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The goal of this report is to continue to take the pulse of the Ann Arbor region in comparison to a specific 
competitive set of technology-driven communities and their economies on a regular basis. The objective is 
not to make policy recommendations, but to provide clear, unbiased data with regional analysis on a series 
of metrics that are often applied without context. 

Ann Arbor SPARK worked with various groups of stakeholders to produce the initial list of regions and 
metrics in 2017. This 2022 updatehas the same goal: develop a comprehensive, accurate picture of the 
region in comparison to competitor regions. It is important to note that the data used in this report does 
not yet include the full economic impact of the COVID-19 pandemic. The data and analysis for each metric 
will answer some questions, and hopefully spur additional thought, questions, and action. 

University R&D Expenditure τ1st

Å No change in ranking among competitive set.
Å This ranking was expected; the University of Michigan is a world-class institution with a well-funded, nationally 

recognized research complex. 
ÅQuestion to consider as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic: how have R&D expenditures shifted as a result of the 

pandemic and what shifts can we anticipate in the future? 

Population Movement τ2nd

ÅWashtenaw County moved up to second from third, which is a continuation of the improvement related to net 
migration detailed in our 2020 report. 

ÅWashtenaw County is still the most popular destination for movers within Michigan and we continue to attract 
people from out of state.

Share of Remote Jobs τ3rd

Å New metric due to the COVID-19 pandemic.
Å The high ranking implies that a lot of existing jobs within Washtenaw County are tech-based and easily done from 

home, which is in line with the increasing number of tech-ōŀǎŜŘ Ƨƻōǎ ƛƴ ²ŀǎƘǘŜƴŀǿ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ 
the negative impact on the people-facing businesses (restaurants, transportation, retail) that had grown 
significantly since the last recession are substantial and severe due to the COVID-19 pandemic and related 
restrictions placed upon businesses. 

Å¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ŀ άǊŜŀŘƛƴŜǎǎέ ǘƻ ǎƘƛŦǘ ǘƻ ǊŜƳƻǘŜ ǿƻǊƪ τ the communities ranked highest on this metric 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǊŜƎŀǊŘŜŘ ŀǎ άǘŜŎƘ Ƙǳōǎέ ƭƛƪŜ !ǳǎǘƛƴΣ .ƻǳƭŘŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ {ŀƴ CǊŀƴŎƛǎŎƻΦ  

Å The implications of this metric are still being played out by the pandemic ςsome companies in costly cities (like 
San Francisco) are allowing all employees to work remotely indefinitely and recruiting people from all over the 
world. For a market like Ann Arbor, the final consequences remain to be seen. 

Å Due to the high ranking, the worst effects of COVID-19 on the Washtenaw County economy may be muted for 
many workers in the region. However, the share of work that can be performed remotely is not equally 
distributed by industry, race, or socioeconomic status.

Venture Capital Activity τ3rd

Å No change in ranking among competitive set. 
Å.ŜǊƪŜƭŜȅ ŀƴŘ .ƻǳƭŘŜǊΩǎ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ±/ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ǎƪȅǊƻŎƪŜǘΤ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ƻǳǘƭƛŜǊǎΣ 

requiring a much larger range and rendering the differences between the rest of the pack nearly 
indistinguishable.

Å As a result of controlling for population, Ann Arbor continues to rise above the rest. 
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Housing Affordability τ7th

Å There is a perception of Washtenaw County as an expensive housing market. This is borne out in the data when 
comparing to Midwestern and rust belt cities. However, when comparing to Austin, Berkeley, Boulder, and 
Portland, Ann Arbor is relatively affordable. 

Å The overall trend is toward a more expensive housing market, and this is not unique to Washtenaw County. Still, 
Washtenaw County is decidedly less affordable within Michigan. 

ÅQuestion to consider: how will the 2022 increase in mortgage interest rates impact the housing market both 
nationally and in the Ann Arbor region? 

Percentage of People Experiencing Poverty τ4th

Å¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŀ ƴŜǿ ƳŜǘǊƛŎ ƛƴ нлмуΣ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭƭȅ ǘŜǊƳŜŘ ΨƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƛƴŜǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΩ ŀƴŘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Dƛƴƛ ŎƻŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ 
(ranked 13th in 2018).

