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I. Regional Overview

ÅStrategically located between Nashville MSA 
and Huntsville MSA, AL, the region includes the 
following 14 counties:

úBedford, Coffee, Franklin, Giles, Hickman, 
Lawrence, Lewis, Lincoln, Marshall, Maury, 
Moore, Perry, Warren and Wayne
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I. Regional Overview

Å Region has access to nearly 2.5 million population within 70 mile radius
Å These 14 counties represent about 7.5 percent of TN population, 6.12 percent of TN 

employment, 7.23 percent of TN households
Å MTM Regionýs average productivity is higher than the U.S. productivity, while income per capita 

and average wage 69 and 67 percent of the U.S. average, respectively
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Table III.1: Region At A Glance (2006)

Middle Tennessee Marketing Region

Indicators MTM Region % 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%
Gross regional product per capita $27,778 63.03%
Average wage $28,853 67.17%

Table III.1: Region At A Glance (2006)

Middle Tennessee Marketing Region

Indicators MTM Region % 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%
Gross regional product per capita $27,778 63.03%
Average wage $28,853 67.17%

Data Source: IMPLANpro, www.census.gov& BERC estimates
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While 

strategically 

located between 

two metro 

areas, the 

region itself is 

primarily rural
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Source: USDA/ERS & BERC Estimates

Map III.2: Rural-Urban Continuum
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Å Population is healthier 

Å High percentage of aging population

Å Population growth driven by migration
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II. Comparative Economic and Demographic Dynamics: Population

Source: Woods & Poole, Economics, Census Bureau & BERC Estimates



II. Comparative Economic and Demographic Dynamics

Ã Population growth trend is healthier in the region
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Source: Woods & Poole, Economics, Census Bureau & BERC Estimates
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II. Comparative Economic and Demographic Dynamics

Ã Rural counties and the region have relatively higher percent of aging population
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II. Comparative Economic and Demographic Dynamics

Ã Regionõs recent population growth is primarily driven by migration
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Ã Growth is up, lower than State, Nashville, and United States

Ã 21% less than United States average
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II. Comparative Economic and Demographic Dynamics: Per Capita Income

Source: Woods & Poole, Economics, BEA & BERC Estimates



II. Comparative Economic and Demographic Dynamics: Per Capita Income

Ã Growth is up, but significantly lower than  Tennessee, U.S. and Nashville
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II. Comparative Economic and Demographic Dynamics: Per Capita Income

Ã Regionõs per capita income 21 percent less than U.S. average
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Ã Growth is significant, lags State, Nashville and United 

States

Ã 23% less than United States average
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II. Comparative Economic and Demographic Dynamics: Average Wage

Source: Woods & Poole, Economics, BEA & BERC Estimates



II. Comparative Economic and Demographic Dynamics: Average Wage

Ã Average wage growth is significant but lags significantly behind U.S., Tennessee, and Nashville MSA
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II. Comparative Economic and Demographic Dynamics: Average Wage

Ã Average wage is 23 percent less than the U.S. average
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Ã Close to United States average, lags Nashville MSA and 

State

Ã Manufacturing sector shedding jobs

Ã Manufacturing is still the key employer
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III. Regional Socioeconomic Dynamics: Employment Growth

Source: Woods & Poole, Economics, BLS, BEA & BERC Estimates



Ã Regionõs employment growth is closer to the U.S. average but significantly lags Nashville MSA 
and Tennessee
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III. Regional Socioeconomic Dynamics: Total Employment



Ã Regionõs manufacturing sector continues to shed jobs 
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III. Regional Socioeconomic Dynamics: Manufacturing Employment



III. Regional Socioeconomic Dynamics: Sectoral Employment

Ã Manufacturing sector dominates the economic landscape in the region
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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 4,916 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.

