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National population projections from the Census Bureau foresee growth of nearly 49
million people between 2010 and 2030. We explore where in the United States that
growth could occur using scenarios from Urban Institute’s new “Mapping America’s
Futures: Population” tool. In this brief we ask: Where will the babies be born? Where
will we see higher or lower levels of mortality? Where will people of every age move to
and from? Where will the immigrants arrive?
This brief is one of a series that demonstrates the potential for policy and social investigation using
the “Mapping America’s Futures: Population” tool. Other briefs in the series examine projections for
changes in the racial and ethnic composition of the population (“Evolving Patterns in Diversity”), in the
age structure of the population (“Children and Youth in an Aging America”), and in America’s labor
markets (“The Labor Force in an Aging and Growing America”). The online tool allows the viewer to see
the implications of different assumptions about future fertility, mortality, and migration, all of which are
explained in a separate methodology brief (“Methodology and Assumptions for the Mapping America’s
Futures Project”).
Our population projections are divided geographically across 740 commuting zones of the United
States. Additionally, we defined 24 regions (figure 1), built from the many regional divisions defined in
earlier work linked with our own observations on how neighboring commuting zones experience similar
trends in population change.

FIGURE 1

Map of 24 Regions

Scenario Building:
How Birth, Death, and Migration Add Up
Especially at local levels, we cannot predict precisely how many children will be born, how many people
will die, or how many people will immigrate to, emigrate from, or move within the United States. But the
Urban Institute has extrapolated, from recent trends in birth, death, and migration, multiple scenarios
for future population change. Each scenario paints a different picture of how America’s population is
and could be distributed across the country.
US birthrates are much higher than those in European countries and Japan. In the early years of the
21st century, just about enough children were born every year in the United States to offset mortality.
Birthrates of non-Hispanic white women were stable or rising slightly. Birthrates of non-Hispanic blacks
and Hispanics followed a similar trend and were higher than non-Hispanic white rates. In addition,
immigrants usually travel to the United States in their prime childbearing years, so the wave of
immigrants from the 1990s caused a rise in the total number of births. Generally speaking, regions with
more Hispanics and non-Hispanic blacks grow faster than less diverse regions because they are
younger, reducing the impact of mortality and increasing growth from new births.
During the Great Recession, however, birthrates in all groups began a relatively steep decline (see
the “Children and Youth in an Aging America” brief). Whether, and for which groups, birthrates will
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recuperate will have marked effects on certain regions. Since young adults account for most immigrants
and most new parents, today’s national landscape of 20-somethings will have an outsize impact on the
regional distribution of population in 2020 and 2030 and on the future labor force of the nation.
Mortality rates, another contributor to regional growth rates, have changed slower than birthrates
or immigration, but here demographers can also envision differing scenarios for the future. White
women, for example, have experienced a slowdown in their increase in life expectancy, the causes of
which are unclear (Astone, Martin, and Aron, forthcoming). Will this slowdown continue? Will
interregional differences in mortality even out over time or become more pronounced? Evidence on the
reversal of death rates in the United States shows it to be geographically variable, so it is unlikely that
mortality trends will affect population growth uniformly across the country (Kindig and Cheng 2013).
Immigration, emigration, and domestic migration have rearranged the United States in dramatic
ways over past decades. For many years, immigrants arrived in “gateway” metropolitan areas like Los
Angeles, Miami, and New York. Since 1990, however, immigrants also have been arriving in other
metropolitan areas and rural counties, especially those in the Southeast, attracted by jobs in
construction, agriculture and food processing, and the service sector. The direction of domestic
migration has trended from cold to warm regions for decades; but some destinations grow fast in some
decades and slow in others, and there are always exceptions to the rule. Domestic migration has also
been slowing, even when controlling for shifting age and educational compositions of the nation (Kaplan
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and Schulhofer-Wohl 2013). It is unclear whether and by how much movements within the United
States will continue to slow or if they will begin to rise again.
