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EXECUTIVE    SUMMARY

This   study,   commissioned   by   the   Historic   Preservation
Commission  in  the  City of Columbia,  seeks to  identify the
economic  impact  of  historic  preservation   in  three  sepa-
rate   forms-historic   preservation   construction,   heritage
tourism,  and  downtown  development.

This interest in the economic aspects of historic preservation is a reflection

of how  the  preservation  movement  has  evolved  over  rime.  The  historic

preservation  movement  began  in  the  United  States  a  century  and  a  half

ago.  Many  of the  philosophical  and  legal  approaches  to  preservation  in

America were taken  from  countries in Western Europe.  But over the last

150  years, American historic  preservation  has  responded to  the particular

American political and economic context.

Today, historic preservation is  a complex system of laws, incentives, pohi-

cies,  and  advocacy groups  at the  national,  state,  and local levels.  There  is

active  participation  from  the public,  private,  and  non-profit  sectors.  This

network  of  interests  spans  geographical,  political,  social,  and  economic

perspectives.

More  importantly,  historic  preservation  has  become  a  fundamental  tool

for strengthening American commumties. It has proven to be an effective

tool  for a wide range  of public goals including smal business incubation,

affordable  housing,  sustainable  development,  neighborhood  stabilization,

center city revitalization, job creation, promotion of arts and culture, small

town renewal, heritage tourism, economic development, and others.

The  City of Columbia,  in  order  to  better  understand  the  economic  roles

and impact of historic preservation, comrnissioned this study.

Co
lumbia's    effort:s    to     preserve    historically    significan
buildings  and  districts  has  shown  great  impacts  on
economy  of the  City  and  region.  Below  are  key  indica
tors  from  this  study  that  demonstrate  the  importanc
of historic  preservation  for Columbia:

$88.8
million

950+
jobs

$4.40

Money  directly  invested   in  Columbia  on
historic    preservation    because    of,    and
including,  historic  preservation  tax  cred-
its from  2002-2012.

The  number of jobs supported  in  Colum-
bia,   both   directly   and   indirectly,   as   a
result   of   private   historic   preservation
efforts.

The  number  of jobs  created  per  $1  mil-
lion   spent  on   historic  preservation-six
more    than    highway    construction    and
two  more than  new construction.

The  amount  of money  generated  by  pri-
vate  investment  per  every  public  dolla
spent  on  historic  preservation  tax  cred
its.
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What   is   the   impact   of  the   historic   preservation-from
construction,   heritage  tourism,   and   downtown   develop-
ment-for the City of Columbia?

Historic  preservation  is  integral  to  Columbia's  economy in  terms  of job

creation,  economic  stimulus,  and  positive  impact  on  local  businesses.  In

the last decade  alone, private developers  utilizing historic  preservation tax

credits have invested $88.8  million  in preserving and restoring historic

buildings in  Columbia.   Including investments  from the universities, local

government,  and  institutions  in  Columbia,  historic  preservation  expendi-

tures expand to well over a quarter billion dollars over this same period.

As  explained  throughout this  report, ripple effects  occur in the  economy

when  spending  takes  place.  The  construction  industry,  hke  many  indus-

tries,  creates  opportunities  in  the  economy  for other businesses  and  sec-

tors by both direct and indirect spending.  The economic impacts of physi-

cal construction for preserving historic buildings are strong, partly because

other businesses and sectors in Columbia benefit from such investments.

Looking  specifically  at   the  impacts   of  expenses   attributed  to   historic

preservation tax credit projects, nearly 950 jobs  (indirect and direct), $73

nrillion in earnings for households, and  $201 million in total econom-

ic activity in the city can be attributed to historic preservation efforts since

2002.   But this  is  just the  effect  of using historic preservation tax credits.

Local universities, local government, and institudons have also invested in

their historic  structures.  For the whole  Columbia  economy, including in-

vestments  made  through  universities,  local  government,  and  insrfutions,

economic impacts since 2002 include over $1 billion in economic activi-

ty,  nearly  4,500  jobs   created  or  supported,  and  estimated  household

earnings of almost $400  million  (all in 2012 dollars).   AIl estimates, as-

sumptions, and methodoloctes are explained throughout the report.

Using  a  different  measure,  heritage  tourism  has  a  strong impact  on  the

Columbia economy because it attracts new and  additional spending from

visitors  outside the city.   Several events  and institutions were  selected and

analyzed for their impact on the economy.   Through their operations, it is

estinated on an cz##¢cz/basis that 120  jobs  are supported,   $3.3 million

in earnings are generated, and almost $9 million in total activity is gener-

ated.   These impacts come from $2.7  million in direct spending on her-

itage tourism.

Finally,  impacts  on  Columbia's  downtown  are  analyzed.  Because  of the

need  to  analyze  historic  preservation  spending  in  isolation  from  other

forms  of spending  on  real  estate  @eautification,  infrastructure  improve-

ments, non-historic buildings, etc.), the effects of historic preservation on

Columbia's  "main  street"  of Broadway and downtown were measured by

comparing property value changes over time.

Using the  Boone  County Assessor's  property value  records,  values  were

compared  for groups  of sample properties  around the  rcdon  from  2002-

2012.   Historic properties in downtown Columbia appreciated by the most

of  all  property  groups  analyzed  which  also  included  other  downtown

properties  as  well  as  those  elsewhere  in  the  city  and  in  unincorporated

Boone  County.    These  appreciated  values,  a  benefit  to  property  owners

and the community, also benefit the city through incremental tax revenue.

Tax revenue generated from increased assessment values was also greatest

in historically preserved buildings in downtown Columbia.

DEVELOPMENT STRATEG I ES 2

-



B= +r- |IIE ID |IIIIE IIIB llti Ill EH Ill di EEEE +            r!c-
+                 2IA- E= a; EL--.` EEE

Historic  Preservation  Economic  Impact  Study

INTRODUCTION     AND

SCOPE

Project  Methodology

Columbia  Trend  Analysis

Economic Impact Structure

Case  Study:  Missouri  Economic Impact  Study

DEVELOPMENT STRATEG I ES 3

11111



1111 - IID 111= |E. EH 1111 H EH L| t=, EiE PEE BE E=.I E== L=_. EE=

Historic  Preservation  Economic  Impact  Study

Project   Methodology

Does  historic  preservation  create  value  in  a  community?
Extensive  literature  demonstrates  that  historic  preserva-
tion-when  adopted  and  promoted  by  a  municipality,  re-

gion,  or  state-is  generally  considered  to  be  a  sound  in-
vestment.

Preservation of buildings, both historic and contemporary, is more profita-

ble and efficient than new construction.  If nothing else, many of the costs

to secure materials and to actually construct a building are largely ehminat-

ed when renovation or rehab is undertaken.   Moreover, historic preserva~

tion  upgrades  the  quality and value  of the building in question which, in

turn, encourages investors in nearby structures to upgrade their properties,

historic or otherwise.   In the process, property values rise, jobs are created,

businesses and residents move into the newly improved spaces, economic

activity is revived, and tax bases increase.

While  businesses  and  residents  can vote with  their  feet by abandoning a

declining neighborhood or nin-down building, the governments that man-

age the community cannot.   Thus, policy makers have a vested interest in

preserving valuable  contributions  to  the  community.    In  tangible  forms,

these  valuable  contributions  are  often  structures  or  places  that  have  im-

portant cultural and historic ties to the community.   These structures and

places, therefore, tend to command greater respect within the community.

Using civic resources to trigger their preservation, upgrade, and adaptabil-

ity  to  chanalng  economic  opportunities  very  often  stimulates  similar  be-

havior in  the  private  market.    Historic  preservation  accelerates  economic

activity.

Despite the plethora of research  and  studies  conducted on  the  economic

benefits of historic preservation, however, djlemmas  sull exist in truly un-

derstanding  and  quantifying  the  economic  beneflts  of historic  preserva-

tion.     This  report  establishes  a  repeatable  and  systematic  input/output

model for understanding the effects  of historic preservation in the city of

Columbia.

The  methodology for this  study.was  derived  from  researching noted his-

toric  preservation  economic  impact  studies-including  Rutgers  Universi-

ty's study for the state of Missouri in 2002, Place Economics' report to the

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation in 2011, and Michigan Historic

Preservation Network's report in 2002. Details on sources of information

and  research  win  be  referenced  throughout  this  report,  but  the  general

methodological approach was as follows:

•     Review literature,  studies, and resources  on the economic impacts

of historic preservation.

•     Discuss imphcations of past research.

•     Discuss connection to Missouri and columbia economies.

•     Present  and  illustrate  key  facts,  findings  from  past  research,  and
topics of note.

•     Request informadon from the city of columbia:

•     Full  inventory  of  relevant  historic  rehabs,  renovations,  and
investments.

•     Database on amounts of money spent in the upgrading of his-
toric properties by year.   Development Strateales worked with

DEVELOPMENT STRATEG I ES 4

-



1B - IIIE lID IH EH 1111B 111= EE - IIIEE \B EH EH qE EE B.J ERE

Historic  Preservation  Economic  Impact  Study

city officials to mathematically adapt the available information
to all properties.

•     Project  future  trends  in  such  investments  based  on  historic

patterns,  as-yet-unrenovated  properties  in  the  inventory,  and
the probable pace of additions to the historic inventory.

•     Segment the database by types of properties, including residen-

tial  vs.  non-residential,  heritage  and  cultural,  those  attracting
visitors, and the like.

•     Inventory  what  Columbia  considers  "heritage  and  cultural"
buildings, facihies, and spaces  toer above)  that attract visitors

and  functions  which, in turn,  encourage  spending in  the  Co-
lunbia economy.

•     Estimate  the  ratio  of in-town  vs.  out-of-town  visitors.    Out  of
towners bring "new money" into Columbia, so it is their spending
that triggers new economic activity in Columbia.

•     Estimate the amount of money spent by out-of-town visitors when
in Columbia.  Average-per-visit was information obtained from the
local Convention and Visitors Bureau.

•     Define the "main street" corridor to be evaluated in this study.  ¢t
is defined as primarily the Broadway corridor of downtown.)

•     Inventory business and other economic activity.

•     Estimate  sales  and  related  gross  revenues  of business  enter-

prises in the corridor.

•     Estimate  the  number of visitors/patrons  in  the corridor bro-
ken down by in-town residents vs. out-of-towners.

•     Discuss and clarify information provided by city of columbia:

•     Collaborate on base data creation and adjustment.

•     Establish baseline assumptions.

•     Test assumptions with city officials.

•     Inputdata for useinmodels.

•     Create Input/Output multipher models for:

•     Capital expenditures on historic preservation.

•     Visitor spending.

•     Heritage tourism operations.

•     Main street  impacts.

•     Prepare report and conclusions.

DEVELOPMENT STRATEG I ES
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Columbia   Trend   Analysis

Columbia's  economy  and  population  have  seen  consider-
able changes  in  the  past few decades that suggest a  con-
tinued   emphasis   on   preserving   historic   and   significant
buildings  and  districts  is  needed.

Analysis  of historic preservation in  Columbia is important today  because

of the City's growth patterns in recent decades  and continued population

and  income  growth  projected  in  the  next  five  to  ten  years.  Growth  has

generally  taken place on  the  fringes  of the  City in  the  form  of suburban

development  over  the  past  20  years.    While  these  development  patterns

can have considerable economic benefits to neighborhoods and municipal-

ities,  they  often  neglect  smart  growth  principals  and  guidehnes,  and  can

neglect the reuse and re-occupancy of aging buildings.

Demographic  trends, viewed  in  the  tables  to  the  right,  demonstrate  that

growth is likely to be  stronger in the region, city, and downtown  than in

the state of Missouri in the near future. Population growth, in particular, is

expected to create a need for new development opportunities.   At a pro-

jected five percent growth by 2016, Downtown Columbia is showing signs

of continued growth that is close to matching other parts of the  City and

reSon.

Future  household income is  sinflarly projected  to  increase.   Unlike  con-

sistent  population  growth  projected  over  the  entire  recton,  however,  in-

come  growth is  expected to  be  less  impactf.ul in  the  Greater Downtown

area where a majority of historic properties are located.   When combined,

the population and income growth projections suggest that historic preser-

vation can be a resource for capturing more population growth and devel-

opment in the city.

Demographic Trends
Greater

De scri pti on                                    Downtown           Co I urn bi a

Co/umb;a                       I   ' R!

