Chapter IlI: Understanding and Analyzing 2008

[Il. UNDERSTANDING AND ANALYZING REGIONAL SOCIOECONOMIC DYNAMICS

I1l.1. Regional Overview

The Middle Tennessee Marketing (MTM) region is strategically located  between the

Nashville MSA and the Huntsville MSA. The MTM region includes the following 14
counties: Bedford, Coffee, Franklin, Giles, Hickman, Lawrence, Lewis, Lincoln,

Marshall, Maury, Moore, Perry, Warren and Wayne. As shown in Map I111.1 below,

nearly 22 states are within a one -day driving distance from the center of the MTM
region, located in Marshall County.

Furthermore, three (3) major interstate highways cut across the region, of which

the 1-65 corridor connects  the Nashville and Huntsville MSA s and the 1-24 corridor
connects the Nashville and Chattanooga MSA s. In the north, the MTM region has
access to 1-40. The MTM region has significant market potential , as nearly 2.5
million people live  within a 70-mile radius or one-hour drive fr om the center of the
region.

Map lll.1: MTM Region and Its Market Area
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The MTM region itself is sizable with a population of  nearly 500,000 , of which
220,000 are employed . The MTM region represents somewhere between five (5)
and eight (8) percent onfaorBainetaace endlisators (see Table
1.1 below).
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Chapter IlI: Understanding and Analyzing 2008

Table 111.1: Region At A Glance (2006)

Middle Tennessee Marketing Region

Indicators MTM Reqgion % of Tennessee
Population 452,448 7.49%
Employment 221,847 6.12%
Number of Industries 304 63.07%
Households 178,328 7.23%
Total Personal Income $11,336,690,000 5.81%
Output $31,770,393,000 6.52%
Value-Added $12,568,282,000 5.15%
Per Capita Indicators MTM Region As % of United States
Income per capita $25,056 69.07%
Productivity $143,209 101.00%
Grossregional product per capita $27,778 63.03%
Averagewage $28.853 67.17%
Data SourcetMPLANpro, & BERC estimates
According to Table Ill.1, the MTM regionds personal i ncome i

billion , and the value of total goods and services produced in the MTM region is
nearly $32 billion. In terms of industrial diversity, more than 63 percent of all

Tennessee industries are represented in the MTM region.

Compared to the U.S. average, the MTM region lags behind in terms of income per

capita, gross regional product per capita , and average wage. As highlighted in the

lower part of Table I11.1, the MTM regionds income per capita

about 69 percentof  U.S. income per capita. Similarly, the MTM regionds average
wage of $28,853 represents 67 percent of the U.S. av erage wage. However, in

terms of productivity, defined as output per worker, the MTM region out performing

the U.S. with $143,209 in 2006.

While the MTM region has  a sizable market area, its 14 counties have diverse
economic and demographic structures. One aspect of this diversity is presented in

Map 1.2 below . Apart from Hickman County, in the Nashville MSA, the MTM region
represents three sets of counties in terms of their rurality: Coffee and Maury
counties represent  the urban end of the continuum , Whereas Perry, Wayne and

Moore counties represent  the rural end. All others are in between.
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Chapter Ill: Understanding and Analyzing 2008

Although this study looks at economic dynamics at the regional level, we should

pay keen attention to the fact that knowledge of the characteristics of the individual

counties is likely to be critically important in designing economic development

strategies. Obviously, the county characteristics
size-fits-al | 6 economic devel opment strategies may not
MTM region.

Mapm 111.2: RuratUrban Continuum
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[11.2. SOCIOECONOMIC DYNAMICS FROM A COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE

lll.2.a. Population

Comparedto U .S. Non-Metro areas, the U.S. , and Tennessee, the MTM r egi onés
populati on growth is relatively healthier over time (Figure IIl.1).

Figure II1.1: Population Trenc
145.00
S 140.00 -
-
11 135.00
.:. 125.00 - y — US NorMetro
(0]
E 120.00 - —US
< 115.00 - —TN
=
8 110.00 1 Nashville MS#
105.00 -
100.00
1990 1995 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
However, the percent of population  over age 65 is relatively higher than in the U.S,,
Tennessee , and the Nashville MSA but lower than U.S. Non -Metro areas (Figure
11.2).
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The population pyramids below further shed light on the population dynamics from
a comparative perspective. As can be seen in Figure 111.3, rural counties and the
MTM region have a relatively higher percent of aging population.

Figure 111.3: Population Dynamics (2000 vs. 2006)
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2000 2006 2000 2006
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When we look at the sour  ces of population growth, the MTM regionbés popul at i

growth is primarily driven by migration. In terms of the sources of population
growth, th MTM region shows similarities to the Huntsville MSA  (Figure 111.4).
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Figure lll.4: Sources of Population Growth

Tennessee: Sources of Population Growth
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W Natural Increase ™ Migration Immigration
7,919, 10%

N

24,771, 30%

Nashville MSA: Sources of Population Growth
(2006-2007)

M Natural Increase W Migration Immigration

3,370,10%

\

10,299, 29%

[11.2.b. Per Capita Income

MTM Region: Sources of Population Growth
(2006-2007)
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Huntsville MSA, AL: Sources of Population
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Over the years, real income per capita in the MTM region increased more than 10
percent (2000 -2006). This increase is significantly higher than the increases in
Tennessee, the Nashville MSA, and the U.S. However, compared to other rural

counties, increase inr  eal per capita income in

the MTM region is slightly lower.