Å The 2017 poverty rate in Washtenaw County was 12.9%, while the three-year average percentage of ALICE 
respondents was 21%. This means that for 2017, 33.9% of respondents were either very low income or could not 
earn enough money for necessities for themselves and their families.

*Note that since we do not have 2018 data for ALICE or anything beyond 2018 data for poverty statistics, we cannot conclude anything regarding poverty 
and access to opportunity in 2022.. 

Å This is a new way of measuring equality and access to opportunity. Paired with other metrics like housing 
affordability and unemployment, this paints a significantly different picture of the competitive set. Including it in 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƛǎ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘƛƭŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ƻƴ άōŜǎǘ ǇƭŀŎŜǎέ ƭƛǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻǳǘŜŘ 
as high growth technology economies, these benefits are not enjoyed by everyone. There is a tendency to overlook 
large segments of the population whose financial position prevents them from accessing basic opportunities and 
building wealth.

Å The range of values is much starker than the discussion of inequality in the previous study, where the difference 
between the top and bottom was very small. Here, the top ranked community has approximately 25 percent of the 
population as either ALICE or in poverty τand the lowest ranked community is closer to 45%. This may indicate 
many things, including the extent of historical geographic segregation by socioeconomic status and race. 

Å In the context of a pandemic-related recession, these disparities may grow. The future success of these 
communities is directly tied to the financial stability of fragile households.

Driving Industry Employment τ9th

ÅWashtenaw County remained steady in ninth place when compared to peer regions. 
ÅCƻǊ ŀƭƭ ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻŦ ŘŀǘŀΣ ƛǘΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ IŜƴƴŜǇƛƴ /ƻǳƴǘȅ όaƛƴƴŜŀǇƻƭƛǎύ ƛǎ ƘƻƳŜ ǘƻ Ƴŀƴȅ CƻǊǘǳƴŜ рлл 

headquarters with lots of employees. It may be worth examining which industries make up the bulk of this 
employment, and whether the driving industry is a key component of that or not.

The Labor Market τ9th for Labor Force Participation, 6th for Unemployment
ÅWashtenaw County remained steady in the rankings for unemployment but improved in the rankings for labor 

force participation. We are at around the same levels as before, but now with the historic relationship between 
metrics; inversely proportional rather than directly proportional. Unemployment went down and labor force 
participation went up.

Å Before the pandemic, the unemployment rate in Washtenaw County was low and falling, but we remained steady 
in the unemployment rankings because labor was tighter in other places (unemployment fell further in other 
places than in Washtenaw). 

ÅQuestion to consider: how will labor force participation continue to shift as we recover economically from the 
pandemic? 
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Metric
Current 
Rank

Trend from 
2020 Report 

Rank

2020 
Report
Rank

Level/
Previous 

Level
MI Level

U.S. 
Level

Top Community

University R&D 
Expenditure

1st 1st $1.68 B
$1.53 B

$2.7B $83.6B
Ann Arbor,MI

(U-M)

Population 
Movement

2nd 3rd
+11,469
+11,669

net migration

-23,670
net migration

N/A
Raleigh/

Wake County, NC

Share of 
Remote Jobs

3rd N/A
(new data not available)

3rd 44.9% N/A 37%
Boulder/ 

Boulder County, CO

Remote Work 6th N/A
(new metric)

-

.6 
Remote Work 

Index

4.8% 
Work From 

Home 

N/A

4.5%

N/A

5.7%

Austin/ 
Travis County, TX

Boulder/
BoulderCounty, CO

Venture 
Capital Activity

3rd 3rd 9.0 
10.9

.85 1.0
Boulder/ 

Boulder County,CO

Housing 
Affordability*

7th 7th 4.1
4.2 

2.9 3.7
Pittsburgh/ 

Allegheny County, PA

% in Poverty 
and ALICE

4th 4th 34.0%
33.9%

40% 42.1%
Madison/

Dane County, WI

Driving Industry 
Employment

9th 9th  
14.9% 
15.0% 

15.3% 11.9%
Minneapolis/ 

Hennepin County, MN

Multi -Family 
Rent

7th N/A
(new metric)

- $1,307 N/A N/A Bloomington, IN

Office $/SF
Rent

6th N/A
(new metric)

- $24.80 N/A N/A Bloomington, IN

Unemployment 
Rate

6th 6th  
4.4% 
3.0%

5.1%
(2021)

5.9%
(2021)

Madison/ 
Dane County, WI

Labor Force 
Participation 
Rate

9th 10th 
65.0% 
64.3%

61.9%
(2019)

63.6%
(2019)

Austin/ 
Travis County, TX

6* Ranking for 2020 report modified to reflect new calculation methodology.