MSA                    Missouri'      '\

population
2016 Projection

2011 Estimate
2010 Census
2000 Census

G rowth 2011-2016

G rowth 2000-2011

G rowth 1990-2000

17,goo          117,900
17,000          109,800
16,goo          108,500
16,200            84,500

5.3%                   7.4%

0.6%                   1.2%

4.3%                28.4%

Household Size  (persons  per household)
2016 Projection

2011 Estimate

2010 Census

G rowth 2011-2016

G rowth 2000-2011

2.01                  2.32

1.98                   2.32

1.98                  2.32

1.5%                   0.0%

0.0%

I

187,goo      6,158,loot
175,loo      6,013,100|

1

172,800      5,988,900,
145,700       5,595,2001

7.3%                     2.4% 1

1.3%                    0.4% i

18.6%                    7.o% I

2.40                    2.44 I

2.40                    2.45 I

2.40                  2.45

I,,, © 2Ora ESRI

(

i

|Me9_:EnHg`~u_s_eho_P_Lp_c~eme_Trends
Greater

Descri pti on                                   Downtown           Col u in bi a

-0.4% I

_o=?d
I

'
_

Columbia

MSA                   M i ssou ri

2016 Projection

2011 Estimate

2010 Census
2000 Census

Growth 2011-2016

Growth 2000-2011

$19,500          $53,500
$19,000          $44,900
$19,700          $33,800
$15,300          $22,500

2.6%                19.2%
-3.6%                32.8%

$55,loo          $55,4001

;::::::      :::;:::i
$25,300          $26,400 |

I

14.3%                12.80/o |

29.6%                 29.2% I

G rowth l990-2000                   28.8%               50.20/o               47.0%               43.9%

© 2012 ESRI
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The maps to the right, paired with the demographic tables on the previous

page, show where development has been strongest in Columbia and where

opportunities  for future development could be better directed. In particu-

lar, these maps show how historic preservation can be a key development

element as Columbia's projected growth takes shape.

The  top  map,  a  spatial  view  of  population  growth  rate  concentrations

since 1990, shows how typical suburban growth has occurred on the fring-

es of town (commonly referred to as ringed suburban growth). Growth in

the downtown area, where historic properties are mainly located, has been

neghctble over the same time period (grey patches in the center). The bot-

tom  map,  however,  shows  that  income  density  (total  household  income

per square mile)  over the  same period is more concentrated in the urban

center of Columbia.

These  two  maps  present interesting  opportunides  and  challenges  for the

city because, while population growth has been strongest at the fringes of

the city, income density remains strongest in the core of the city. This sug-

gests that the older parts of the city remain relatively densely occupied by

affluent households.   As population and income growth occur in Colum-

bia,  historic  preservation  could  become  more  important  to  overall  plan-

ning  efforts  because  of the  economic  and  social  benefits  it  provides-

creating  a  better  and  more  integrated  city.  Such  beneflts  are  discussed

throughout cris report.

DEVELOPMENT STRATEG I ES 7
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Economic   Impact   Structure

Investment  in  historic  preservation,  through  construction
efforts and  continued  operations,  begets further econom-
ic  activity  as  money  is  spent  to  rehabilitate  and  operate
historic  facilities,  and  as  employees  spend  their wages  to
support  their  households.     Spending   by  the  facilities  to
support  operations  and  to  pay  employees  is  a  ``direct  im-

pact"   on   the   economy,      Subsequent   spending   causes
``multiplier  effects"  in  the  larger economy.

These multipher effects can be estimated for given geographic areas using

z#¢/Zzj>/7.er ~Gjgr#.c#/r.   Coefficients used in this report were obtained from the

U.S.  Department  of Commerce,  Bureau  of Economic  Analysis,  from  its

Regional Input-Ouq.ut Multipher System, or RIMS 11.

RIMS  11  multiplief s  are  available  for  sixty  aggregate  industry  sectors  as

classified by the Noch American Industry Classification System Q`IAICS).

Several sectors  apply to the  economic activity that takes  place because  of

historic preservation and heritage tourism, including:

•      Co72Jtwc¢.o#, because of cue rehabilitation of the facilities;

•       Musett77is  arid  bistorlcal Sites;

•       Other a7Museme7it a7id recreation industries;

•     Hoare4o/JJ, because of the wages paid to employees, which are pre-

sumed to be spent locally and statewide.

Economic impacts are based on four major triggers:

•      CczPz./zz/ c:>¢c7¢c7z./z/rap such as the construction of facilities and spaces;

•      P¢j;flo//¢c#c7z.77g for those who work in and for the facilities;

•       Other operationcil [|jending of aaledtzes in the f ecilities;

•      I/lz.jz./or ¢e#c7z.#g that is attributable to cultural and heritage destinations.

Multipher effects are demonstrated in three primary ways:

•     Output is a measure of overall economic activity in Columbia gener-

ated  from  the  spending  and  re-spending  triggered  by  business  and

household  spending.   The  output  dollars  summarize  /a/zz/ #c2zJ or czcZJec7

ecoriomic  activity   at  all  |joints  Of  the  firoduction  firoceJJ  ta:rha: I  ch:an .rust  dye,

effects on gross domestic product.   Output is a more robust and larg-

er indicator of economic activity than GDP.

•     Earnings is a measure of how much of the total output is attributable

to  new income  generated  for  households  living in  the  targeted geo-

graphic area, which is, in this case, the City of Columbia.

•     Jobs  are  supported in the  target geography by direct expenditures in

the  city  (through  construction  and  operations),  as well  as  those  sup-

ported more broadiy by visitor spending.

DEVELOPMENT STRATEG IES 8
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The  following diagram  illustrates  how  economic impacts work.    Projects

have  direct  impacts-in  this  case  from  construction,  facilities  operation,

and  overnight  visitor  spending-which  translate  into  jobs,  wages,  busi-

nesses and overhead, and taxes.   This spending has "multiplier effects"; as

more jobs are created, more people spend money at restaurants, retail cen-

ters, etc., which begets more jobs.   These in turn beget more jobs,leading

to substantial indirect economic impacts.

Flow of Economic Impacts

Each round of spending, however, diminishes in size because some spend-

ing takes place outside of Columbia.   This  "leakage" means  fewer dollars

for the next  round  of multiplier effects.   Eventually,  there  are  no  douars

left from the orichal spending, thus defining a flnite and measureable mul-

tiplier coefficient.

DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES 9
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RIMS  11  multipliers  are  available  at  the  national,  state,  and  county levels.

While  Columbia  represents  a  large  pordon  of  the  economy  of  Boone

County, multipliers are not available for the city. Because of this, multipli-

ers for the city are derived from analyzing the relative size of the economy

of  Columbia  compared  to  Boone

County  and  adjusting  the  county

multipliers by this size ratio.

In   order  to   quantify  the   relative

size  of  the  Columbia  economy  to

the Boone  County economy, com-

parisons were  made  to  the general

population along with the  size  and

number     of     businesses     within

Boone  County  and within  Colum-

bia.     The   rationale   behind  these

comparisons  is   that  these   factors

should indicate the relative size and

strength  of a  given  economy.    In

Type  11  Multipliers

BOONE  COUNTY                                       CITY OF COLUMBIA

Industry                                                   Output   Earnings   Employment      Output   Earnings   Employment

Construction                                       1.64         0.44             11.90              1.27         0.34              9.24

Architectural and eng.ineering      1.68         0.54              11.62               1.30         0.42               9.02

total, Boone County has almost 6,000 businesses; roughly 4,650 these busi-

nesses are in Columbia.   Population totals further support these estimates.

Using this  ratio,  the  Columbia economy makes  up  roughly 78  percent of

the Boone County economy.  This percentage is then applied to the Boone

County multipliers to derive a city-level set of multipliers.

DEVELOPMENT STRATEG I ES 10
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Case   Study-Missouri   Economic   Impact   Study

The  Center  for  Urban  Policy  Research  at  Rutgers  Univer-
sity  released  a  report  in  December  2001  which  described
the   economic   impacts   of   historic   preservation   on   the
state  of  Missouri.     This   Columbia   study   closely   reflects
the  categories  and  methodologies  outlined  in  the  Rutgers
University  study  and  applies  them  to the  city  level.

Missouri has been an influential state in the preservation of historic build-

ings  and  districts.    Through  the  implementation  of historic  preservation

tax  credits, grants,  and  other lectslation,  Missouri often  serves  as  a model

for economic impacts from historic preservation.   The study conducted by

Rutgers  University  sought  to  conclude  the  total  economic  effects  of the

major components of historic preservation in Missouri through an input/

output model.

The study focused on analyzing the various components of historic preser-

vation that impact the economy-namely physical preservation work, her-

itage tourism, Main Street programs, and historic preservation tax credits.

The Columbia report is structured off of the main components of the Rut-

gers report for the entire state.

Through  an  estimated  $1.1  billion  in  direct  spending  statewide,  the  state

economy  experienced  an  increase  in  28,000  jobs,  $917  million  in  added

economic activity, $582 million in household income, $109 million in state

tax revenue, and $808 million in in-state wealth.   These conclusions  from

demonstrate  show  that  historic  preservation  can  have  a  great impact  on

economic conditions and can be used as a generator of jobs, income, and

tax revenue.

Historic  preservation  in  Missouri  is  not just  important cul-(
turally  and   aesthetically,   it  also  fosters  significant  eco-
nomic  activity  and   benefits.   Annual  direct  economic  ef-
fects,   calc:ulated   conservatively,   include  $346   million   in
historic  rehabilitation  spending,  $660  million   in   heritage

;tourism   spending,   about   $5   million   in   net   Main   Street
Program  activity-for a  total  of over $1  billion  annually.

-place  Economics 2001

For each  $1 mHlion spent in  Missouri

38

37

36

35

34

33

32
Jobs Created

I Highwayconstruction      I New construction       . Historic Rehabilitation

Moreover,  as  the  Rutgers  report  notes,  one  milhon  dollars  spent  for

historic  rehabilitation  will  create  more  jobs  and  more  state  and  local

taxes  than  a  million  dollars  spent  on  highway  construction.    /C4cz7Z /ay

Missottrl Preseruedori, Stdtistics fron Ri4tgers U niuersity arid Doriouari R:gplee7ma.)
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Historic  Preservation  Economic Impact  Study

GE

Overview

Capital   expenditures   on   historic   preservation   generate
economic  activity  through   spending  on   labor,   materials,
and  services.  As  discussed  earlier,  this  spending  has  rip-
ple  effects  through  the  economy  that  support  ].obs  and
increased  incomes  and  tax  revenues.

The preservation of historic buildings typicauy requires very skiued labor,

trained  service professionals, and  specific budding materials  to effectively

restore  a  historic  property  or  district.  Because  of this,  economic  activity

generated  from the physical rehabhitation  of a historic property generally

garners high economic impacts for a city or region.   Over the past decade,

Columbia has  beneflted  from an increase  in  construction  targeted at  his-

toric preservation and renovation.

The impact of construction on historic properties  in  Columbia is  not di-

rectly quantifiable because  of differing reporting standards  across  institu-

tions, municipalities, and the private sector.   For the purpose of this study,

capital expenditures were divided into several categories before utilizing an

I/0 multiplier model and analyzed further. These categories include:

•     Local  universities-Uriiversity  of  Mssouri,  Columbia  College,  Ste-

phens College

•     Municipalities-Boone county and the city of columbia

•     State historic preservation tax credit projects

•     Private investment

Data was derived from multiple sources, adjusted, and normahzed to apply

to the multipliers.  This data is further explained on the following pages.

©ric   Preservation   Spotli\ght    I    Colum

JMissouri Hall; located on the campus of Columbia College, was award-
ed  Leadei-ship  in  Energy  and  Envil-onmental  Design  QEED)  silver
certiflcation  by  the  U.S.  Green  Building  Council  for its  renovation  in
2009. The oriSnal 38,000  square  foot building was  completed in  1920.

The $3.9 million  project was  the first in  Columbia to receive this level
of recognition.

The  1.enovation  incorporates  modern  operational  efficiencies  and  aes-
thedcs  without  comprondsing  its  irreplaceable  historic  detailing.  The
hall captures natural daylight, has improved indoor all qunhty and, has a
controllable thermal level that creates a healthier work environment.

The  rehabilitation  of Missouri  Hall allows  Columbia  Couege  to  pre-
serve an important piece of its history while providing a modern facil-
ity for fziculty, students, and staff.   Co/##y4z.4 Co/4gc

I

•;I

)

-
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Historic   Preservation   Tax   Credits

Columbia  has  benefited  greatly from  the state  and  feder-
al  historic  preservation  tax credit programs over the  past
decade.  Since  2002,  $88.8  million  has  been  spent  in  Co-
lumbia   because   of  the   historic   preservation   tax   credit
program  to  preserve  and  rehabilitate  historic  buildings  in
Columbia.    These  expenditures,  while  creating  additional
impacts  on  the  local  and  regional  economy,  also  provide
direct jobs,  income,  and  output for the  city.

The  data  required  to  produce  an  input/output  economic  impact  model
that is  centered on historic preservation capital expenditures involves  un-

derstanding how tax credits are used throughout the preservation process.

While  only one piece  of the  total amount  spent  on preservation,  historic

preservation tax credits are an impottant element because of the following:

•     Data on expenses and tax credit amounts is standardized and accurate.

•     Expense  information  can  be  categorized  based  on  how  money was
spent  on  each  project  and  segmented  into  various  categories-for
example, hard costs and soft costs.

•     Projects are well documented by year, amount of credits awarded, and
by total project expenses.

•     The size and number of projects awarded tax credits generally follows

market  conditions  over  time.  Better  economic  conditions  result  in
more historic preservation tax credit investment. One is able to under-
stand  the  relative  strength  of  a  development  cycle  from  analyzing
changes in tax credit development in a market.

•     Developers  in  Columbia  have  developed  a  sophistication  with  the
historic  preservation  tax  credit  development  process,  providing  rich
data for further analysis.