While this is a positive trend for the region, in terms of level of real income per

capita, the MTM region lags behind Tennessee,
MSA (Figure II1.5).

the United States , and the Nashville
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Figure 111.5: Real Income Per Capita an

Growth Rate

Income per capita (2006)

From a comparative perspective, real income per capita in

the MTM region is 21

percent lower than the U.S. average (Figure I11.6).

110

90

70

50

30

10

Figure I11.6: Real Per Capita Income as Percel

US NorAMetro
Counties

75

MTM Region United States Tennessee Nashville MSA

1 B .

79

of U.S. (2006)

100 102

I

7

Business and Economic Research Center, Jennings A. College of Business at MTSU



Chapter IlI: Understanding and Analyzing 2008

I11.2.c. Average Wage

Similar to real income per capita, average real wage in the MTM region increased
nearly 12 percent between 2000 and 2006. Compared to Tennessee, the Nashville
MSA, and the U.S., this increase is quite significant. However, in terms of average

real wage in 2006, the MTM region lags behind  the Nashville MSA, Tennessee, and
the U.S. but is higher than the U.S. Non  -Metro Counties (Figure I11.7).

Figure 111.7: Average Real Wage and Growth Rate: 2006
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The MTM regionbés average real income of $24, 498

the U.S. average (Figure 111.8).

Figure 111.8: Average Real Wage as Percent of U.S. (2
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[11.3.DETAILED REGIONAL DYNAMICS

[11.3.a. Employment Trend

The MTM regionbds employment growth is cl
lags behind the Nashville MSA and Tennessee (Figure Ill. 9).
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Although total employment shows

an upward trend, the manufacturing sector

continues to shed jobs in the MTM region (Figure 111.10).
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111.3.b. Sectoral Employment

According to the latest available data (2007 Q1), the manufacturing sector
dominates the economic landscape in the MTM region with more than 26 percent
(Table I11.2).

Table I11.2: Employmebty Major Industry Groupings (2007 Q1
Middle Tennessee Marketirfgegion (MTM)

EmploymentShare (%)

Agriculture, Mining, Construction and Utilities 9,479 5.98
Manufacturing 41,342  26.09
Wholesale and Retail Trade 23,603 14.90
Transportation and Warehousing 4916 3.10
Enabling Industries* 23,579  14.88
Education and Health Services 34,760  21.94
Amusement, Hospitality and Other services 14,911 9.41
Grand Total** 158,450

BERC and ES202 Data
*Includes sectors from business to information services
*Public Administration is excluded.

Despite the continui  ng trend in job losses in the manufacturing sector (Figure 111.10

above), in terms of both share of manufacturing employment in total employment

and share of manufacturing earnings in total earnings, the manufacturing sector is
stilkeytothe MTMreg i on6s economy

(Figure 111.11 below). Among the e N
reference regions, manufacturing
sector employmentin  the MTM region
is the highest with nearly 21 percent in
2006. In terms of earning share, the
manufacturing sector accounts for 40
cents of every dollar  of sectoral
earnings in the MTM region. S /

2SS Olyyz2id |7
manufacturing capabilities

A Local Economic Development Offic
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Figure I11.11: Manufacturing is still key to the region's econom:
(2006)

m Share of Manufacturing Employmer = Share of Manufacturing Earning

38.56
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111.3.c. Migration

Table l11.3:

In 2005 -2006, a total of 2,438 households

changed residency from one county to

Net Migration (Inflows-Outflows)

another in the MTM region. In the same time

frame, 6,735 households m  oved out of the Number of

MTM region , while 7,980 households moved CRazg%rr?phv Householfg%

into the MTM region (Map 111.2 below). Counties

As Table 111.3 indicates, net migration Bedford 191

(defined as Inflows - Outflows) to the region Coffee_ 222

was 1,235 households. Maury County was gri?ensklln ?g

the recipient of nearly 50 percent of new Hickman 10

households to the MTM region. Lawrence -73
Lewis 39
Lincoln 80
Marshall 122
Maury 551
Moore -8
Perry 0
Warren 14
Wayne 6
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Map 111.2: County to County Mlgratlon
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In terms of the characteristics of
newcomers to the region , new
migrants are relatively young
compared to the resident population
(Figure 111.12).

Figure

11.12
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111.3.d. Commuters

Using data from American Community Survey (2006), this study looks at the
mobility of workers in

the MTM region. Nearly Table 111.4:
ohne—third of workers in One-Third of Workers are Commuters (2006)
the MTM regi

© region are Type of Workers Number Percent
commuters, of which :
about seven (7) percent Resident Workers 134,939  69.37
commute from one Commuting within the region 13,522 6.95
county to anotherin  the ~ Commuting outside the region 46,067 23.68
MTM regi on while 24 Total 194,528 100

percent commute
outside the region (Table 111.4 & Map 111.3).

Map I11.4: Commuters

Source: American Community Survey (%5 PUMS) & BERC Estimates
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