Though there is uncertainty in all three drivers of local population change, we are still able to make
informed projections. Differences in fertility, mortality, and migration across the years and across the
nation contribute to a sense of the plausible range of possibilities. We begin our projections, described
in more detail in “Methodology and Assumptions for the Mapping America’s Futures Project” brief, with
decades of data from counties, including census results, local and state birth and death rates, and the
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Census Bureau’s 2012 projections by race and age to the year 2030. From these data, we compute net
migration from 2000 to 2010 as the difference between how population would have changed,
accounting only for births and deaths, and observed changes between census years. We report results
for 740 commuting zones (CZs), areas designated in the 1990s according to economic relationships
among places. We also combine CZs into 24 regions, setting boundaries based on reviews of literature
and observed differences in recent patterns of population change.
Since the migration scenarios yield the sharpest differences in the national distribution of
population, we look more deeply, in this brief, into the implications for population change among the 24
regions of the low- versus the high-migration scenario. Of course, many other scenarios could be
devised based on assumptions specific to people of a particular age group, race or ethnicity, or area.
Building such scenarios about the future based on past trends, expert judgment, policymaker questions,
and public speculations is an important activity in many cities and metropolitan areas now. With the
models that helped produce the scenarios we discuss here, we can expand the process to consider
future projections for the whole nation.
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Foundations for Scenario-Building: Local Trends and National Projections
To develop scenarios of regional growth from 2010 to 2030, we begin with information about recent
growth at the national and local levels and projections of national growth from now to 2030.
Between 2000 and 2010, the United States grew by about 27.5 million people. But that growth
spread unevenly across the nation (figure 2, see also table A.1 in appendix A). The growth rate in the
Central Florida, Rio Grande Valley, and Texas Triangle regions was over twice the national annual
growth rate of 0.94 percent. Each of these regions grew for different reasons, with the Texas Triangle
growing fast because of the strength of the oil and gas economy, Central Florida because of rising
tourism and speculative real estate construction, and the Rio Grande Valley because of high birthrates
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and immigration from Mexico and Central America. The Southwest Triangle region (southern
California, Las Vegas, and Phoenix) also grew fast, 1.35 percent a year, as a consequence of a natural
increase in its large and diverse population; persistently robust arts, entertainment, and tourism
sectors; job growth in information technology; and construction and real estate speculation. Stretching
from Birmingham, Alabama, to southern Virginia, the Piedmont region also grew faster than average at
about 1.44 percent a year. This growth was the result of immigrants and domestic migrants arriving for
jobs in agriculture, construction, finance, logistics, and manufacturing. The Piedmont region’s larger CZs
were especially attractive to non-Hispanic blacks living in the Great Lakes and Northeast Corridor, to
young Hispanics who moved from gateway metropolitan areas and directly from Mexico and Central
America, and to new immigrants from Asia and Africa.
Meanwhile, the Delta, Great Lakes, Gulf Coast, Northern New England, and Northeast Mountains
regions grew at less than half the national rate. The Great Lakes, the most populous of these regions
with 33 million residents in 2010, grew by less than 300,000 people between 2000 and 2010, less than
0.1 percent a year. Northern New England also experienced slow growth, and the Northeast Mountains
(which includes Pittsburgh) actually lost about 100,000 residents from 2000 to 2010. Across many
regions, economic distress or stagnation produced slow job growth and low job turnover within a
workforce dominated by baby boomers. The Delta and Gulf Coast regions grew slowly, but for other
reasons. Hurricanes Katrina and Rita displaced hundreds of thousands of people from southern
Louisiana and Mississippi, some of whom remained in other regions within the Gulf Coast but many of
whom moved permanently to Atlanta, Houston, and other cities in fast-growth regions. The Delta—
anchored by economically struggling Memphis, but dominated in its land area by capital-intensive
agriculture—does not offer enough job opportunities to retain its young people, and it has one of the
nation’s highest mortality rates.
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FIGURE 2

Annual Population Growth from 2000 to 2010 Was Concentrated in a Few Regions

Source: US Census, 2000 and 2010.