The Virginia Building was built in 1911  and quickly became a centi.al fixture
of Columbia's  downtown district.   In  1965, the building undeiwent  di.astic
modemization  effotts. The updaing was  common in the late  l960s when          ^|
many  pr.operty  owners  attempted  to  solve  the  "downtown  problem"  by
renovating their older buildings to look streamlined and modem. That pro-

ject included tQ,QTeatly reducing the  size of the  storef-font winclows, replacing
the  large  second  floor  windows  wick  narrow  conci.ete  encased  window
units,  and  wrapping  three  exterior walls  with  ribbed  metal  sidmg.  Inside,
cehings wet.e dropped to  almost half of theii- original height, and the  store-
front shop layout was changed to create small spaces with little natui.al light.

In  2002,  new  owners  undertook  a  substantial  renovation  of this  building,
I.emoving the  fading metal siding, adding new windows and restoring archi-
tectural  detals  The  b\rilding  now  1.epi.esents  one  of  the  earliest  successful
rehabilitation projects jn Columbia that utilized historic pi.eservation tax cred-
•us.  Naitoml Regivfer Of Hirfvic P: lclce`f

DEVELOPMENT STRATEG I ES 14
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Historic preservation tax credit projects in Columbia have been very suc-

cessful in the past decade  and have become better understood as an eco-

nomic improvement  tool  (first project awarded  tax credits  in  2002).  The

graphs  below  show  the  breakdown  of investments  in  projects  that  were

awarded historic preservation tax credits  at the  state level.   Over the  past

decade, 26 Columbia projects have been awarded credits-with $88.8 mil-

lion invested.   Of this $88.8 million, $16.4 million was spent on tax credits,

which leveraged an additional $72.4 million (all adjusted to 2012 dollars) in

private  investment.    As  seen  later  in  this  section,  these  expenses  have

strong  impacts  on  the  local  and  retional  economy.    Every  $1.00  in  tax

credits leverage an additional $4.40 in private investment

Investment in  Historic Preservation Supported by Missouri Tax
Credits in   Co umbia, 2002-2011

Source:  Missouri  Department  of Natural  Resources,  2012

m$25Ia:$20;15$10$5SO

•;:
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The map above shows the locations  for projects  receiving historic preserva-

tion tax credits in Columbia over the past decade scaled by investment totals.

A majority of the projects and expenses are located downtown.

DEVELOPMENT STRATEG I ES 15
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While historic preservation tax credit projects provide a rich data source

for the input/output model, they are not the only sources of spending for

historic preservation in  Columbia.   Below is  a look at the breakdown of

spending between historic preservation tax credit projects, local universi-

ties, city projects, and private projects.    Universities in Columbia, primar-

ily the University of Mssouri, actually make up a majority of the spending

on  historic  preservation  in  the  city.    These  institutions  contribute  to  a

large  portion  of  spending  because  of  their  size,  large  historic  building

stock,  and  demand  for  space,  with  an  estimated  $340  million  spent  to

renovate  and  rehabintate  historic  buildings  and  districts  since  2002  (in

2012   dollars).     By  comparison,   municipalities   and  private   developers

(excluding tax credit projects)  are estimated to have spent ten percent of

that amount.

Expenditures on  Historic  Preservation
2002-2012

Historic  preservation  tax  credit  projects,  with  detailed  records  and  data

sets, comprise the next largest category for historic preservation expendi-

tures  at  $88.8  nrillion.    Private  development  and  muricipal  expenses  are

estimated at close to $25 million each.    After adjusting for inflation across

all categories, total development expenditures totaled $475 million in 2012

List of Projects  Receiving State  Historic Tax Credits
2002-2012

`--'--~ ------------ ~---~--` ----- ~~ ----- `--~-` -~ ----- ~-~ ---- ~`-`---  `  T-aT;-6-rJdi-t

Project  Name                                                             Property_Address                            Issue  Date

716 West Broadway

VirginiaBuilding/Strollwaycenter

Guitar House/Confederate Hill

M.iller  Building,  C.P.  #1

Matthews  Building

Kress Wholesale Co.  Bldg.

Ballenger  Building

Tiger Hotel

Central  Dairy Warehouse & Commercial  Block

Miller  Buiding,  C.P.  #2

HamHton-Brown  Shoe Factory

Envira  Building

Wood Hal I-Stephens College

Colu mb.ia  Hall-Stephens  College

Hamilton-Brown  Shoe Factory C.P. #2

Dorsey Block

Renie Hardware

Central  Dairy  Building

Coca Cola  Bottling Company  Building

Li n dsey Jewel ry  Bu .I ldi n g

Diggs  Building/Wright Brothers  Mule Barn

Missou ri Theatre

Poole and Creber Market Company Warehouse

Berry Wholesale Grocery Company

Haden  Building

MCGlasson  Distribut.ing Building

716 W Broadway

111 S 9th St
2815 Oakland Gravel  Road

800-802  E.  Broadway,  C.P. #1

804 E. Broadway

1025  E.  Broadway

27 S.Ninth Street

23 S.  Eighth Street

1104  E.  Broadway

800-802  E.  Broadway,  C.P. #2

1123 Wilkes  Blvd. CP #1

loll-1019 E. Broadway

5 S.  College Avenue

14 Waugh Street

1123 Wilkes  Blvd. CP#2

906-914 E.  Broadway

16  N.  E.ighth Street

1106 E.  Broadway

10 H itt Street

918 E.  Broadway

1107  Hinkson  Avenue

203 S.  Ninth Street

1023 E. Walnut Street

1025-33  E. Walnut Street

901  E.  Broadway

1020 E. Walnut Street

8/7 /2f yrJP-

3/4/2!fJfJR,

3/31/2004
1/r2/2fyNis

8/3/2!fyfyF>

3NfJ/2!J/fyR>

5/arj/2!yuR,

9/11/2006
r2/2!f3/2!fyfyR,

6/2!Si2!fyrffl

9/6/2!orJi7

a!)/a/i)/2fyfyri

6/10/2008
9/2:3/2!yNR,

11/7/2008

T2/3/JJ/2fyNR,

3 / T] /2f JNR

4/24/2ffryR

7 /7 /2fyfyR

8/6/2fyNf3

9/2:5/2!fyryf3

10/19/2009

3/2!f3|2fIvfJ

12/1/2010

7 /I /2f Jrl
7/15/2011
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Historic  Preservation  Economic Impact  Study

Economic   Impact

Multipliers  are  selected  from industry categories  that  relate  specificauy to

construction and historic preservation.   For instance, the historic preserva-

tion of a budding would hkely have a direct economic impact on construc-

tion,  architecture  and  planning,  financial  services,  and  legal  disciplines.

These multipliers  are then weighted based on assumed total construction

budget percentages.

The table below show local multipliers  specifically related to the constmc-

tion industry  used  for  Boone  County  and  the  City  of Columbia.    Once

multipliers  are  established  at  the  city level,  expenditures  are  divided  into

specific  industry   sectors   and   disciplines   that   are  involved   in   historic

preservation.    After  researching historic  preservation  capital  expenditure

budgets  and  pro  formas,  the  table  below  was  created  to  allocate  costs

across the selected sectors and disciplines.

The selected multipliers are now aligned with capital expenditures for his-

toric preservation in Columbia. The next step is to apply documented ex-

pense data to the multiplier model.

Multi.pliers from  Regional  Input-Output  Multiplier System  (Table  1.5)

U.S.  Dept.  of Commerce,  Bureau  of  Economic Analysis

BOONE  COUNTY

Percentage,Ir,|faCost

".er
.   ,   ,             n ii mber ofdollars)(clolla|L,in

740/a Construction 1.64           0.44             11.90

3%

Architectural,engineering,

1.68          0.54             11.62and related services

1O/a Legal services 1.78           0.75              13.10

8% F}eal  estate 1.35          0. 22             18.05

5O/a Office administrativeManagementofcompanies 1.76           0.64              15.57

3% 1.67           0.57               9.48and enterprises

1%

nsurance, brokerages. and

1.67           0.48              12.02related activities

Securities, investments,

5% 1.77           0.67              19.85and related activitles

Historic   Preservation   Spotlight    I    Columbia

The  Hamilton-Brown  Shoe  Company  Building,  located  at  1115  Wilkes
Boulevard, was built in 1907. It served as a Hamilton-Brown shoe factory
from  then  undi  1939.  'The  factory was  the  first  fachity  that  Hamilton-
Brown, which was at the time the largest shoe manufacturing company in
the world, operated outside  of St. Louis. The factory building today pro-
vides an intact, highly significant link with Columbia's early industrial his-
tory. The building, utilizing historic preservation tax credits, was converted
into offices and lofts in 2007.

DEVELOPMENT STRATEG I ES 17
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The tables to the right summarize investments made for historic preserva-

tion construction in Columbia over the last decade. The top table focuses

only on those projects using historic preservation tax credits.   The bottom

table  includes  all  city-wide  investments  in  historic  structures,  which  in-

clude  those  made  by  historic  preservation  tax  credit  projects  as  well  as

universities, private developers, and muriicipalities.

The  multiphiers   for  these  models  are  created  by  blending  percentages

spent  on  hard  costs  and  soft  costs.  Through  analyzing construction  pro

formas of similar historic preservation projects in Missouri, it is concluded

that  74 percent of expenses  are  allocated  to  hard  costs.  Because  of this,

the  construction multiplier receives  the most weight.   The  soft costs  are

then a blend of services  that are necessary for historic preservation con-

stniction; such as architectural, financial, legal, and administrative services.

After  adjusting  all  construction  expenditures  to  2012  dollars,  the  $88.8

million that has been reinvested in historic preservation tax credit proper-

des  in  Columbia  since  2002 helped  support an estimated  947  jobs.  These

are  jobs  that include  construction  and  related  jobs  initially  supported by

the  direct  spending  (112)  plus  multiplier  effects  (835).   Additionally,  $73

million in household earnings and $201  million in total ouaput have been

supported  by  construction  spending  on  historic  preservation  tax  credit

projects over the past decade.

Total city-wide  spending on historic preservation was  done  as  a  separate

analysis because of the magnitude of spending done at the university lev-

el-particularly the University of Missouri. Historic preservation is in hne

with university operations because of the available building stock, an em-

IlllTJl|I|±llILulE|,ILII,ITi][-[iMiiy![N[.)I=[Li[.]=I[Nr!T+(N=J=.)II]LILuLIILnil=PI

CITY O F CO LU M BIA

(1) (2) (3)

Hard Costs Soft Costs Total

Directspending $65,730,000 $23,111,000 $88,841,000

MULTIPLIERS

Output                                                                1.27                                   1.25                                      1.27

Earnings                                                          0.34                                  0.38                                    0.35

Employment                                                    9.24                                  12.22                                   10.01

ADDED  ECONOMIC  IMPACT  ON  COLUMBIA

Output                                                $83,803,000               $28,913,000                $112,716,000

Earn ings                                              $22,331,000                 $8,875,000                   $31,206,000
Indirect Jobs  Held by                                     57o                                     265                                        835

Columbia Residents

TOTAL  ECONOMIC  IMPACT  ON  COLUMBIA

Output                                                                                                       $201,557,000
Hard cost Earnings                                                                                   $32,865,000
Soft cost Earnings                                                                                     $9,244,400
Total Earnings                                                                                                  $73,315,400
Direct Jobs in columbia                                                                                                         112

Total  Direct and  Indirect Jobs in columbia                                                                  947

CllY 0 F C0 LUM BIA

Direct Spending $350,808,000 $123,348,000 $474.156,000

M U LT I P L I E RS

Output

Earnings

Employment

1.27                                    1.25                                      1.27

0.34                                 0.38                                   0.35

9.24                                12.23                                  10.01

ADDED  ECONOMIC  IMPACT  0N  COLUMBIA

Output

Earnings

Indirect Jobs  Held by

Columbia  Residents

$447,269,000            $154,315,000              $601,584,000

$ 119,181,000             $47,366,000                $166,547,000

3,042                            1,416                              4,458

TOTAL  ECONOMIC  IMPACT  ON  COLUMBIA

Output

Hard Cost Earnings

Soft Cost Earnings
Total  Earnings

Direct Jobs in  Columbia

Total  Direct and  Indirect Jobs  in  Columbia

$1,075,740,000
$175,404,000
$49,339,200

$391,290,200
598

5,056
*Figures adlfusted to 2012 dollars
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Historic  Preservation  Economic  Impact  Study

phasis  on campus branding through historic buldings, and campus plan-

ning  initiatives-so  historic  preservation  generally  receives  greater  rein-

vestment     on  campus  than in the private  sector or in local government.

For  example,  the  University  of  Missouri  estimates  its   annual   historic

preservation spending to total $28 million.   This is three times the amount

private  developers  spent in  an  average  year  for  historic  preservation  tax

credit projects in Columbia over the last decade.

Because  of the  large  investments  made  at  the  university  level  and  from

private  developers  uulizing  historic  preservation  tax  credit  incentives  in

the last ten years, Columbia has seen a considerable impact in its economy

from   historic   preservadon.   Including  university  expenditures,   historic

preservation  investments  have  supported  over  5,000  direct  and  indirect

jobs, $391  million in total household earnings, and over $1  billion in eco-

nomic acdvity in the city.

