
Where’s The Growth?

3rd
The City was ranked as having the 3rd 

lowest population growth in the state, with 
only Knoxville and Memphis growing more 

slowly. Coincidentally, four of the fastest 
growing cities are within a 30 minute drive 
distance: Spring Hill, Brentwood, Smyrna, 

and Murfreesboro.

Based on data drawn from the Census, the growth that took place from 2000 
to 2010 occurred exclusively within the north and northwest portions of the 
City, namely Wards One and Five. �ese wards combined to generate the en-
tire 5% growth in the City’s population over the decade. 

Permit data and other records show that change within these two wards was 
mostly a function of new development and annexation. In terms of persons 
added, the total increase from these two wards was 2,237 people. Two thirds 
of the share is found within Ward One. Speci�c concentrations of growth can 
be found in recent single-family neighborhoods that were built during the 
timeframe. Most individuals purchased new housing stock rather than occupy 
preexisting homes. 		   

Change within Wards 2, 3, and 4 is characterized by slight declines in popula-
tion. �ese areas, when combined, account for a loss of 660 people over the 
ten-year period. Ward Four experienced the largest decline, losing 6% of its 
Year 2000 population. Very little new residential development occured within 
these areas, mostly due to the lack of annexations and/or limited parcels eli-
gible for development. Analysis was not capable of identifying speci�c areas of 
population loss within these wards. Foreclosure activity may be a factor, pos-
sibly linking to job loss or job migration. But again, causes are not identi�ed.

An important but unknown relationship is how this decline in population cor-
relates with the loss of indivuduals Age 35-44 during this timeframe (see next 
page).
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Ward One
With the highest growth of all 
wards, this ward added 1,537 
people for a 23% increase. 

Ward Two
�is ward experienced a 2% 
decline in population, losing 
137 people. 

Ward �ree 
Similar to Ward Two, this ward 
saw a 2% decrease in total popu-
lation, losing 124 people.

Ward Four 
Experiencing the largest loss, 
this ward decreased by 6%,         
losing 399 people.

Ward populations show a broad 
range of increases and decreases 
from 2000 levels.

Baseline Year 2000

Ward Five
�e second ward to experience 
growth, Ward Five expanded by 
11%, or 700 people. 



A Closer Look
The 980 people that were lost 
between 2000 and 2010 indicate a 
loss not only of middle-aged indi-
viduals, but also of their contribu-
tion to the City. This involves the 
loss of their income and upward 
mobility as workers in mid-career. 
And the loss of their children. This 
age group is typically found within 
three-person households, are mar-
ried, and often have at least one 
child present. For that reason, the 
loss of this age group correlates 
with the loss of younger adoles-
cents during the same timeframe.  

Since 2008, this age group is found to have the 
highest rate of entrpreneurship growth amongst all 
segments.* 

Within the City, most common income for 
households within this age bracket is $50,000 - 
$59,000.***

Within the U.S., this segment statistically hold the 
highest education levels amongst all age groups.***

It is important to note that, within this same time-
frame, the State lost individuals in this segment, too. 
But the City’s loss was greater. A comparison to the 
State shows that the City’s share of this age group is 
14.8% lower. In other words, if Columbia could have 
stayed consistent with the state, it would have an 
additional  602 persons within this age group. By 
underperforming, the loss remains at 980 people.

*   Kauffman Index of Entrpreneurial Activity, June 2011
**  Employment Policy Research Network, “Addressing the Problem      
     of Stagnant Wages”, March 2011

*** U.S. Census

Furthermore ...

Other notable changes include the City’s ability to have 
retained the majority of its residents within the 50-59 
age group. As a result, the number of individuals within 
this age group rose by 1,185 people since 2000.

Also, as this older group grows, so does a younger group. 
In 2010, Columbia has a significantly higher share of 
children ages 0-5 when compared to the State.

Other generalized traits of this age group include:

The Lost 980



In Conclusion:
The best, most true measure of a City’s health is its quality of life. Demographic measures do not 
directly indicate or equate to this important measure. They are only single variables in the overall 
equation. There are many excellent cities that have, and often do, lose population. Or experi-
ence high unemployment. And in spite of certain periods of decline, these same cities have often 
maintained strong identities, high quality of service, and high quality of life when considered on 
the whole. Thus, it should be understood that the measurements and findings of this report do 
not attempt to define the current state of Columbia’s quality of life.

While certain demographic trends show a decline, quality of life in Columbia may very well be 
on the rise.

This report only provides measurement of specific conditions. Population, income, age distribu-
tion, and other variables are shown. Most of these trends are not immediately obvious to the 
general public. Obvious changes are those that are more concrete (such as the addition of new 
developments or public facilities like Ridley Park, the Duck Riverwalk, etcetera). 

Nevertheless, it is still productive to explore the findings of this report. The manner in which 
these changes affect the City’s services and, over time, the City’s quality of life, is unknown as of 
now but certain conclusions can be offered here: 

First, since it is evident that a decline in growth does not immediately cause a decline in quality 
of life, it is also true that an increase in growth does not, itself, cause an increase in quality of life. 
Consider the story of two statistically-remarkable towns: Cape Coral, Florida and Las Vegas, 
Nevada. From 2000-2010, the growth and development in both cities expanded (and collapsed) 
by some of the largest margins in the nation. Today, quality of life in both cities may be very high 
for those who live there. Or very low. There is no relationship between the two and thus no way 
to know the status.

Thus, by itself, growth is not a guarantee for progress given that the City has experienced much 
progress since 2000 and very little growth.

And though it is very low, the gradual rate of growth in Columbia from 2000-2010 has allowed 
the City to preserve itself and make certain enhancements. Through successful management, 
quality of life may very well be at positive levels. In closing, it should be clear that the City has 
experienced some notable losses in many important demographic measures. But other cities have 
experienced greater losses. And great gains. Studying both types of cities, and understanding the 
relationship to quality of life measures, will allow Columbia to identify proper methods for mov-
ing forward. 



“By itself, growth is not a guarantee for progress. Given that 
the City has experienced much progress since 2000 and very 

little growth.”

Data Sources for the Report

U.S. Census 1990, 2000, 2010
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ESRI Business Analyst


