRBRPRWESLENENEQ@ D ANNPE LD EEEBERREBRREBRREERRERRRERRRERRERRRERRARE-=E
SR ERZRSRRE282LRISIRNEERS PP LORER NP @SN PN OD YN PEPP
= — R N NGO o @ = (= R N N OO W@
S bbb bbb bbb dbddddoddsdesdbddddd b EEEESBES?S&EE%S%%BEEEEB%
R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R S A b A b bbb dbodddbddbdbobdbbddbdddd b
= = e e e e e e e = e e e e e = e e = e = e

These graphs depict price levels for the United States as measured by the Implicit Price Deflator (the Implicit Price Deflator is the broadest average of
prices that takes into account prices in rural, as well as urban, areas). The figures on the left show the indexed level of prices for each reporting period
while figures on the right show the percentage change in the price index between the reporting periods. https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/GDPDEF



Mississippi Index of Prices

Mississippi Implicit Regional Price Deflator Mississippi Regional Implicit Price Deflator Pct Change
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These graphs depict price levels for Mississippi as measured by the Implicit Price Deflator (the Implicit Price Deflator is the broadest average of prices
that takes into account prices in rural, as well as urban, areas). The figures on the left show the indexed level of prices for each reporting period while
figures on the right show the percentage change in the price index between the reporting periods. https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/GDPDEF



MissISSIPPI COUNTY RETAIL ECONOMIC PROFILES

COUNTY TOTAL RETAIL TRADE ANALYSIS

Total Retail Sales, 2011-2019

These data are reported in millions of current dollars for specific state fiscal years (July-June) and were obtained from various issues of the Mississippi De-
partment of Revenue Annual Report. http.//www.dor.ms.gov/info/stats/main.html

Number of Retail Firms, 2011-2019
These data are reported in absolute numbers of firms for specific state fiscal years (July-June) and were obtained from various issues of the Mississippi
Department of Revenue Annual Report. http://www.dor.ms.gov/info/stats/main.html|

Sales per Retail Firm, 2011-2019
These numbers represent an average of the sales for retail firms and are calculated by dividing the Total Retail Sales by the Number of Retail firms (see
above). As in the previous data, source data can be found at http://www.dor.ms.gov/info/stats/main.html|

Per Capita Sales, 2011-2019

These numbers represent the amount that the average resident of the county would purchase from retail outlets if there were no persons residing out-
side the county purchasing retail goods or services from that particular county. This estimate is calculated by dividing the Total Retail Sales by the coun-
ty’s population. Total Retail Sales data were obtained from various issues of the Mississippi Department of Revenue Annual Report, and population data
were estimated from data obtained from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. http://www.dor.ms.gov/info/stats/main.html and http://www.bea.gov

Pull Factor

The Pull Factor is an indicator of the level of retail sales that the county makes to persons living outside the county. If the value of the Pull Factor is great-
er than one, it suggests that the community has greater retail sales than would be expected given its population and level of per capita personal income.
This community is drawing customers (purchasers) from outside its boundaries. If the value of the Pull Factor is less than 1.0, then the community has a
lower level of retail sales than would be expected given its population and level of personal income; this community is likely losing customers to other
communities. Given that the state of Mississippi is the basis for these calculations, it has a Pull Factor of 1.0 (this might change if the entire United States
was used as the basis of calculation). The Pull Factor is calculated based on the level of retail purchases made by the average person in the state adjusted
by the relative level of that county’s per capita personal income to the average level of per capita personal income for the state. Retail sales data were
obtained from various issues of the Mississippi Department of Revenue Annual Report, and population and income data were estimated from data ob-
tained from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. http://www.dor.ms.gov/info/stats/main.html and http.//www.bea.gov

Potential Sales

Potential Sales is an estimate of the level of retail sales for the specific fiscal year that a county could expect from its residents if those residents pur-
chased retail goods and services in the county at the same rate as the average resident of the state (adjusted by the level of per capita personal income
for the county relative to the state). If Potential Sales are less than Actual Sales, then the community has greater retail sales than would be expected giv-
en its population and level of per capita personal income. This community is drawing customers (purchasers) from outside its boundaries. If Potential
Sales are greater than Actual Sales, then the community has a lower level of retail sales than would be expected given its population and level of personal
income; this community is likely losing customers to other communities. Given that the state of Mississippi is the basis for these calculations, it has Poten-
tial Sales that are exactly equal to Actual Sales (this might change if the entire United States was used as the basis of calculation). Retail sales data were
obtained from various issues of the Mississippi Department of Revenue Annual Report, and population and income data were estimated from data ob-
tained from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. http://www.dor.ms.gov/info/stats/main.html and http://www.bea.gov



Surplus/(Leakage)

Retail Sales Surplus or Leakage is an estimate of the additional levels of retail sales that a particular county is gaining from residents that live outside the
county’s boundaries or an estimate of the level of retail sales that a county’s residents are purchasing from businesses in other counties. It is calculated
by subtracting the actual level of retail sales from the estimate of potential sales described above. If the Surplus/(Leakage) value is positive, then the
community has greater retail sales than would be expected given its population and level of per capita personal income. This community is drawing cus-
tomers (purchasers) from outside its boundaries. If the Surplus/(Leakage) value is negative, then the community has a lower level of retail sales than
would be expected given its population and level of personal income; this community is likely losing customers to other communities. Given that the
state of Mississippi is the basis for these calculations, it has a Surplus/(Leakage) value of zero (this might change if the entire United States was used as
the basis of calculation).