On  a  yearly  basis,  assuming  the  average  expenditures  are  constant,  500

jobs  are supported by historic preservation construction in  Columbia, al-

most $40 million in earrings are generated, and $100 million in output is

created.   While much of these totals are kept within the Columbia econo-

my,  ripple  effects  of this  spending impact  other parts  of the  county,  re-

alon,  and  state.    In  fact,  as  some  construction  materials  and  labor  are

brought in from outside Missouri, economic impacts occur on a national

level as well.
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Heritage    Tourism

Heritage Tourism  Columbia

Economic  Impact
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Heritage   Tourism   in   Columbia

As  an  industry,  tourism  is  one  of  Missouri's  top    revenue
producers  and  is  one  of the  fastest  growing  elements  of
the   state's   economy.   Counting   only   the   spending   at-
tributable   to   the   heritage   portion   of  their   travels,   ex-
penditures  of Missouri  heritage  travelers  amount to  $660
million  annually.  This  $660  million  translates  into  annual
economic   benefits   to   the   state   equaling   20,077   jobs,
$325  million  in  income,  $574  million  in  gross  state  prod-
uct,   $79   million   in   state  and   local  taxes  and   annual   in-
state  wealth  creation  of $506  million.

Columbia, having been founded in 1821, has a rich history and culture that

is  celebrated  through  various  heritage  festivals,  museums,  and  cultural

events.   These events and institutions impact the local, regional, and state

economy through  added  expenditures  on  payrou,  operations,  and visitor

spending.   As with historic preservation capital expenditures  (noted in the

section above), spending on heritage tourism has ripple effects that spread

throughout the City's economy.

For the basis of this analysis, a collection of institutions and events specifi-

cally connected to heritage tourism were chosen and studied.

These events and cultural institutions include:

•     The columbia Heritage Festival

•     The state Historical society of Missouri

•     The walters-Boone county Historical society

•     The Maplewood Home Museum

The events and institutions noted above are selected because of their focus

on local heritage and culture and their attraction for visitors  from outside

Columbia.  Outsiders bring "new money" to Columbia, an important com-

ponent  in  stimulating  multiplier  effects  and  economic  growth.  Historic

preservation is central to each event and insrfution.

Data was  collected  from each  event and institution to  understand  annual

expenditures  on  operations,  payroll,  and  revenues.    Additional  data  was

collected  from  surveys,  research,  and interviews with the  Columbia  Con-

vention and Visitors Bureau and the City of Columbia.

Events  like  the Heritage Festival  help |]reserve  Cohmbia'S  culture  and  history  uihile

bririgi/ing iri edsitors to the City-arhicb Stimulates economic g/rotutb.
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Economic   Impact

According  to  research  done  by  the  Columbia  Convention  and  Visitors

Bureau,  Columbia visitors  spend  an  average  of $390  per party which  in-

cludes $139  for lodctng, $62 for entertainment, $106 for meals and $83 on

other  types  of expenditures.  Travel  spending per  person  is  estimated  at

$149,  suggesting  that  the  average  party  has  2.6  members.     Most visitors

indicate  that  dining  (20  percent),  shopping  (17  percent),  and  sporting

events  (16  percent)  were  among  the  most  significant  functional  drivers

that motivated them to visit the city.   More than three quarters of Colum-

bia  visitors  are  adults/adult  couples  (76  percent)  with  the  other  quarter

indicating they visit as a family with children.

The  CVB  data  helps  to  track  how  money  is  likely  spent  by  heritage/

cultural tourists in Columbia.  The industry-specific multipliers selected for

analyzing the economic impact of heritage tourism on Columbia include:

•     Museums, historical sites, zoos, and parks

•      Civic, social, professional, and similar organizations

•     Constmction

•     Households

•     Hotels andmotels

•     Retailtrade

•     Food service and drinking places

n   'Spotlight    I    Columb

The Heritage Festival and Craft Show occurs every September. in Columbia.
The I-estival, an important heritage and cultural event in Columbia, focuses
on the redon's history, ti.aditions, and crafts.

The festival is described in detail by the Columbia Convention and Visitors
Bureau:

"I 7ifitors  irill  be  taleen  I)cich fo  llje  frtlditioris  o.i fbe  |]a§t. IJ§ten.  learn,  a/]d  See  h;Sfoiy

tl`i it coiMes  a/ive.  See  arlisans  and fradesmeii  dues.sod  i" 19fh  cenlitf} titt;re  demon.Iti.aliiig

tl)eir  frcides  a/Id  Selhiig f]]eir  il/ar`es.  A  large  c(i/iteiapoi.dry  I)tliidi}iade  crm.f i  area  ]2il/I  al`f o

be i ;eaf Hred.

F.njo.y  eriferfainiiierit  oil  inl(j  Jfdgie]  ;ncli!ding iimsic,  rianciiig and  Sfayte/liiig  Sat//rday

EiieMiilg  Gl)osf  I tories   at.e   xponsored   ky   the  Mid-MiJSoHrii  Org!dnirtyxpf;oil   I toryfellei`5.
'I.oHr  tlje Historic Nlap/ew(iod  Homie  and  t]]e  Walfer`S B(jofie  Coiiilty I-Ii5torlca/ MH`Ie-

iimi.  Great food  afid  a  beaNfiful  Park.  Setlirlg Tl'l/I  li/alee  tl)e Flerllag/a Fe§ti,i.'al  a  famjb

frndidorl!"

Thi.ough data pi.ovided by the Columbia Convention and Visitors Bureau,
an  estimated  15,000  people visit  the  festival  each yeai-.   Total  expenses in-

curred to plan and operate the event equal S40,700.  With an estiniated $2.3

million generated  in visitor. spending  (S671,000  from  out ot-to\irn visitors),
the event has a considerable economic impact on the Cit). of Columbia and
is a selling point for the I.egrion.   With many `,.olunteers on hand, the event
also  has  low  pa}'roll  expenditures  compared  to  many  othei-  events.  This
further enhances the impact of outside money spent in Columbia.

DEVELOPMENT STRATEG I ES
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Armual operating expenditures total $763,000-excluding employee com-

pensation-for  the  four  events  and  institutions  studies  as  heritage  and

cultural attractions in Columbia.  Among them, the State Historical Society

of  Mssouri  makes  up  roughly  three-fourths  of  the  total  expenditures.

With relatively low operating expenditures, it is estimated that these events

and  insrfutions  attract  18,500 visitors  to  Columbia each year.   Based  on

survey  research,  roughly  2,600  of  these  visitors  are  from  out  of  town.

These visitors are particularly important because the money they spend in

Columbia  is  direcdy  captured  through  hotel  stays,  food,  entertainment,

and shopping.

Across  the  four  events  and  institutions,  roughly  $2.8  million  in  direct

spending is  attributed  to  heritage  tourism  in  Columbia each  year.  Total

economic activity, including direct and multiplier effects, is  estimated  at

$8.9 million. Earnings  for Columbia households is  annually estimated to

be  $3.3  million.  Finally,  120  total  jobs  are  supported  both  directly  and

indirectly because of these events and institutions.
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Downtown     Columbia

Overview

Demographic Analysis

Economic  Impact
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Overview

The  downtown  district  has  a  large  portion  of the  historic
buildings   in   Columbia.      Because   of  the   efforts   to   pre-
serve   and   maintain   historic   qualities   in   the   downtown
district,  the  city  has  benefitted  economically.    This  sec-
tion  focuses  on   understanding  the  economic  impacts  of
preserving  the  historic  qualities  of Columbia's  downtown.

Downtown Columbia is a vital part of the city and of the region because it

serves  as  a hub  for many  businesses,  institutions,  and  the  three  universi-

ties.   As  noted in the previous  sections, historic preservation efforts over

the past decade have transformed the city and have created more opportu-

nities for economic growth and prosperity.

Downtown's vibrancy is tied to the efforts put forward by the City of Co-

lumbia  and  private  developers  to  preserve  existing  structures  while  pro-

moting  responsible   new  construction   and   streetscape  improvements.

The  efforts  seen  in  historic  preservation  have  worked  in  concert  with

other  initiatives  to  improve  the  downtown  area  and  create  economic

growth  for  the  city and  recton.   With  these  initiatives  working in  con-

junction with historic preservation efforts, the City has promoted smart,

vibrant development in downtown.

Examples  of planning initiatives  and incentives  that work together with

historic preservation efforts include:

•     The sidewalk repair matching funds program

The Cdy  of Coh7mbia covers  50 Percent of the costs of Sidewalh re|)air.

•     Community Improvement District ("The District')

A CommMttdy Im|]rouement District   is  Simi/ar to  a  Sf)ecial Bwsiriess District
bttt  has  the  ability  to  fiMll  in  additional  assessments,  Sttcb  as   Sales  tax.  This

added  reunue  (alorig with  added I)owers)  allou/I  the District  to  better  meet  the

rieeds  of their members. Dountow7i CII)I tbrougbottt the  State  typically  use their

additional  rei)e7itteJ  for  i7iarea§ed  mainterlcijlce,   Sofety  Patrols,   marleeting  cnd

other PreNing rleeds. This  irlcreciJe  ill  Serl)ices  directly  benefits  deuelo|)en  and  the

riow  businesses  they  attract.  In  201 1 ,  douritowri  Voters  ¢P|)roved  an  additiona/

1  / 2  cent tax iricrease in the CID.

•     Tax Increment Financing

Ta>c Increment Financing con  occiir  oM  both  the  local  aiid  fbe  Sfafe  leue/.   TJ.I

/eueng/es futllre  I;axes  (eifber  ilw;07ne,  Sale`f  or I)rof)ei.ty  faxes)  fbat  a  deue/o/)meMt

fJrofecf   wil/   create   ;1]   order  fo   hell)  fiund   the  I)rojecl.  EIseMtlti/!y,   fl)e   /ocality   or
ftclfe  a8!ree  lo forgo  Some  of their  "rlell'"  ol.  increlMellttll  tax I)aymeMts  caused  ky  tl

flew  ecotio/7iic  actjility `foi.  a Pre-defermiiied  ai/iowiit  of time  iN  ordei` to  SwPpott  fl)e

crei]tioll  Of tl)af  llel2'  ecollo//lic  a[fivity. The  City  ba§  established  a TIE  ordinance

and the TIP  Com7mission curentley mariages  establjsbed TIP  districts  and eualtt~
ates  flew  cip|)licatiorls.
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Other planning efforts initiated by the City include:

•     Downtown columbia planning charrette

Urban   I)lariners   receritly   condected   an   iritensiue   weele-loyig  Planriirig  exendse

lemoun  as  a  cbarette  to  identify  cnd  outlirie  flew Plaririing o|)Putunities for  the
cdy. They  held Pttblic  I)earirigs  and met ivitb  riecirley  all of the  dountown |]roperty

ouners,  cilong aritb  business  o|jerators,  resedent§  and  others  ultb  a  ]talee  in  the

health  Of dountourn to get iripMt on bow to improve the Cdy through now Phonriing

ef f bris and inihatiues.

•     8th street Historic Avenue of the columns

Curentley, wiajor ef f orts  are uriderm/ay  to reultaliape  ci7id energi!iape  this  bistorlc  cirea Of

Cohmbia.  Me7Mbers  Of the Big|btb  Street Beautificcalorl  Committee  co7xpleted  the

first  Ste|J  Of the Bigbtb  Street  master Plarl  irl  1997  aritb  the  dedicatiori  Of Cottrt-
hottse  Square. Roformed Seueralyears  later ciJ  the Historic Auerime  Of the Columns

Committee,  this  g]rowfi   of firo|)erty  ouners,  g/ouerrment  representdeues   a7id  other

iriterested  |]cndes  reviewed  differerit  |jroposals  for  the  A:Henue.  The  cboseri  maJter

I)lan for Big/bib  Street includes  both  Sbort and longtei!m |jrof ects  SMcb  as  near multi
-use  deuelopmeritJ,  attraalng riew  residerits  arid  flow  retailers,  addirig 7more  trees

and beyicbeJ,  and  areedrig an  atmoJpbere  emaphaJigivrig arfu  and culture.  Commem~

orating the  historic  apect  Of Big!btb  Street,  the Historic AueriMe  Of the  ColunriJ
will  Still  empbariRTe  the  relationsb¢  l}etwieen  the  Mniuersdy  and  the  city,  cirid  urill

become  a  clcissic  and  i7iuitirlg  area  for  rum/  restaurants,  businesses,  arld  housing

coaplexes.

Demographic   Analysis

As  the  charts  below  demonstrate,  Columbia's  greater downtown popula-

tion has limited income.   This is mainly due to the presence of three uni-

versities  in  the  downtown  area with  large  student populations.    Despite

this, purchasing power among this age cohort is generally considered to be

strong. As income data shows considerable growth in Columbia in the last

decade  and  projected  over  the  new  few years,  the  downtown  area  could

see an influx of income growth if development keeps pace.

Income   Distribution  Comparison
Sourc;c):  ESRI,  2011

35%

;60,COO

$50,000

I  $40,000

i  ;30,000

$20,000

:  $10,000
I

I?0

nllnlJJJlrdb_
$35.00 0                         $50,000                       $ loo.000                      $200.000

lncomo Bracket
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Historic   Preservation   Spotlight    I    C`@lumbia

The Downtown Community Improvement District (CID) is an independent
orgrnization dedicated to keeping Columbia's downtown-rHc .I)I.sfrr.cf-
vital.  Carrie  Gartner,  director of The District,  has  seen  Columbia's  decade-
long  transfoi.matron  first  hand.  In  an  article  written  in  August  2011,  jM: s.
Gartner describes her perspective on historic preservation in Cofumhia.