Contrasting Pictures of Regional Change from 2010 to 2030
Looking ahead, the US Census Bureau projects that the US population will grow by nearly 49 million
between 2010 and 2030. The distribution of this growth by age will look different from the changes
between 2000 and 2010 (figure 3). By 2030, we will have about 5 million more people under age 20 and
8.8 million more between the ages of 20 and 39. The number of people in their 40s and 50s is set to
decline by over 600,000. Most staggering of all, however, the number of people age 60 and older will
grow by a projected 35.7 million. In annual terms, this means that the 60 and older population will grow
by over 2.5 percent a year for the next 20 years—over three times the national population growth rate
of 0.74 percent a year.
Where in the country might this population growth concentrate? Local migration varies much more
over time than either fertility or mortality—so much so that many observers do not try to project local
populations at all. Yet it is important to create scenarios based on reasonable assumptions so that the
nation and its regions can prepare for a variety of possible situations.
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FIGURE 3

National Growth Will Even Out the Generations
By 2030, the United States will have twice as many people 60 and older as in 2000—but people in their 20s
and 30s will still outnumber older Americans
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Sources: US Census, 2000 and 2010; US Census Bureau national population projections, 2012.

Nationally, domestic migration flows between 2010 and 2030 could significantly outpace those of
the past 20 years. The millennial generation will be in its 20s and 30s—high-mobility years—over these
two decades. This generation substantially outnumbers generation X, which made up the lion’s share of
movers between 1990 and 2010. Interregional migration also increases after people retire, historically
between the ages of 65 and 70 (perhaps a little later in the future, as retirement ages increase)—and the
number of people in this age range will also be high through at least 2030. But, as mentioned, domestic
migration rates have slowed even for those in their 20s and 30s, and so has immigration—both as a
share of the total population and in absolute terms. (Our population projections combine domestic
migration and immigration into a single number of “net migrants.”) Since migration varies more than
fertility and mortality, we build our scenarios based on different assumptions about the pace of
migration, holding fertility and mortality constant at their 2000–10 levels (the “Mapping America’s
Futures: Population” tool lets the user vary all three components of demographic change).
All our migration scenarios begin from the assumption that the national population will grow to
about 358 million between 2010 and 2030 (49 million more than in 2010), and that racial and age
composition will be identical. They also presume that all migration flows will occur in the same direction
between 2010 and 2030 as they did from 2000 to 2010. Our high-migration scenario projects that the
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slowdown in migration reverses. This scenario is most likely to occur if an array of economic factors
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restarted the economies of the South and West and constricted economic opportunity in the Great
Lakes. The low-migration scenario, by contrast, projects further dampening of interregional migration,
which would come about if a continued weak economy offered fewer incentives and lower levels of
disposable income to fuel migration. The average-migration scenario, finally, would continue the trend
toward lower overall levels of migration last seen in 1980, but it would not slow migration down as
much as the low-migration scenario. All three scenarios maintain average levels of fertility and
mortality developed for age-race cohorts at the state and county levels.
THE SOUTH AND WEST WILL GROW FASTER THAN THE MIDWEST AND NORTHEAST
According to the average-migration scenario the fastest national growth between 2010 and 2030 will
occur in the South and West (figure 4, see also table A.2–A.4 in appendix A). The fastest growth of all
would occur in the Texas Triangle region, where the population would increase from 19.5 to 25.9
million, or 1.4 percent a year. Among its CZs, Houston would top 7.6 million people by 2030, Dallas
would exceed 5.6 million, and Austin, Fort Worth, and San Antonio would all reach over 2.75 million.
The Piedmont region would also grow fast—over 1.3 percent annually—from 22.8 to 29.6 million
between 2010 and 2030. This 6.8-million person increase gives Piedmont the biggest population
growth of any region between 2010 and 2030 under this scenario. Atlanta would grow by 2.4 percent a
year, even faster than it did from 2000 to 2010, rising to 7.5 million by 2030; Raleigh and Charlotte,
North Carolina, would top 2.7 million; and Greensboro, North Carolina, Birmingham, Alabama, and
Greenville and Columbia, South Carolina, would each exceed 1 million residents. Between 2010 and
2030, the Central Florida region also would continue its fast-paced growth under this scenario,
summing to 14.4 million from its current 11 million, annual growth of about 1.2 percent a year.
The largest region in the West, the Southwest Triangle, includes Los Angeles, San Diego, Las Vegas,
Phoenix, Tucson, and Yuma. Its 2010 population of 29.2 million would grow to 35.9 million—0.83
percent a year—under this average-migration scenario. The Los Angeles, Las Vegas, and Phoenix
commuting zones would each add over 1 million new people, a relatively slow rate of growth for
massive Los Angeles and a fast rate for Las Vegas. Expanding by 3.6 million to a combined population of
18.5 million in 2030, the Front Range and Basin and Range regions would grow by over 1.0 percent a
year. California’s Central Valley region would grow by just over 1.0 percent annually under this
scenario, to a total of 8.8 million people.
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FIGURE 4