Surplus/(Leakage) as percentage of Potential Sales

This estimate provides a snapshot of the level of retail sales that a county gains from drawing customers who reside in other counties or from losing its
own residents to retail establishments in other counties. It is calculated by dividing the county’s surplus or leakage estimate by the estimate of potential
sales.



RETAIL TRADE SALES BY MEERCHANDISE CATEGORY

Actual Sales

These data are reported in millions of current dollars for specific state fiscal years (July-June) by selected retail sectors and were obtained from various
issues of the Mississippi Department of Revenue Annual Report for Fiscal Year 2019. http.//www.dor.ms.gov/info/stats/main.html|

Potential Sales

Potential Sales is an estimate of the level of retail sales for the specific fiscal year that a county could expect from its residents if residents purchased
retail goods and services in the county at the same rate as the average resident of the state (adjusted by the level of per capita personal income for the
county relative to the state). Retail sales data were obtained from various issues of the Mississippi Department of Revenue Annual Report for Fiscal Year
2019, and population and income data were estimated from data obtained from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. http://www.dor.ms.gov/info/
stats/main.html and http://www.bea.gov

Surplus/(Leakage)

Retail Sales Surplus or Leakage is an estimate of the additional levels of retail sales by specific sector that a particular county is gaining from residents that
live outside the county’s boundaries or an estimate of the level of retail sales that a county’s residents are purchasing from businesses in other counties.
It is calculated by subtracting the actual level of retail sales from the estimate of potential sales described above.

Pull Factor

The Pull Factor is an indicator of the level of retail sales that the county makes to persons living outside the county. It is calculated based on the level of
retail purchases made by the average person in the state adjusted by the relative level of that county’s per capita personal income to the average level of
per capita personal income for the state. Retail sales data was obtained from various issues of the Mississippi Department of Revenue Annual Report for
Fiscal Year 2018 and population and income data were estimated from data obtained from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. http://
www.dor.ms.gov/info/stats/main.html and http://www.bea.gov

2018 Population and Household Income Distribution
2018 Population data were estimated from data provided by the Bureau of Economic Analysis. 2017 Household Income Distribution estimates were esti-
mated from the 5-year estimates of the 2017 American Community Survey. http://www.bea.gov and http.//www.census.gov/acs/www

Change in Total Retail Sales, 2015-2019
The percentage change in total retail sales is calculated by dividing the difference in retail sales from 2015 to 2019 by the level of retail sales in 2015.
Data were obtained from various issues of the Mississippi Department of Revenue Annual Report. http://www.dor.ms.gov/info/stats/main.htm|

Components of Retail Sales, 2019
The magnitudes of specific component sectors were calculated by dividing the value of the sector by the level of total retail sales. Data were obtained
from the Mississippi Department of Revenue Annual Report for Fiscal Year 2019. http://www.dor.ms.gov/info/stats/main.html



Peer Groups

Group Description

Group 1 Core county of a metropolitan statistical area

Group 2 Core county of a micropolitan statistical area

Group 3 Non-metropolitan county whose largest city is between 2,500 and 9,999 in population

Group 4 Outlying, non-core county in a metropolitan statistical area

Group 5 Non-metropolitan county whose largest city is less than 2,500 in population

To provide a more meaningful analysis of the retail sector in each county, counties in the state have been divided into five “peer
groups” that allow for comparisons between counties with similar characteristics. These characteristics include the metropolitan or
micropolitan status of the county and population levels for those counties that are not part of a metropolitan or micropolitan
statistical area. These groups are defined as shown above.



Peer Groups

Group Counties

Group 1 DeSoto, Forrest, Hancock, Harrison, Hinds, Lamar, Madison, and Rankin

Adams, Alcorn, Bolivar, Clay, Coahoma, Grenada, Jones, Lafayette, Lauderdale, Lee, Leflore,

Group 2 Lincoln, Lowndes, Oktibbeha, Pearl River, Pike, Sunflower, Warren, and Washington

Attala, Carroll, Chickasaw, George, Itawamba, Leake, Marion, Monroe, Montgomery,
Group 3 Neshoba, Newton, Panola, Pontotoc, Prentiss, Scott, Stone, Tallahatchie, Tippah, Tishomin-
go, Union, Wayne, Winston, and Yalobusha

Group 4 Copiah, Jackson, Marshall, Perry, Simpson, Tate, Tunica, and Yazoo

Amite, Benton, Calhoun, Choctaw, Claiborne, Clarke, Covington, Franklin, Greene, Holmes,
Group 5 Humphreys, Issaguena, Jasper, Jefferson, Jefferson Davis, Kemper, Lawrence, Noxubee, Quit-
man, Sharkey, Smith, Walthall, Webster, and Wilkinson

Counties included in each group are as shown above.



Data Sources
American Community Survey 5-year estimates (2014-2018). U.S. Census Bureau. http://census.gov

Commuting Patterns—American Community Survey 5-year estimates (2011-2015). U.S. Census Bureau. http://census.gov
Gross Domestic Product: Implicit Price Deflator. Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis. https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/GDPDEF

Mississippi Department of Revenue Annual Report for Fiscal Year 2018. Mississippi Department of Revenue. http://www.dor.ms.gov/Statistics/Pages/
default.aspx

State and local area personal income data series. Bureau of Economic Analysis. http.//bea.gov.
Surveys of Consumers. University of Michigan Survey Research Center. https://data.sca.isr.umich.edu

Woods and Poole Complete Economic and Demographic Data Source (CEDDS). Woods and Poole Economics, Inc. Washington D.C. http://
www.woodsandpoole.com
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