Employment by Major Industry Groupings (2007 Q1): Middle Tennessee

Marketing Region (MTM)
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III. Regional Socioeconomic Dynamics: Manufacturing Sector Diversity
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Ã Manufacturing continues to be key to the regionõs economy
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III. Regional Socioeconomic Dynamics: Manufacturing Employment



II. Comparative Economic and Demographic Dynamics: Manufacturing Employment

òWe cannot afford to lose our 

manufacturing capabilities.ó
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III. Regional Socioeconomic Dynamics: Economic Diversity

Ã Economic diversity refers to the even distribution of employment 

across sectors

òWe do not want to put all of our eggs in one basket.ó

A local economic development official
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Ã Region has a diverse economy

Ã Individual countiesõ diversity varies significantly

Ã Overall economic diversity increased

27

III. Regional Socioeconomic Dynamics: Economic Diversity

Source: ES202 Data & BERC Estimates



III. Regional Socioeconomic Dynamics: Economic Diversity

Ã Region as a whole has a diverse economy; however, individual countiesõ diversity varies 
significantly
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III. Regional Socioeconomic Dynamics: Change in Economic Diversity

Ã Overall, economic diversity in the regionõs counties increased significantly
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III. Regional Socioeconomic Dynamics: Economic Vitality and Autonomy
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ÅEconomic vitality refers to employment share 

of establishments by employment size

ÅAutonomy refers to the employment share of 

branch operations in the region

Data in this section is processed from 

ñwww.youreconomy.orgò
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III. Regional Socioeconomic Dynamics: Economic Vitality and Autonomy
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ÅOver the years, 

number of branch 

operations increased 

but employment share 

declined

ÅGovernment and 

nonprofits are 

important part of 

economic life

ÅSmall businesses are 

critically important in 

the region

Regional Economic Vitality and Autonomy

Region  

Establishments

Number Percent (%) Number Percent (%)
Government & Nonprofit 2,184 10.9% 1,833 10.3%
Branch Operation 1,144 5.7% 1,049 5.9%
Local Businesses 16,720 83.4% 14,896 83.8%

By Employment Size

Start-up (1-9) 14,871 88.9% 13,148 88.3%
Small (10-99) 1,757 10.5% 1,661 11.2%
Medium (100-499) 79 0.5% 76 0.5%
Large (500+) 12 0.1% 9 0.1%

Jobs 2004-2006 Average 1993-2006 Average

Number Percent (%)Number Percent (%)
Government & Nonprofit 29,815 15.3% 27,712 14.7%
Branch Operation 53,285 27.4% 60,263 32.0%
Local Businesses 111,245 57.2% 100,115 53.2%

By Employment Size

Start-up (1-9) 37,629 33.8% 35,700 35.7%
Small (10-99) 38,966 35.0% 37,028 37.0%
Medium (100-499) 13,895 12.5% 13,450 13.4%
Large (500+) 20,756 18.7% 13,937 13.9%

2004-2006 Average 1993-2006 Average
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III. Regional Socioeconomic Dynamics: Economic Vitality and Autonomy
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ÅIn terms of 

establishment, 

government and 

nonprofits have the 

largest share as 

well as 

establishments 

employing fewer 

than 10 people

ÅThe region also 

has the largest 

share of 

employment of 

local large 

establishments 

(500+)

Regional Economic Vitality and Autonomy

2004-2006 Averages (Percent)

Establishments Region TN US Nashville MSAHuntsville MSA
Government & Nonprofit 10.9% 9.3% 7.5% 7.8% 8.5%
Branch Operation 5.7% 7.7% 5.5% 8.4% 8.4%
Local Businesses 83.4% 83.0% 87.0% 83.8% 83.2%

By Employment Size

Start-up (1-9) 88.9% 87.0% 87.9% 87.2% 87.0%
Small (10-99) 10.5% 12.3% 11.4% 12.0% 12.3%
Medium (100-499) 0.5% 0.7% 0.7% 0.8% 0.6%
Large (500+) 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%

Jobs
Government & Nonprofit 15.3% 14.4% 16.2% 15.5% 27.2%
Branch Operation 27.4% 27.4% 20.9% 26.9% 27.5%
Local Businesses 57.2% 58.2% 62.8% 57.6% 45.3%

By Employment Size

Start-up (1-9) 33.8% 29.7% 30.8% 29.6% 31.6%
Small (10-99) 35.0% 38.1% 37.9% 38.6% 40.2%
Medium (100-499) 12.5% 16.0% 16.4% 17.5% 15.2%
Large (500+) 18.7% 16.2% 14.8% 14.3% 13.0%
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III. Regional Socioeconomic Dynamics: Population and Workforce Dynamics
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ÅIn 2005-

2006, a  total 

of 2,438 

households 

changed 

residency 

from one 

county to 

another in the 

region
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Source: IRS County-to-County Migration & BERC Estimates