Key Findings
Updated 2022
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Many of the selected regions were chosen due to their inclusion in anecdotal 
comparisons to the Ann Arbor region. Austin, TX, is a perfect example. There are 
many similarities to Ann Arbor, but when comparing available services and city 
policy, it is helpful to remember that Austin is eight times larger than Ann Arbor. 
Where possible, the data have been normalized for population. This is not always 
feasible, and the following graphs can be used as contextual reference points. 
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County Population

City Population
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What it is: 

The amount each university 
spends on research and 
development. Much of this 
funding comes directly from the 
federal government and other 
grant sources, as well as university 
sources.

Why it matters: 

University R&D expenditures are 
important because they provide 
opportunities for risk taking, 
proving ideas, and add to the 
innovation pipeline. R&D funding 
helps to build a conduit of 
research for future innovations. 
Nationally, levels of university 
R&D spending have been growing 
in the last ten years at a greater 
pace than U-M.

The University of Michigan is 
ranked #1 against the 
competitive set in this metric 
with R&D expenditures at over 

$1.6 billion. 

Rank: 1st
of 14

level: $1.68 billion
trend: 
top 5 average: $1.29billion
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University R&D Expenditures
Industry Specific Expenditures

U-M Industry 
Specific Spending
Among all U.S. universities, 
industry specific research 
spending at the University of 
Michigan is ranked as follows: 

#2 Overall 
(behind Johns Hopkins)

#7 in Engineering

#5 in Life Sciences

#10 in Health Sciences

U-aΩǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ Ŧŀǎǘ-
growing fields exceeds that of 
many elite universities such as 
UC Berkeley and Carnegie 
Mellon. Labeled the #1 public 
university in the U.S. by the Wall 
Street Journal, U-M maintains 
robust research volume and 
significant federal funding. 2019 
set a record high in annual R&D 
expendituresfor the university.

$9,207

$76,739

$95,651

$152,391

$174,590

$11,265

$249,788

$200,122

$46,075

$120,976

$31,825

$100,379

$126,587

$291,887

Portland State

Clemson University

Carnegie Mellon

University of
Colorado Boulder

North Carolina State

Indiana University
Bloomington

University of Texas,
Austin

UC Berkeley

University of Pittsburgh

University of Minnesota,
Twin Cities

University of
North Carolina

Duke University

University of
Wisconsin, Madison

University of Michigan

2019 Engineering Spend (in thousands)

$2,702

$25,381

$12,103

$41,686

$120,567

$116,176

$58,063

$104,849

$294,582

$101,129

$165,804

$237,097

$261,715

$258,013

Portland State

Clemson University

Carnegie Mellon

University of
Colorado Boulder

North Carolina State

Indiana University
Bloomington

University of Texas,
Austin

UC Berkeley

University of Pittsburgh

University of Minnesota,
Twin Cities

University of
North Carolina

Duke University

University of
Wisconsin, Madison

University of Michigan

2019 Biomedical Sciences Spend (in thousands)

https://news.umich.edu/u-m-reports-record-1-62b-in-fy19-research-expenditures/


What it is: 

These are period estimates that measure 
where people lived when surveyed 
(current residence) and where they lived 
one year prior (residence one year ago). 
The data are collected continuously over a 
five-year period (in this case 2015ς2019). 
The flow estimates resemble the annual 
number of movers between counties for a 
five-year period.

Why it matters: 

To be considered an innovation hub, the 
Ann Arbor region must be attractive to 
outside talent. Net population movement, 
both inter and intrastate, can potentially 
indicate the attractiveness of a region to 
outside talent, especially when viewed as 
proportional to population. As the most 
available data is 2019, we cannot assess 
the potential temporary or permanent 
impact COVID-19 has had on migration, 
and it will be important to continue to 
track the trend.  

Washtenaw County benefits 
from significant intrastate 
movement (movers to a 
different county, same state), 
and is now attracting more 
people from out of state. In 
terms of net migration, 
Washtenaw County sees a 
higher net inflow 
proportional to its population 
than most competitor 
regions.