The   Changing   Face   of   Historic   Renovation

When I flfst started as director of a downtown organization over a decade
ago,  my predecessor gave  me  one  piece  of advice:  stay away  from  historic

preservation.  Apparendy,  she  had  once  tried  to  establish  a  historic  district
but had been shot down by the board furly handily.

It only took 2 years  for everything to change.   Sinc`e 2002, our city has seen
24 historic preservation tax credit projects that created 392 jobs,180 housing

uriit:s and generated over $75 million for the local economy.  On top of that,
we've seen some adaptive reuse projects that have given new uses to aging

properties--a roofing company into art studios, a laundry facirity into a cof-
fee   shop   and   ballet,   and   a   grocery   warehouse   into   loft   apartments.

Why the turnai.ound?

I  think  pal.t  of  the  problem  was  a  lack  of  understanding  about  historic

preservation--what it entailed, what it requii-ed, and what it could do foi. the
commuhiry. I quicldy realized that most people thought that a National His-
toric   Registe.r  histing  meant  that  the   fedei-al  government  automadcally

placed  1.estfictions  on  a  building,  limiting  the  types  of changes  you  could
make to it and even pi.ohibiting you fi.om tearing it down. The 1-eality is very
different. Listing on the National Historic Register does  not mean that you
have to do anything to your building. You can even, heaven forbid, tear the
thing down.  Once we explained that federal and state renovation guidelines
only apphed if you wet.e using a government incentive in the form of state
aiid  federal  tzix  credits,  property  owners  became  much  more  comfortable
listing their building on the Historic Register. In fact, once they realized they
could use government tax credits  to help find their projects, many saw no

pi.oblem meeting federal guidelines for their buildingus.

Education  is  certainly  impoi.Cant  but  the  real  reason  for  the  turnaround,  I
think,  was  the  work of one  father/son  t:Cam who  took  on  the  first  Historic
Preservation Tax Ci.edit pl.oject in our downtown. The building spanned half a
block and  had been  covered with  metal  siding back in  the  era where  people
were trying to solve their "downtown problem" by embracing a poor version
of moderfuty.  In fact, the 1.I,pper corrrices  had been `ofthandedly chipped away

in order to install the siding. To make matters worse, they covered all the win-
dows  as  well.  When  the  first  secdon  of siding was  removed  and  the  historic
brick underneath was i-inally exposed, I think half of downtown stood out on
the  sidewalk marveling. The final result was the restoration of a beautiful his-
toric  budding and the i.eclaiming of a section of Ninth Street that had been
lost when the siding went up.

Now, nearly a decade later, historic preservation is a given in our community.
It's added some traditional beautyr to our cityscape, helped our local economy,
opened up some underused sections of our downtown, added moi.e 1.etall and
restaurant opdons, and  even lead the way for other t)apes  of development in-
centives,  such as TIF.  When  it  comes  to  successful government irritiatives,  I
don't think you can ask for much more.
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Economic   Impact

Measuring  the  economic  impact  of  historic  preservation
on   a   downtown   district   quickly   becomes   complex   be-
cause  of the  influence  of various  outside  factors,  such  as
city  planning  efforts,  beautification  improvements,  infra-
structure  work,  new  construction,  retail  mixes,  and  pop-
ulation   trends-all   of  which   have   influences   outside   of
historic  preservation  efforts.

Research  suggests  that  historic  properties  can  achieve  prerium  building

values,  rents,  and  lease  rates.  One  study  showed  property  premiums  of

between five and eighteen percent for historically-designated properdes in

major cities in Texas.  While that study suggests that historic properties are

given a premium in the market, the range of value appreciation is difficult

to quantify because of many variables in addition to historic status.

The   methodology  behifld   analyzing  historic   preservation's   impact   on

downtown  Columbia  was  adjusted  from  the  previous  sections  of  this

study because  of the  lack  of data  available  to  truly isolate  the  effects  of

historic preservation on an entire district.

Initial  research,  with  data  provided  by The  District,  shows  an  improve-

ment in  aggregated  downtown  property values  roughly around  the  same

time  major  historic  preservation  efforts  were  taking  off  (2002  through

2004).   Market values  for downtown properties was tracked by The Dis-

trict from  1997 through 2011.   Based on this initial data, a hypothesis was

formed that historic preservadon cin be linked to improved property val-

ues, which in-turn should provide increased tax revenues  to  the  city and

added economic benefit to  Columbia.   The following chart shows the in-

crease in property values since 1997.

;34,000,000

;32,000,000

$30,000,000

$28,000,000

$26'000,000

$24,000,000

$22,000,000

$20,000,000

Downtown  Property Values
1997-2011
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Data Analysis

The previous sections utilize input/output multipliers models to analyze

the economic impacts of various forms of historic preservation.  Because

costs  associated  with  preserving  the  whole  downtown  district  are  not

accurately  separated  into  historic  preservation  and  other  improvement

methods, a different analysis was conducted on property values  and tax

revenue to understand how they change over time relative to other build-

ing types.

With  data  made  available  from  the  Boone  County  Assessor's  Office,

propetty  value  and  tax  revenue  data  was  analyzed  for  propetties  that

have  been  lmown  to  go  through  a  historic  preservation  process  in  the

last decade.   Data was also collected on the property values and tax reve-
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nues of 40 selected properties of other types. The categories used for com-

parison include:

•     Historic preservation properties in downtown columbia

•     Non-historic downtown columbia properties

•     Suburban columbia properties

•     Boone countyproperties

This property value data, with four independent and segregated categories,

140%

1200/o

100%

80%

60%

is  then  analyzed  as  property  values  change  over  tine.    Because  historic      4°%

preservation  efforts  first took off in 2002 with  the  first historic  preserva-      2°%

tion tax  credit project, property value  and  tax revenue  data was  collected        0%

from 2000 though 2011  to account for potential initial changes because of

historic preservation efforts.

The downtown historic preservation properties had an increase in proper-

ty values of 117 percent from 2001  through 2011.   This is contrasted with

a modest increase in non-historic downtown properties at 19 percent, sub-

urban Columbia properdes at 55 percent, and Boone County properties at

53  percent.     Since  considerable  investments  were  made  in  the  historic

preservation properties,  the  substantial increase over the  other categories

is   expected.   Non-historic   downtown   buildings,   however,   showed   less    120%

property value appreciation than suburban or county buildings.   This sug-     [oo%

gests that historic preservation buildings, after renovation and restoration

work,  are  attributed  to  much  of the  property value  increases  for  down-

town Columbia over the past decade.

Tax revenue data produced a similar chart, as historic preservation proper-

ties  saw  the  largest  increase  in  tax  revenue.  The  chart  below  shows  the      20%

percentage  increase  in  tax  revenue  from  2001  through  2011  for  the  four        o%

categories.

Percent Increase in  Property Values
2001-2011

Source: Boone County Assessors Office

Downtowi„ .,.. v.,.         Downtown  Building          Suburban  Building       BoonecountyBuilding

Rehab

Percent Increase in Tax F`evenue
2001-2011

Source:  Boone County Assessors Office

Downtown  Histc)ric             Downtown  Building              Suburban  Building           Boone county Building
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EH

The map to the right shows the distribution of properties se-

lected  for  analysis  and  the  changes  in  property  values  over

time.    From  the  percentage  increase  tables  on  the  previous

page, historic preservation properties in downtown  Columbia

have the greatest total incremental increase  since  2002.   Simi-

larly, tax revenues increased by the greatest amount for histor-

ic preservation properties in downtown Columbia.

The  research  suggests that investments in downtown  Colum-

bia, which is the hub  of the greatest income concentration in

the  region,  is  best  suited  for  historic  properties  because  the

incremental benefits are greater than other property types and

rectons.

While  conclusions  drawn  from  the  data  suggest  that  historic

preservation  in  downtown  lends  itself to  higher  appreciated

property  values  and  a  greater  generation  of  tax  revenue,  it

should be noted that a larger sample size of randondy selected

properties  Greater than 30 of each) would lend itself to more

concrete conclusions. It is estimated, however, that the sample

size  used  in  this  analysis  is  characteristic  of  overall  market

conditions  and  generally  supports  historic  preservation  as  a

good investment  option  for  downtown  Columbia.   As  more

properties in downtown Columbia get preserved, a better un-

derstanding of their impact on  the  downtown area, property

values, and tax revenues will be formed.
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Sustainability     and

Historic     Preservation

Overview

Landfill  and  Demolition  Impacts
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Overview

While   many  new  construction   projects  are  being   built
with  sustainability  in  mind,  historic  preservation  is  con-

sidered   by   many  experts  to  be  the  most  sustainable
way  to  create  usable  space,  properties,  and  neighbor-
hoods.    Historic   preservation    is   also   connected   with
added  economic  benefits  to  surrounding  properties and
neighborhoods.

There  are  economic  benefits  to  the  local  community  that  decides  on

historic  preservation  rather  than  new  construction.  Historic  preserva-

tion  can  also  lead  to  increased  cultural  preservation  and  tourism.  The

following research  findings  demonstrate the benefits  of historic preser-

vation on the environment and property development.

•      15 to 30 times as much energyis usedin the construction ofa
building than in its operation.  Embodied energy use-energy need-
ed for the production and continued use of a building-an be far
greater in new construction.

•     A frequently under-appreciated component of historic buildings is
their role as natural incubators of small businesses.   85 percent of
all net new jobs are created by firms employing less than 20 people.

(Sustainability and Historic Preservation, Donovan Rypkema)

•     New construction is typicauy half materials and half labor. Rehabili-
tation, on the other hand, is 60 percent labor with the balance being
materials.  This allows for more jobs in the community and the
money earned being recirculated into the community, rather than to
fzLr-o££ coritti+ctors. (I ustainability and Historic Preseruatio7i, Donovan
Rypkema)

•     There is a common misconception that older buildings are less en-
ergy efflcient than buildings built in more recent times.  Data from
the US Energy Information Administration indicates that buildings
built before 1920 are approximately equivalent to buildings built

from 2000 to 2003.  The reasons that historic structures are relatively
energy-efficient have to do with the use of materials that are superior
insulators, use of natural ventilation, as well as siring/orientation for
efficient heating and cooling in the pre-air conditioning era. (T4c Jade//
R¢o7Z, Abeu Foundation, March 2009)

I   RE   ,   __I

r`Although    the    iterations    of    sustainability    vary    widely
around  the  globe,   and  there  are   numerous  approaches,
the   reuse  of  historic  buildings  was  mentioned   in   sessio
after   session   as   an    integral    part   of   the   sustainabil
movement  -  historic  preservation  as  smart growth  arou
the world."

~Donovan  Rypkema, 2007

Historic Preservation  Economics Expert,  Place  Economics
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According   to   the   National   Park  Service,  which   oversees   historic

preservation  tax  credit  admirristration,  historic  preservation  is  inhei.-

ently a sustalnable practice:

A  co7mmonley  q%oted Phrase,  "the  greerlest  buiidirig is  the  one  tbcit'S  alrecidy  bMilt,"

Succinctly  expresses  the  relation§bip  between  1)reservation  and  SMstainabildy.  The

repair and retrofittirig of existing and biJtoric bMildingJ iJ  considered ky may to lJe

the  w!ltimale  reeyclingproject,  and focusing o7i  bistor;c  bMildings  bat  added benefits

f or the /anger  co7mmundy.

Materials  extraction  for purposes  of construction  can be  harmf.ul  to

the environment. The fouowing points describe the benefits of histor-

ic preservation for construction waste reduction purposes:

•     The extraction of natural resources for constniction purposes
and the production of building goods are also energy-intensive

processes that release significant C02 emissions.   (T4c Gr€c#cj./
Bttildirlg Q}¢antif ring the Bnuironmental T/alae of BMildi7lgRf use p .+3)

•     Historic buildings have embodied energy-nergy needed for the pro-
duction and continued use of a building-that can balance the goal in
the green building community for energy efficiency improvements that
may be difficult to achieve  otherwise.  ffz.r/o77.c Prercowzzzz.o# cz#J J`#j/zzz.#c7¢z./-
ity Go Hand ill Hand)

New construction and the waste disposal that accompanies such projects can

also be expensive economically and environmentally.

•     It takes ten to 80 years for a new building that is 30 percent more effi-
cient than an average-performing existing building to overcome,
through efficient operations, the negative climate change impacts related
to the co"stru!edon process. FT he Greenest Bi4ildirig Q}¢antif yirlg the Bnuirorl-
7mentalT/aheofBuildingRfusep.8)

|Every   year,    approximately   one    billion    square   feet   of

I buildings are demolished  and  replaced  with  new  construc-
ition  in  the  United  States.  The  Brookings  Institution  pro-I
|].ects  that  some  82   billion   square  feet  of  existing  space
twill    be    demolished    and    replaced    between    2005    and
2030-roughly   one-quarter   of  today's   existing   building
s;lock.   (The  Greenest  Building:   Quantifying  the  Environ-
mental Value of Building  Reuse  p.9)

•     The EPA has noted that building construction debris consrfutes around
a third of all waste generated in this country, and has projected that over
27 percent of existing buildings will be replaced between 2000 and 2030.