Growth Could Accelerate in the Piedmont and Front Range
Future population growth under an average-migration scenario

SLOW GROWTH IN THE GREAT LAKES AND NORTHEAST
Eleven regions, with populations that make up 56 percent of the 2010 US total, would grow more slowly
than the national average rate of 0.74 percent a year between 2010 and 2030 under the averagemigration scenario. The future of the Great Lakes concerns many observers. Its annual growth rate
between 2010 and 2030 would be practically indistinguishable from the anemic pace of 2000 to 2010,
with a net increase of only 750,000 from the current 33.4 million. While Chicago would grow by
640,000 and Milwaukee by 130,000, Cleveland, Buffalo, and Youngstown would lose nearly 100,000,
75,000, and 40,000 people, respectively. Population decline would dominate in the Northeast
Mountains, including most of West Virginia, western Pennsylvania, and Upstate New York; the region’s
population would drop about 90,000 between 2010 and 2030. State capitals and college towns, such as
Lansing in the Great Lakes region and Morgantown and State College in the Northeast Mountains
region, appear better positioned to sustain their population than manufacturing centers and smaller
agricultural commuting zones.
The most populous of the 24 regions is the Northeast Corridor, which spans from Richmond to
Boston. In 2010, nearly one out of every six Americans—over 48 million—lived in this region. Though
growth would be slow, this average-migration scenario portends a net addition of 5.6 million new
residents by 2030. The population would be 53.8 million—equal to today’s population of South Africa
and larger than South Korea’s. Within the Northeast Corridor under this scenario, as in the United
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States as a whole, the population’s center of gravity would shift southward, as Charlottesville,
Fredericksburg, Richmond, and Washington, DC, grow faster than the national average and Boston,
Hudson Valley, New York, Newark, and Philadelphia grow more slowly. Providence would lose
population under this scenario.
The Pacific region, which includes coastal California north of Los Angeles, also is projected to have
slower growth than the national average under the average-migration scenario, increasing by only
850,000 people (0.45 percent a year). Like the Northeast Corridor, the Pacific’s high housing costs,
expensive entry-level labor, and constrained land markets make it an engine of innovation but a
challenging environment for population growth.
COMPARING SCENARIOS: HOW MIGRATION CHANGES THE BALANCE
Migration will probably be either slower or faster than an average-migration scenario; projections are
famously inaccurate, even on average, especially in particular places and cases. Broadly speaking, and
logically, slow domestic migration would stem some of the outflow of residents from the Northeast and
Great Lakes toward the South and migration within some of the larger regions (figure 5). Faster
migration, by contrast, would generate faster flows from “sending” to “receiving” CZs and regions.
Under each scenario, we assume that migrants will have the fertility and mortality rates of people of
their ages, races, and sexes at their destinations. This means that, even though we change only
migration, the number of births and deaths in each CZ and region also change as a result of these
migration shifts.
FIGURE 5