(I ustainabi ldy and Historic P re servation , D o"orva.n R::]phe:rrra)

The points above help quantify the  scale to which historic preservation can

benefit the environment and a community.
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Land fill   and    Demolition    Impacts

As  noted   by  many  sources,   including  the  National  Trust
for   Historic   Preservation,   the  ``greenest"  building   is  the
one  already  standing.     In  this  sense,   historic  preserva-
tion   aids   in   sustainability   by   aiming   to   rehabilitate   and
maintain  existing  properties.    Two  ways  in  which  historic

preservation  helps  in  this  movement  is  by  reducing  dem-
olition  waste  and  conserving  land fill  space;   each  historic

property  that  is  saved  eliminates  several  tons  of  debris
that  would   have  otherwise   polluted   the  air  and   loaded
the  land fill.

The National Trust for Historic Preservation notes that 40 percent of car-

bon dioxide emissions in the U.S. results from the construction, operation,

and demolition of buildings.  Moreover, the City of Columbia has accumu-

lated  statistics which  esdmate that about 2,357  tons  of waste goes  to  the

land fill each year as a result of historic property demolition.   While not all

historic properdes  are  able  to  be  rehabilitated,  each property that can be

saved  from  demohtion will  have  a positive  impact on  the  local  environ-

ment and landfill.

More specifically, the City of Columbia estimates the fouowing statistics:

•     On average, there have been 35 demohtions per year over the past ten

years in Columbia.  Of the 35 demolitions per year, about 26 of them
average 1,500 square feet and over 50 years old (the average historic

property in Columbia).
•     For each 1,500 square foot property that is demolished, roughiy 95

tons of debris is generated.

•     Accordingly, 2,450+ tons of waste will end up in the local land fill eve-

ry year as a result of historic property demolition.
•     In another measure, each historic 1,500 square foot demolished prop-

erty generates 7,500 cubic feet of debris, which translates to 197,000

cubic feet of debris going into the landfill each year.

•     Because it costs $38 to dispose of each ton oflandfiu debris, almost

$94,000  is spent per year on the waste stemming from the demotion
of historic properties.  This cost could be spent elsewhere in the local

economy  by reducing additional building debris.

As  can  be  seen  from  the  above  statistics,  demolition  alone  adds  a  large

amount of waste to the  environment and the land fill.   Even saving a few

more  properties  each  year  will  conserve  landfill  space  and  improve  air

quahty,  thereby proving to  be  a very green  alternative  to  demolition  and

new construction.

•      75% of demolished properties nationallyare residential and

over 50 years old.
•     The typical 2,000 square foot home can be expected to pro-

duce 127 tons of debris.
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Conclusion
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Historic preservation has many benefits for the community, local government, and the environment.  As noted in this study, Columbia experiences tremen-

dous economic impact from historic preservation in the form of job creation, private investment, and environmental savings.

By analyzing the impact of physical construction and rehabilitation of historic preservation tax credit buildings over the past decade, it was found that:

•     Almost $90 million in private investment was generated from historic preservation tax credit projects over ten years.

•     Approximately 5,000 jobs were created both directly and indirectly though construction efforts in the city and through local educational institutions.

•     Over $200 million in total economic activity in columbia was generated.

Investments in heritage tourism in Columbia, through both yearly festivals and cultural institutions, demonstrate strong economic returns  for the city and

region.   From the analysis of several selected festivals and instructions:

•     An estimated 120 jobs are sustained annually.

•     $2.8 mihion in direct spending is generated.

•     $3.3 million in annual household earnings is created..

Columbia's downtown, with several historic districts, has the greatest concentration of historically preserved buildings in the city.   Since 2001, the property

value increase of historically rehabilitated downtown buildings is more than double the increase of properties in other parts of the city and Boone County

(117°/o, 550/o, and 53%, respectively).   Historically preserved buildings also have the greatest rate of increase in tax revenue over the past decade-stimated

at a 1040/o increase.

Through studies, expert analyses, and primary research, historically preserved buildings are found to be the most sustalnable  method of property develop-

ment.  For example, 15 to 30 times  as much energy is used in the construction of a budding than in its operation.   Embodied energy use-energy needed

for the production and continued use of a budding-an be far greater in new construction.

The study of the economic inpact of historic preservation is typically seen on the rectonal, state, and national level.  By initiating this study on the city level,

the City of Columbia demonstrates its interest in understanding how historic preservation can be used as an effective planning and economic development

tool.
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Multipliers  from  Regional  Input-Output  Multiplier  system  (Table  1.5)                                  EconomyAdju:                    77.6%

U.S.  Dept.  of  Commerce,  Bureau  of  Econom!o Analysis

EH

CITY 0F COLUMBIA

(lcmciiid      Final.(lcn`, (/

::`(:n/(:/
cmz„1d ''. I ,               , , , fg~     pv

Omu'',1'nr.1.27

E0lHI--

/ )!o}iiiicnt /3/(nuiT`l)crofjobs)

(,   'n,L1

Ea(,:,;,,,`]::s(./ ni I)loy Ill cn i /6(nuiiil)crofJobs)

0.34 9.2 4 0. 69 1. 25 1.36

1.30                      0.42                        9.02                        0.81                      1.18                          1.62
1.38                       0.58                       10.17                       0.95                      1.06                          1.65

1.05                      017                       14.01                       0.79                      1.28                         0.94

1. 36                       0.50                        12.09                       0.85                      1.14                          1.38

1.30                       0.44                        7.36                        0.81                      1.13                          1.90

1.29                       0.37                        9.32                        0. 77                       1.25                          1.55

1.37                       0.52                        15.41                       0.81                       1.11                           1.15
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Multipliers  from  Regional  Input-Output  Multiplier  System  (Table  1.5)

U.S.  Dept.  of  Commerce,  Bureau  of  Economic Analysis
BO0NE COUNTY

230000 Constru ction
541300 Architectural, engineering, and

541100 Legal services
531000 Real estate
561100 Office administrative services
550000 Management of companies
524200 Insurance agencies,

contracts, investments, and related
activities 19.85

CITY 0F COLUMBIA

230000 Construction
541300 Architectural, engineering, and

541100 Legal services
531000 Real estate
561100 Office administrative services
550000 Management of companies
524200 Insurance agencies,
523000 Securities, commodity

contracts, investments, and related

9.24
9.02
10.17
14.01
12.09
7.36
9.32

15.41
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Type  ll  Multipliers                                                                                         CITyoFCoLUMBIA

.I,   u=              ,,e

Final-demand
I   ,-     , .I,    , -:-_'-+''-_`-`_.'

I,,-,,I   -      -i-
-,,-,I,   ,         , -,,-,

•,13
_,':`::-_J_'_'+,:':-

M,-,,,-BiE"',I ', 9
I-- ''       "                 `                     --

(dollars)
I,,

Construction $75,403,986 $20,092,432 546 $40,556,605 $74,loo,594
Architectural, engineering,andrelatedservices

$3,124,871 $1,009,368 22 $1,942,251 $2,828,984
Legal services $1,103,965 $466,535 8 $763,105 $846,164

Real estateOfficeadm i n istrativeservicesManagementofcompaniesandenterprisesInsuranceagencies,brokerages,andrelatedactivitiesSecurities,commoditycontracts,investments,andrelatedactivities $6,717,704$5,447,248$3,109,798$1,034,304$5,477,643 $1,094,722$1,990,573$1,054,774$296,322$2,073,074 904818762 $5,028,973$3,398,676$1,931,272$616,464$3,234,604 $8,203,469$4,575,713$2,710,442$999,505$4,431,491

Hard Cost Multiplier Effects $75,403,986 $20,092,432 546 $40,556,605 $74,100,594

Soft Cost Multiplier Effects $26,015,533 $7,985,368 254 $16,915,344 $24,595,768

Total  Multiplier Effects $101,419,518 $28,077,800 800 $57,471,949 $98,696,362
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ERE

rsEm-                                                              rmmm-
Final-deman a          Fi n al-deman a             Fi nalrdem and         Fi nal-demand            Di rect-effect              Direct.effect                Fi nalrdemand         Fi nalrdemand           Fi n al-demand         Final-deman d           Di rect-effect              Direct-effect

Museums, historical sltes, zoos, and parks 1.8363 0.6822 24.8967 1.1382 1.4338 1.4454

Clvic, social,  professional,  and similar organizations 18005 0.4925 18.9856 0.9076 1.6883 1.5499

Construction 1-6430 0.4378 11.9048 0.8837 1.6146 1.7494

Households 0.9335 0.2389 8.0720 0.5803 0 0
1.6087 0.4427 16.7308 1.0226 1.5947 1.4310

1.6 0.4582 18.0430 1.0289 1.4991 1.3933

Food services and drinklng places 1.6723 0.4817 25.8296 0.9328 1.5554 1-2661

1.8363 0.6822 24.8967 1.1382 1.4338 1.4454

1.8363 0.6822 24.8967 1.1382 1.4338 1.4454

1.8363 0.6822 24.8967 1.1382 1-4338 1.4454

1.8363 0.6822 24.8967 1.1382 1.4338 1.4454

0.9335 0.2389 8.072 0.5803 0 0
1.6228$111.465 0.4591$41,410 19.69381.42 1.0005$69.090 1.5484$87,033 1.37210.08

$3,370,800 $1,252.279 42.89 $2.089,335 $2,631.952 2.49

$222.589 $82,694 2.83 $137.968 $173,800 0.16

$31.548 $11,720 0.40 $19,554 $24.633 0.02

$3.736.402 $1,388.103 47.55 $2,315.947 $2.917,417 2.76

$1.1S6,842 $303,735 9.63 S13| .181 0 0.00

$1,205.713 $341.092 13.73 $743,385 $1,150.496 0.96

1.4250 0.5294 19.3198 0.8832 1.1126 1.1216

1.3972 0.3822 14.7328 0.7043 1.3101 1.2027

1.2750 0.3397 9.2381 0.6858 1.2529 1.3575

0.7244 0.1854 6.2639 0.4503 0 0
1.2484 0.3435 12.9831 0.7935 1.2375 1.1105

1.2416 0.3556 14.0014 0.7984 1.1633 1.0812

1.2977 0.3738 20.0438 0.7239 1.2070 0.9825

1.4250 0.5294 19.3198 0.8832 1.1126 1.1216

1.4250 0.5294 19.3198 0.8832 1.1126 1.1216

1.4250 0.5294 19.3198 0.8832 1.1126 1.1216

1.4250 0.5294 19.3198 0.8832 1.1126 1.1216

0.7244 0.1854 6.2639 0.4503 0.0000 0.0000

1.2593$86,497 0.3562$32.134 15.28241.10 0.7764$53.614 1.2016$67,538 1.06480.06

$2,615.741 $971.769 33.29 $1,621,324 $2.042.395 1.93

$172.729 $64.170 2.20 $107.063 $134,868 0.13

$24.481 $9.095 0.31 $15.174 $19.115 0.02

$2,899.448 $1,077.168 36.90 $1.797.175 $2.263.916 2.14

$920.989 $235.698 7.47 $572,523 0 0.00

$935.633 $264.687 10.66 $576.867 $892.785 0.74
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Historic  Tax  Credit  Allocation  -Columbia  Projects

Project  Name                                                                Property Address

State Tax
Tax  credit     Tax  credit                           Rehab                Soft  cost            Total  project                     Credits

Zip        Issue  Date    Issue  Year          Expenditures        Expenditures            Expenditures                    Awarded

716 West Broadway

Virginia  Building/Strollway Center

Guitar House/Confederate Hill

Miller  Building,  C.P.  #1

Matthews  Building

Kress Wholesale Co.  Bldg.