Population Growth under Three Migration Scenarios
2010–30
LOW

AVERAGE

HIGH

From the “sending” side of the migration ledger, the Great Lakes may have the largest stake in
migration rates. People who would move out of the Great Lakes under the average scenario will stay
there in the low-migration scenario, raising its population from 33.4 to 35.6 million residents (0.31
percent a year). Though still slower than the national growth rate, it would be nearly three times the
growth rate of the average-migration scenario. Among larger Great Lakes CZs, only Youngstown would
lose population under the low-migration scenario. The high-migration scenario would send even more
Great Lakes residents south, resulting in a net decline of over 500,000 people; the low and high
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scenarios differ by over 2.6 million people by 2030. Chicago would still grow under the high scenario,
but Detroit would decline by over 150,000, and the population losses in Buffalo, Cleveland, and
Youngstown would be much more severe than in the average scenario. Among the other 23 regions,
only the Northeast Mountains would lose population under the high-migration scenario, but it appears
headed toward population loss even under the low-migration scenario.
Several other regions would also grow much more with low than with high migration. In the
Southwest Triangle, for example, population would rise by 6.7 million in the low scenario instead of 4.2
million in the high scenario. The difference is accounted for entirely by Los Angeles, where the
population of 18 million would grow by only about a half million under the high scenario but3.5 million,
under the low scenario. Las Vegas and Phoenix, by contrast, would grow faster under the high scenario
than under the low scenario. This reflects in part the role of migration from Los Angeles to Las Vegas
and Phoenix, which is much greater under the high than under the low scenario. Similar tradeoffs occur
for the Northeast Corridor, where the low-migration scenario adds up to a million more people for the
Corridor in 2030 than the high scenario, but it would deliver over 800,000 fewer people to Washington,
DC, and 750,000 fewer to the three Virginia CZs in the corridor. Meanwhile, Boston, New York,
Newark, and Philadelphia all grow more under the low- than under the high-migration scenario.
Below the surface of total population change, the enormous size of the baby boomer generation
masks serious prospective challenges for these “sending” regions. For much of the United States, and
especially for slow-growing regions, growth in the senior population helps offset declines in people
under 20 and between 40 and 59 years old. For example, even in the low scenario, the Great Lakes
population under age 60 would decline between 2010 and 2030 by 1.3 million, but this would be more
than compensated by an increase in the 60-and-over population of 3.4 million. Under the highmigration scenario, the loss of people under 60 would be nearly 3.3 million, while the 60 and over
population would grow by 2.8 million.
On the “receiving” side of the migration ledger, the Piedmont and Texas Triangle regions present an
interesting contrast. Even with low migration, the Texas Triangle would grow by over 1.3 percent a
year, only a little slower than under the high-migration scenario, because its population is so young
(reducing the impact of mortality) and because Hispanics and others make up so many of its residents
(increasing the number of children born). The Piedmont region, which is more sensitive to migration
than the Texas Triangle, would grow less than 1.1 percent a year under the low scenario. Between 2010
and 2030, the two regions would have just about identical growth rates of 1.5 percent annually under
the high-migration scenario. The difference between low and high migration for the Piedmont is over
2.7 million; it is only about 800,000for the Texas Triangle. Central Florida, with a smaller, older, and less
racially diverse population than Piedmont, is even more sensitive to migration: the high-migration
scenario would mean growth of over 1.6 percent annually, twice as fast as the low scenario. Even the
low scenario would deliver a growth rate faster than the national average, but it would also result in a
much older and less racially diverse region than would occur with greater migration levels.
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Conclusion
The scenarios provide food for thought about how birth, mortality, and migration might play out
differently across the nation. All three of these fundamental demographic drivers will affect a region’s
future age structure, labor force composition, and diversity. Conversely, a region’s age structure, labor
force composition, and diversity today will affect birth, death, and migration in the future. With the
briefs in this series, we hope to encourage both learning about such likely trends as the growth of
seniors and increasing diversity all over the United States and the increasing number of children in
much of the United States and exploration of the magnitude of the potential impacts of the
demographic drivers of regional change.