Ballenger  Building

Tiger Hotel

Central  Dairy Warehouse & Commercial  Block

Miller  Buiding,  C.P.  #2

Hamilton-Brown  Shoe Factory

Envira  Building

Wood Hall-Stephens College

Columbia  Hall-Stephens  College

Hamilton-Brown  Shoe Factory C.P.  #2

Dorsey Block

Renie Hardware

Central  Dairy  Building

Coca Cola Bottling Company Building

Li n dsey Jewel ry Bu i ldi n g

Diggs  Building/Wright Brothers  Mule Barn

Missouri  Theatre

Poole and Creber Market Company Warehouse

Berry Wholesale Grocery Company

Haden  Building

MCGlasson  Distributing Building

716 W Broadway

111 S 9th St
2815  Oakland Gravel  Road

800-802 E. Broadway, C.P. #1

804 E. Broadway

1025 E. Broadway

27 S.Ninth Street

23 S. Eighth Street

1104 E. Broadway

800-802 E.  Broadway, C.P. #2

1123 Wilkes  Blvd. CP #1

loll-1019 E. Broadway

5 S. College Aven ue

14 Waugh Street

1123 Wilkes  Blvd.  CP#2

906-914 E.  Broadway

16 N.  Eighth Street

1106 E. Broadway

10 Hitt Street

918 E. Broadway

1107  Hinkson  Avenue

203 S. Ninth Street

1023 E. Walnut Street

1025-33 E. Walnut Street

901 E. Broadway

1020 E. Walnut Street

65203         8/7/2002         2002

65203         3/4/2003         2003

65201       3/31/2004         2004

65203        1/12/2005         2005

65201         8/3/2005         2005

65201       3/10/2006         2006

65201       5/30/2006         2006

65203       9/11/2006         2006

65201     12/29/2006         2006

65203       6/26/2007         2007

65201         9/6/2007         2007

65201     10/30/2007         2007

65201       6/10/2008        2008

65201       9/23/2008         2008

65201       11/7/2008         2008

65201     12/30/2008         2008

65201       3/17/2009         2009

65201       4/24/2009         2009

65201          7/7/2009         2009

65201         8/6/2009         2009

65201       9/25/2009         2009

65201     10/19/2009         2009

65201       3/29/2010         2010

65201       12/1/2010         2010

65201          7/7/2011         2011

65201       7/15/2011         2011

$534,648                             $0

$3,754,381             $1,149,925

$385,189                     $6,534

$604,519                $475,996

$752,505                    $27,588

$630,432                 $175,295

$2,045,275                 $682,720

$2,841,356             $1,992,081

$2,595,945                $ 148,412

$635,984                 $156,910

$5,070,590             $1,594,081

$639,359                    $67,171

$5,845,009                 $ 787,750

$7,934.936                 $937,502

$898,256            $2,269,468

$1,213,550             $2,006,108

$780,814             $1,032,631

$402,193                   $42,478

$1,264,119                 $933,877

$587,847                 $598,422

$3,565,026                $739,044

$7,998,975             $2,247,534

$553,728                   $88,442

$3,529,104             $1,787,549

$3,418,253                $717,825

$659,870                 $129,585

$534,648                $ 133,662

$4,904,306                $938,595

$391,723                    $96,297

$1,080,515                 $151,130

$780,093                 $ 188,126

$805,727                 $157,608

$2,727,995                 $511,319

$4,833,437                $710,339

$2,744,357                $648,986

$792,894                $ 158,996

$6,664,671             $1,267,648

$706,530                 $ 159,840

$6,632,759             $ 1,461,252

$8,872,438             $ 1,983,734

$3,167,724                 $224,564

$3,219,658                $303,388

$ 1,813,446                $ 195,204

$444,671               $ loo,548

$2,197,996                 $316,030

$ 1,186,270                $146,962

$4,304,070                 $891,256

$10,246,509             $1,999,744

$642,169                $ 138,432

$5,316,653                $882,276

$4,136,078                $854,563

$789,455                 $164,968

$59,141,865     $20,794,927     $     79,936,792     $14,785,466
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Historic  Tax  Credit  Allocation  -Columbia  Projects

Tax  credit     Tax  credit
Project  Name                                                                Property Address                                   Zip        Issue  Date   Issue Year

716 West Broadway

virginia  Building/Strollway Center

G u itar H ouse/Confederate H i I I

Miller  Building,  C.P.  #1

Matthews  Building

Kress Wholesale Co.  Bld8.

Ballenger Building

Tiger  Hotel

Central  Dairy Warehouse & Commercial  Block

Miller  Buiding,  C.P.  #2

Hamilton-Brown  Shoe Factory

Envira  Building

Wcod  Hall-Stephens Col lege

Colu mbia Hall-Stephens College

Hamilton-Brown  Shoe Factory C.P. #2

Dorsey Block

Ren ie Hardware

Central  Dairy Building

Coca Cola  Bottling Company Building

Lindsey Jewelry  Building

Diggs  Building/Wright  Brothers  Mule  Barn

Missou ri Theatre

Poole and Creber Market Company Wai.ehouse

Berry Wholesale G rocery Company

Haden  Building

MCGlasson  Distributing Building

716 W Broadway

111 S 9th St

2815 Oakland Gravel  F}oad

800-802  E.  Broadway, C.P. #1

804 E.  Broadway

1025  E.  Broadway

27 S.Ninth Street

23 S.  Eighth Street

1104 E.  Broadway

800-802  E.  Broadway, C.P. #2

1123 Wilkes  Blvd. CP #1

1011-1019 E. Broadway

5 S. College Avenue

14 Wau gh Street

1123 Wilkes  Blvd.  CP#2

906-914 E.  Broadway

16 N.  Eighth Street

1106  E.  Broadway

10 Hjtt Street

918 E.  Broadway

1107  Hinkson Avenue

203 S.  Ninth Street

1023  E. Walnut Street

1025-33  E. Walnut Street

901 E.  Broadway

1020 E. Walnut Street

65 203         8/7/200 2         2002

65 203          3/4/2 003         2 003

65201       3/31/2004         2004

65203       1/12/2005         2005

65201         8/3/2005         2005

65201       3/10/2006         2006

65201       5/30/2006         2006

65203       9/11/2006         2006

65201     12/29/2006         2006

65203       6/26/2007         2007

65201         9/6/2007         2007

65201     10/30/2007         2007

65201       6/10/2008         2008

65201       9/23/2008         2008

65201       11/7/2008         2008

65201     12/30/2008         2008

65201       3/17/2009         2009

65201       4/24/2009         2009

65201          7/7/2009         2009

65201         8/6/2009         2009

65201       9/25/2009         2009

65201     10/19/2009         2009

65201       3/29/2010         2010

65201        12/1/2010         2010

65201          7/7/2011         2011

65201       7/15/2011         2011

Rehab               Soft  cost           Total  project
Expenditures        Expenditu res           Expenditures

State Tax
Credits              2012  Inflation

Awarded                    Adjustment

$684,395                              $0                   $684,395

$4,688,708             $1,436,098               $6,124,806

$469,316                      $7,961                    $477,277

$718,583                 $565,810                $1,284,393

$894,491                   $32,794                   $927,285

$731,108                 $203,288                   $934,396

$2,371,892                 $791,746                $3,163,638

$3,295,102             $2,310,203                $5,605,305

$3,010,501                 $172,112                $3,182,613

$719,557                 $177,530                    $897,087

$5,736,907             $1,803,556                $7,540,464

$723,376                   $75,998                   $799,374

$6,451,796                 $869,529                $7,321,325

$8, 758,685             $1,034,827                $9,793,511

$991,507             $2,505,068                $3,496,575

$1,339,533             $2,214,368                $3,553,900

$840,852             $1,112,031                $1,952,883

$433,118                   $45,744                   $478,862

$1,361,318             $1,005,683                $2,367,001

$633,047                 $644,435                $1,277,483

$3,839,143                 $795,870                $4,635,013

$8,614,021             $2,420,348             $11,034,370

$581,760                   $92,919                    $674,679

$3,707,765             $1,878,043                $5,585,808

$3,503,710                 $735,770                $4,239,480

$676,367                 $132,824                   $809,191

$171,099                         $681, 734

$1,172,177                       $6,114,177

$117,329                         $475,691

$179,646                      $1,269,132

$223,623                         $916,268

$182,777                          $916,802

$592,973                      $3.104,069

$823,775                      $5,499,761

$752,625                      $3,122,686

$179,889                          $877,215

$1,434,227                       $7,373,432

$180,844                         $781,667

$1,612,949                      $7,066.794

$2,189,671                      $9,453,033

$247,877                      $3,375,014

$334,883                     $3,430,346

$210,213                      $1,939.013

$108,279                          $475,461

$340,329                      $2,350,190

$158,262                      $1,268,410

$959,786                      $4,602,093

$2,153,505                   $11,034,370

$145,440                         $675,553

$926,941                     $5,593,048

$875,927                      $4,217,958

$169,092                         $805,083

$   65,776,557       $23,064,556      $   88,841,113      $16,444,139            $   87,419,000
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Consolidated Assessment and Tax Data
Assessment

Address                                                 City             Property Type                                     2000              2001              2002              2003              2004              2005 2006             2007             2008             2009             2010             2011
111 S 9th St

804  E.  Broadway

1025  E.  Broadway

29 S  Ninth Street

1104 E.  Broadway

16-18  N  EIGHTH  ST

1106 E.  Broadway

10 Hitt Street

918 E.  Broadway

201 S NINTH ST -207

224000           224000
59336             59336
87040             87040
96640             96640
55632             55632
92755              92755
55632              55632
87040             87040
48000             48000
72038              72038

224000           381964           381964
59336             59336             59336
87040             87040             87040
96640             96640             96640
55632              55632             55632
92755              92755              92755
55632             55632             55632
87040             87040             87040
48000             48000             48000
7 2038             7 2038             7 2038

439232           439232
101118           101118
100064           100064
261580           261580
132188            132188
106624           106624
50284             50284

100064             8089 5
55168             55168
82816             82816

439232           439232
101118           101118
100064           100064
261580           261580
174699           174699
106624           159999

50284              90956
80895           156799
55168              55168
82816             82816

439232           439232           439232
101118           101118            101118
1000 64           100064           100064
261580           261580           261580
174699           174699           174699
159999           159999           159999
90956             90956             90956

240241           240241           240241
119261           119261           119261
222120          2227 20          2227 20

Columbia      Downtown  Building

Columbia      Downtown  Building

Columbia      Downtown  Building

Columbia      Downtown  Building

Columbia      Downtown  Building

Columbia      Downtown  Building

Columbia      Downtown  Building

Columbia      Downtown  Building

Columbia      Downtown  Building

Columbia      Downtown  Building

326784           326784
27459              27459

201824           201824
73203              73203
44800             44800

2141177         2141177
313696           313696
408480          408480

27459              27459
152768           152768

326784
27459

201824
73203
48128

2141177
313696
408480

27459
152768

375776
31520

232064
84128

503007
2158944

360704
419424
31520

175648

CIJe)J16

31520
232064

84128
503007

2158944
360704
419424

31520

175648

3,JE)J76
31520

232064
84128

503007
2158944
360704
419424

31520
175648

375776
31520

232064
84128

503007
2158944
360704
419424

31520
186784

2815 Oakland Gravel  F{oad

105  N  KEENE ST

701  VANDIVEF}  DR

19.04  VANDIVEF}  DR

3928 S  PFiovIDENCE  RD

3014  LEMONE  INDUSTF}lAL  BLVD

801  E  BUS  LOOP 70

1916 Paris Road

1600 E  BUS LOOP  70

3200 West Broadway

6701 Stephens Station  Road

Columbia

Columbia

Columbia

Columbia

Columbia

Columbia

Columbia

Columbia

Columbia

Columbla

Columbia

Suburban  Building

Suburban  Building

Suburban  Bujlding

Suburban  Bullding

Suburban  Bullding

Suburban  Bullding

Suburban  Bullding

Suburban  Building

Suburban  Building

Suburban  Building

Suburban  Building

5912              37999
994336           994336
113222           113222

29062              47814
201366           201366
314307           314307
161286           161286
147478            147478

71552              71552
14244                1452

5912                 5912

38000              38000              38000           103772           103772           103772           103772           103772           103772              51299
994336           994336           994336         1143456         1143456        1143456        1143456         1143456        1143456         1143456
113222
47814

201366
314307
161286
147478

113222            113222            130176
47814             47814             54944

201366           201.366            231552
314307           314307           361440
161286           161286           185440
147478           147478           169568

130176           130176
54944             54944

231552           231552
361440           361440
185440           185440
169568           169568
82240             82240

388832           388832
36259           328099

179110           184614           184614
54944             54944             54944

231552            231552           231552
361440           361440           361440
185440           185 440           185 440
169568            169568           169568
82240             82240             82240

388832           388832           388832
328099           3 28099          328099

184614
54944

231552
361440
185440
169568
82240

388832
328099

302  N JEFFERSON ST

103 S COLLEGE ST

105 SMITH ST

101 N 0GDEN ST

111 W SEXTON ST

1260  E  HWY 22

516 W Hwy 22

400 North Rollins Street

305 East Broadway

119 S OGDEN

Centralia       Boonecounty Building

Ashland         Boone county Building

Sturgeon       Boonecounty Building

Sturgeon       Boonecounty Building

Harrisburg   Boone county Building

Centralia       Boonecounty Building

Centralia       Boonecounty Building

Centralia       Boonecounty Building

Ashland         Boone county Building

Sturgeon       Boonecounty Building

4541                1995
15029              15029
22118              22118

3187                 3187
4736                4736
7155                 7155

59539             59539
38899             38899
19292              43123
30531             40025

1995                 1577                 1577
1502 9              15029              15029
22118              22118              22118

9401               9401               9401
4736                4736                4736
7155                 7155                 7155

59539             59539             59539
38899             38899             3889 9
43123              43123              43123
40025             40025             40025

1805                1805
17271               17271
22118              22118

9401               9401
4736                4736

4083 5             40835
59539              59539
51475              51475
49591             49591
4002 5             40025

53887              53887
17271               17271
22118              23942

9401                9401
4736                 4736

40835             40835
59539              59539
51475              61929
49591              49591
40025             40025

53887              53887              53887
17271               17271               17271

23942             23942              23942
9401                9401                9401
4736                4736                4736

40835             40835             40835
59539              59539              59539
61929              61929              61929
49591             49591             49591
40025             40025             40025
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Consolidated Assessment and Tax Data
Tax  Revenue

Address                                                City             Property Type                                  2000           2001           2002           2003            2004           2005            2006            2007            2008           2009           2010           2011
111 S 9th St

804 E.  Broadway

1025  E.  Broadway

29 S  Ninth Street

1104  E.  Broadway

16-18  N  EIGHTH  ST

1106 E.  Broadway

10 Hitt Street

918 E.  Broadway

201 S  NINTH  ST -207

Columbia      Downtown  Historic  F{ehab

Columbia      Downtown  Historic  Rehab

Columbia      Downtown  Historic  Rehab

Columbia      Downtown  Historic  Rehab

Columbia      Downtown  Historic  Behab

Columbia      Downtown  Historic  Rehab

Columbia      Downtown  Historic  F{ehab

Columbia      Downtown  Historic  Rehab

Columbia      Downtown  Historic  Rehab

Columbia      Downtown  Historic  Rehab

16172.8     16077.38
4210.93        4185.65
6284.27        6247.19
6977.39        6936.22
4016.65        3992.95
6696.94        6657.41
4016.65       3992.95
6284.27        6247.19

3465.6        3445.15
5201.15        5170.45

16067.3
4182.98
6243.27

6931.88
3990.42
6653.24
3990.42
6243.27
3442.99
5167.19

28333.7
4328.37
6456.53
7168.66

4126.72

6880.49
4126.72

6456.53
3560.59

5343.7

28334.08
4328.43
6456.61
7168.75

4126.78
6880.58
4126.78
6456.61
3560.64
5343.78

31033.06
7035.7

7069.83
18481.42

9339.5
7533.32

3552.72
7069.83
3897.78

5851.2

30789.72
6979.67
7014.39
18336.5
9266.27
7474.25

3524.85
5670.67
3867.22
5805.32

30926.76
7011.22
7045.61

18418.1
12094.32

7507.52

3540.54
5695.9

3884.42
5831.17

31000.99
7028.32

7062.52

18462.33
12123.84
11292.74

6419.68
11066.88
3893.74

5845.17

31185.04
7070.68
7104.43

18571.93
12197.05
11359.78
6457.79

17056.87
8332.45

15812.88

31538.18
7151.98

7184.89
18782.24
12337.51

11488.42
6530.93

17250.02
8428.33

15991.96

29577.01
6700.49

6738.1
17614.28
11557.47
10774.02

6124.81
16177.35

7895.83
14997.51

700 Cherry Street

522 E  Broadway

601 E  Broadway

609 E  Broadway

904 Elm Street

720 East  Broadway

1001 Cherry St.

800 Cherry St.

625 Cherry St.

515 East  Broadway

Columbia      Downtown  Building

Columbia      Downtown  Building

Columbia      Downtown  Building

Columbia      Downtown  Building

Columbia      Downtown  Building

Columbia      Downtown  Building

Columbia      Downtown  Building

Columbia      Downtown  Building

Columbia      Downtown  Building

Columbia      Downtown  Building

23593.8        23454.6
1982.54        1970.84

14571.69     14485.71
5285.25        5254.07

3041.92        3022.84
154593     153680.8

22648.88     22515.22
29492.26     29318.24

1982.54        1970.84
11029.83     10964.75

23439.89
1969.61

14476.64
5250.76
3020.82

153584.5
22501.1

29299.87
1969.61

10957.89

24240.51
2036.89

14971.12
5430.11

3103.7
158830.4
23269.66
30300.65
2036.89

11332.17

24240.84
2036.91

14971.32
5430.19

3334.3
158832.5
23269.98
30301.05

2036.91
11332.33

26549.69
2226.97

16396.03
5943.89

17162.56
152535.9
25484.82
29633.59

2226.97
12410.03

26341.5

2209.51
16267.46

5897.27
27561.8

151339.8
25284.98
29401.23

2209.51

12312.73

26458.75
2219.35

16339.86
5923.52

35417.22
152013.4
25397.52
29532.09

2219.35
12367.54

26522.27
2224.67

16379.07
5937.74

35502.23
152378.3

25458.47
29602.96

2224.67
12397.23

26679.72

2237.87

16476.3
5973

35712.99
153282.9
25609.61
29778.69

2:2:st .gJ
12470.83

26981.85
2263.23

16662.89
6040.62

36117.41
155018.6
25899.61
30115.91

2263.23

13411.65

25304.01
3368.19

15626.71
5665

33871.49
145379

24289.08
28243.18

3368.19
12577.65

2815 Oakland Gravel  Road

105  N  KEENE ST

701 VANDIVER  DF`

1904 VANDIVER  DR

3928 S  PROVIDENCE  RD

3014  LEMONE  INDUSTF}lAL  BLVD

801 E  BUS  LOOP 70

1916  Paris  Road

1600  E  BUS  LOOP 70

3200 West Broadway

6701 Stephens Station  Road

Columbia

Columbia

Columbia

Columbia

Columbia

Columbia

Columbia

Columbia

Columbia

Columbia

Columbia

Suburban  Building

Suburban  Building

Suburban  Building

Suburban  Building

Suburban  Building

Suburban  Building

Suburban  Building

Suburban  Building

Suburban  Building

Suburban  Building

Suburban  Building

345.85        2332.15
67515.43     67091.85

7687.77        7639.53

1973.3           3226.2
13008.24     12934.33
20304.23     20188.87
10951.32     10882.61
10013.75        9950.93

4858.4        4827.91
833.27              84.42

345.85          343.68

2330.5
67047.09

7634.45

3224.06
12935.34

20190.45
10875.35

9944.3
4824.69
3791.97

343.72

2400.8
68886.62

7843.91

3312.5
13317.94
20787.63
11173.74
10217.13
4957.06

22364.97
354.95

2400.84
68887.61

7844.02

3312.55
13318.14
20787.95

11173.9

10217.28

4957.13
22365.31

354.95

6835.67
75321.73

8574.94
3619.27

14619.74
22820.58
12215.29

11169.78
5417.3

24550.08
337.2

6772.69
74627.66

8495.92
3585.91

14583.39
22763.84
12102.72

11066.86
5367.37

24489.03
2283.62

6812.54
75066.75

8545.91
3607.02

14672.07
22902.27

12173.93

11131.98
5398.96

24637.95

20789.67

6828.42
75241.7

11785.79

3615.42
14719.07
22975.64

12202.3

11157.92

5411.55
24716.88
20856.27

6873.86
75742.53

12228.83
3639.49

14820.49
23133.96
12283.53

11232.18

5447.56
24887.19
20999.98

6954.3
76628.71

12371.91

3682.06
14999.95
23414.07
12427.24

11363.59
5511.3

25188.54
21254.26

3141.46
76998.06
12431.53

3699.81
15078.21
23536.25
12487.14

11418.37

5537.86
25319.96
21365.16

302  N  JEFFERSON  ST

103 S  COLLEGE ST

105 SMITH  ST

101  N  OGDEN  ST

111 W SEXTON ST

1260 E  HWY 22

516 W  Hwy 22

400 North  Rollins Street

305 East Broadway

119 S 0GDEN

Centralia       Boone county Building

Ashland          Boone county Building

Sturgeon       Boone county Building

Sturgeon       Boone county Building

Harrisburg   Boone County  Building

Centralia       Boone county  Buildjng

Centralia       Boone county  Building

Centralia       Boone county Building

Ashland         Boone county Building

Sturgeon       Boonecolinty  Building

161.2             97.24

904.32           929.76
1442.11        1463.87

207.78           210.92

318.88          321.39
297.66           392.37

2476.82        3264.94
1618.2        2133.11

1278.53        2930.86
1990.63        2649.02

104.42
944.48

1463.98
622.23
320.57
418.14

3479.34
2273.2

2973.12

2649.22

82.53

968.41
1474.61

626.75
324.51
418.13

3479.28

2273.16
3041.76
2668.46

82.61

959.68
1511.24

642.32
323.24
418.51

3482.43
2275.2

3016.71
2734.75

92.33
989.87

1597.17

678.85
318.86

2337.89

3408.73
2947.05
3144.78
2890.25

92.43
1011.92
1568.81

666.8

312.67

2340.13
3412.01
2949.88
3208.06
2838.93

3383.04
1008.34

1598.7
679.51

316.72
2563.63
a.I 3,I .gJ

3231.6

3197.79
2893.01

3462.25
1007.6

1741.3

683.74
316.95

2623.66

3825.4
3978.93
3195.66
2911.02

3558.75

1021.93
1573.61

617.89
316.49

2696.78
3932.04
4089.86
3236.83
2630.68

3565.65
1019.69
1707.32

670.4
319.35

2702.01
3939.65
4097.78

3230.42
2854.23

3565.81
1069.86
1752.04

687.96
319.49

2702.13

3939.83
4097.97

3374.42
2929
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Economic Census  Data -Boone County,  2007
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rsN 3]11,,,- llltlll[-          ,I,]I e -,,    ,       ,  ,,
-     ,,- •      Z51,             I    -,

($1,000)
',,,,in-       ,12

Columb ac ty,MSSour Manufacturing Tota 63 1,259,892 129,868 3,354
Columb ac ty,MSSour Wholesale trade Merchant 96 508,281 46,275 1 , 1 70

Columb ac ty,MSS0ur Retail trade Tota 542 2,672,828 214,765 10,194

Columb ac ty,MSSour nformat ion Total 62 N 42,238 1 ,137

Columb ac ty,MSSour Real estate and rental Tota 202 136,395 23,377 903
Columb ac ty,MSS0ur Profess Ona cien C, All  establishments 328 248,380 98,841 2,569
Columb ac ty,MSSour Profess Ona cien c,      Establishments 325 D D h
Columb ac ty,MSSour Profess Ona cien c,      Establishments 3 D D b
Columb ac ty,MSSour Administrative and Tota 165 228,551 124,729 7,791
Columb ac ty,MSSour Educa nal  services All  establishments 40 10,952 4,721 304
Columb ac ty,MSSour Educa onal services           Establishments 32 D D e
Columb ac ty,MSSour Educa onal services           Establishments 8 D D b
Columb ac ty,MSSour Health care and so al All  establishments 489 1,675,854 606,906 15,522
Columb ac ty,Mssouri Health care and so al        Establishments 387 423,080 177,779 4,126
Columb ac ty,Mssouri Health care and so al        Establishments 102 1, 252, 774 429,127 1 1 , 396
Columb ac ty,MSSour Arts,  enterta ent,  and All  establishments 46 21,157 7,912 601
Columb ac ty,MSSour Arts,  enterta ent,  and    Est blishments 33 17,933 6,787 546
Columb ac ty,MSS0ur Arts,  enterta ent,  and    Establishments 13 3,224 1,125 55
Columb ac ty,MSSour Accommodation and Tota 362 286,281 83,701 7,659
Columb ac ty,Mlssour Other services  (except All  establishments 269 168,116 48,567 1 , 907
Columb ac ty,Missour Otherservices  (except       Est blishments 203 108,923 31,583 1,451

Columb ac ty,Missour Other services  (except blishments 66.00 59,193 16,984 456
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Summary

population

Households

MedianAge

2010-2015

Census2000  r                            2010  r                            2015                          Change

36,972                                 39,929                                  41,605                                     1,676

13,480                                    14,722                                    15,556

25.0                                         26.2                                         27.0

Census 2000  Households by Income  and Age  of Householder

<25                   25-34                       35-44                     45-54                     55-64

HH Income Base                                 2,632                       2,632                            2,340                          2,597                           1,280

<$10,000

$10,000-$14,999

$15,000-$24,999

$25,000-$34,999

$35,000-$49 ,999

$50,000-$74,999

$75,000-$99,999

$100,000-$149,999

$150,000-$199,999

$200,000+

Median  HH Income

Average HH Income

<25

HH Income Base                                     1000/o

<$10,000                                                  47.60/o

$10,000-$14,999                                   18.1%

$15,000-$24,999                                 16.60/o

$25,000-$34,999                                 9.1%

$35,000-$49,999                                5.3%

$50,000-$74,999                                 1.8%

$75,000-$99,999                                0.6%

$100,000-$149,999                             0.6%

$150,000-$199,999                             0.3%

$200,000+                                              0.0%

Percent Distribution

25-34                      35-44                     45-54                    55-64

100°/o                              100°/o                            100%                            100%

17.10/o                                6.8°/o                              8.5°/a                              5.50/a

9.8%                              3.7°/o                            2.9%                           2.0%

19.6%                             10.6%                             4.7%                             9.4%

14.70/o                                 10.1%

14.7%                               12.9%

14.0%                              23.1%

4.8°/a                             14.7%

3.3%                             12.2%

1.40/a                                3.5%

0.5%                             2.4%

7.4%                           5.5%

9.2%                              11.9%

19.0%                           18.7°/o

21.6%                             14.60/o

16.4%                         24.4%

4.20/o                            3.4%

6.2%                           4.6%

65-74                          75+

100O/o                              1000/a

4.3%                           8.0%

7.10/o                              8.7%

10.90/o                            12.4%

6.90/o                           16.6%

12.7%                              18.oo/o

25.6%                          16.2°/o

14.6°/o                            9`4°/o

11.6°/o                              6.7%

3.5°/a                              1.3%

2.9O/o                             2.9%
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