Notes
1.

Kaplan and Schulhofer-Wohl (2013) study gross migration flows, which are about 10 times net flows, and show
that Canada and Australia have experienced slowdowns in gross migration similar to one another’s and to
changes in the United States.

2.

For birth and mortality rates, we begin with the Census Bureau’s national projections by race and age to 2030.
We then use local and state birth and death rates from the 1990s and 2000s as the basis for expectations
about how localities will differ from the national average in the future (see the “Methodology and Assumptions
for the Mapping America’s Futures Project” brief).

3.

In our economic analysis for this brief, we relied on data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis’s Regional
Economic Accounts. We compiled estimates for income by county annually from 2001 to 2012, with incomes
assigned to major code groups in the North American Industry Classification System. Some counties with small
populations had missing data for some of these major groupings; even so, we tallied the incomes for all the
counties in each of our 24 regions to arrive at regional income totals for the major groups. The totals and
trends are therefore illustrative rather than definitive, providing a broad-brush indicator of regional economic
specialization. For each region, we compared the estimated percent of total income derived from each industry
code with the national average to obtain location quotients. For example, in 2012, 1.2 percent of national
income was derived from mining (including oil and gas extraction), but in the Texas Triangle, 7.1 percent of
income came from mining, giving the Texas Triangle an estimated income location quotient of 5.8 for mining.
This indicates a high level of dependence on oil and gas extraction for income in the Texas Triangle.

4.

To be more precise, this is the sum of net migrants into regions that experienced in-migration, not the gross
flow of migrants.
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Appendix A. Population Tables
TABLE A.1

Population by Region
2000 and 2010

Region
Alaska

Census Population
2000
2010

Absolute
change
2000–10

Annual
percent
change
2000–10

624,997

710,436

85,439

1.29

Basin and Range

9,188,917

10,836,228

1,647,311

1.66

Cascadia

7,559,865

8,563,250

1,003,385

1.25

Central Florida

9,204,108

11,254,151

2,050,043

2.03

Central Valley

6,016,088

7,154,086

1,137,998

1.75

Delta

2,600,433

2,635,433

35,000

0.13

Front Range

3,503,680

4,127,080

623,400

1.65

Great Lakes

33,121,957

33,416,512

294,555

0.09

Great Plains

16,296,310

17,212,146

915,836

0.55

Gulf Coast

7,409,154

7,760,511

351,357

0.46

Hawaii

1,209,347

1,362,570

153,223

1.20

10,092,803

11,096,671

1,003,868

0.95

6,160,065

6,727,222

567,157

0.88

29,511,578

31,803,442

2,291,864

0.75

3,994,024

4,368,780

374,757

0.90

45,652,478

48,213,016

2,560,538

0.55

Northeast Mountains

7,350,349

7,246,410

-103,939

-0.14

Northern New England

4,089,521

4,251,068

161,547

0.39

Pacific

8,452,819

8,923,543

470,724

0.54

19,764,593

22,811,853

3,047,260

1.44

Rio Grande Valley

2,331,111

2,859,222

528,111

2.06

South Atlantic

6,520,689

7,497,073

976,384

1.41

Southwest Triangle

25,559,062

29,221,537

3,662,475

1.35

Texas Triangle

15,721,491

19,478,662

3,757,171

2.17

281,935,439

309,530,902

27,595,463

0.94

I-81
I-94 North Country
Lower Mississippi-Ohio Valley
Miami
Northeast Corridor

Piedmont

Total
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TABLE A.2

Projected Population by Region
2030
Migration Scenario
Average

Region

Low

Alaska

930,080

901,036

880,511

Basin and Range

13,285,892

13,369,811

13,482,276

Cascadia

10,046,219

10,100,419

10,145,193

Central Florida

13,142,753

14,363,822

15,429,035

Central Valley

8,895,414

8,737,646

8,619,004

Delta

2,865,287

2,798,452

2,731,876

Front Range

5,056,936

5,163,406

5,270,372

Great Lakes

35,570,231

34,163,592

32,895,135

Great Plains

19,368,858

19,232,737

19,104,274

Gulf Coast

8,623,592

8,549,033

8,476,503

Hawaii

1,710,699

1,570,919

1,470,754

12,339,854

12,933,308

13,426,802

7,782,101

7,867,484

7,937,531

35,714,310

36,383,333

36,896,935

4,849,998

4,671,881

4,513,789

I-81
I-94 North Country
Lower Mississippi-Ohio Valley
Miami
Northeast Corridor

High

54,330,612

53,815,957

53,299,167

Northeast Mountains

7,226,542

7,156,472

7,082,479

Northern New England

4,343,415

4,322,941

4,300,499

Pacific

10,400,110

9,770,115

9,256,014

Piedmont

28,093,360

29,587,743

30,809,256

Rio Grande Valley

3,703,198

3,397,977

3,169,361

South Atlantic

8,785,791

9,215,599

9,585,563

Southwest Triangle

35,922,306

34,478,957

33,386,369

Texas Triangle

25,483,585

25,918,504

26,302,445

358,471,141

358,471,144

358,471,143

Total
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TABLE A.3

Projected Absolute Population Change by Region
2010–30

Region
Alaska

Migration Scenario Absolute Change
Low
Average
High
219,644

190,601

170,075

Basin and Range

2,449,664

2,533,583

2,646,048

Cascadia

1,482,969

1,537,169

1,581,943

Central Florida

1,888,602

3,109,671

4,174,884

Central Valley

1,741,328

1,583,560

1,464,918

Delta

229,854

163,019

96,443

Front Range

929,856

1,036,326

1,143,292

Great Lakes

2,153,719

747,080

-521,377

Great Plains

2,156,712

2,020,591

1,892,128

863,081

788,522

715,992

Gulf Coast
Hawaii

348,129

208,349

108,184

I-81

1,243,183

1,836,637

2,330,131

I-94 North Country

1,054,879

1,140,262

1,210,309

Lower Mississippi-Ohio Valley

3,910,868

4,579,891

5,093,493

481,218

303,101

145,009

6,117,596

5,602,941

5,086,151

-19,868

-89,938

-163,931

92,347

71,873

49,431

Pacific

1,476,567

846,572

332,471

Piedmont

5,281,507

6,775,890

7,997,403

Miami
Northeast Corridor
Northeast Mountains
Northern New England

Rio Grande Valley

843,976

538,755

310,139

South Atlantic

1,288,718

1,718,526

2,088,490

Southwest Triangle

6,700,769

5,257,420

4,164,832

Texas Triangle

6,004,923

6,439,842

6,823,783

48,940,240

48,940,242

48,940,241

Total
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TABLE A.4

Projected Percent Population Change by Region
2030
Migration Scenario Annual Percent Change
Region

Low

Average

High

Alaska

1.36

1.20

1.08

Basin and Range

1.02

1.06

1.10

Cascadia

0.80

0.83

0.85

Central Florida

0.78

1.23

1.59

Central Valley

1.10

1.00

0.94

Delta

0.42

0.30

0.18

Front Range

1.02

1.13

1.23

Great Lakes

0.31

0.11

-0.08

Great Plains

0.59

0.56

0.52

Gulf Coast

0.53

0.49

0.44

Hawaii

1.14

0.71

0.38

I-81

0.53

0.77

0.96

I-94 North Country

0.73

0.79

0.83

Lower Mississippi-Ohio Valley

0.58

0.67

0.75

Miami

0.52

0.34

0.16

Northeast Corridor

0.60

0.55

0.50

-0.01

-0.06

-0.11

Northern New England

0.11

0.08

0.06

Pacific

0.77

0.45

0.18

Piedmont

1.05

1.31

1.51

Rio Grande Valley

1.30

0.87

0.52

South Atlantic

0.80

1.04

1.24

Southwest Triangle

1.04

0.83

0.67

Texas Triangle

1.35

1.44

1.51

Total

0.74

0.74

0.74

Northeast Mountains
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