Rank: 2nd
of 12

level: +11,469 (3.15% of pop.)

trend:
top 5 average: +13,485
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What it is: 

The percentage of the jobs in a metropolitan statistical area that can 
be performed at home, based on research from the University of 
Chicago Booth School of Business (see methodology). According to 
this research, 37% of U.S. jobs can plausibly be performed at home 
(accounting for 46% of all wages).

Rank: 3rd 
of 13

level: 44.9%
trend: N/A (new data not available)

top 5 average: 45.2%

Also included: Detroit-Warren-Dearborn and Grand Rapids-Wyoming MSAs to provide context within Michigan

Why it matters: 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ŀ άǊŜŀŘƛƴŜǎǎέ ǘƻ ǎƘƛŦǘ ǘƻ ǊŜƳƻǘŜ 
work, which in the context of a pandemic recession may 
indicate resilience. The communities ranked highest on this 
metric are regarded as tech hubs (Boulder, Austin, and San 
Francisco). Note that the geography for this metric is 
different than all other metrics. The metropolitan 
statistical area that encompasses Ann Arbor is known as 
the Ann Arbor MSA and has identical boundaries to 
Washtenaw County. However, the boundaries of the other 
MSAs are sometimes much bigger, including multiple 
counties and cities.

48.5%
45.5% 44.9% 44.8%

42.5% 41.3% 41.1%
39.1%

36.8%
35.1%

31.1% 31.1% 29.5%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Share of Jobs that can be Performed Remotely 

!ƴƴ !ǊōƻǊΩǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
top 5 indicates a high 
concentration of these jobs in 
a relatively small population, 
which may shield the county 
from the worst effects of the 
pandemic recession. However, 
this share of jobs is not 
equally distributed in the 
population.
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What it is: 

The Remote Work Index is a score relative to the national average 
(national avg. = 0) that encapsulates factors that reflect the current 
fraction of workers already working from home and factors that are 
expected to support the trend to work from home or work remotely in 
the future. The methodology for the measure was developed by the 
National Association of Realtors and includes 9 community 
characteristics such as broadband access, computer access, etc. (See 
Ψ{ƻǳǊŎŜǎΩ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴύΦA positive score indicates better than average, and a 
negative score indicates below average performance. Washtenaw 
County is above average nationally on this work-from-home 
compatibility index and it ranks 6th highest amongst competing 
counties. Work From Home Employees (WHE) is the percent indicating 
ΨǿƻǊƪ ŦǊƻƳ ƘƻƳŜΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ {ǳǊǾŜȅ ǿƘŜƴ ŀǎƪŜŘ 
about commute information.  Washtenaw ranks 6th. 

Rank: 6th of 13

level: 0.6 RWI, 4.8% WHE

Trend: N/A (new metric)

top 5 average: 0.75

Why it matters: 

This ranking indicates a 
άǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅέ ǘƻ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳ 
remote work, which in the 
context of a pandemic 
recession may indicate long 
term resilience. The 
communities ranked 
highest on this metric are 
regarded as burgeoning or 
re-burgeoning cities in tech 
and industry (Austin, 
Raleigh, and Boulder).

!ƴƴ !ǊōƻǊΩǎ ǎŎƻǊŜ 
represents that the 
area is an above 
average county on 
remote work 
compatibility, which 
should be important 
moving forward as 
the option to work 
from home or 
remotely is likely to 
become part of 
workforce culture.
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What it is: 

Regional concentration of venture 
capital deals, normalized for 
population. The location quotient 
ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŀ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ 
relative to the nation. 1.0 means the 
region and the nation are equally 
concentrated, anything above 1.0 
indicates the region has a higher 
concentration than the nation. This 
metric measures venture capital deal 
count concentration (as opposed to 
value).

Why it matters: 

High levels of venture capital activity 
indicate areas of innovation. Venture 
capital is important for the growth of 
startups as venture investors tolerate 
more risk than conventional investors 
and lending institutions. Regions like 
Silicon Valley, New York City, and 
Boston often get more national 
attention for large venture capital 
activity, but smaller regions often 
have higher than average levels of 
activity when normalized for 
population. STEM workers and skills 
are becoming increasingly important 
to economic growth and innovation. 
Though not all STEM activity occurs 
in organizations labeled as such, it is 
useful to investigate new venture 
activity tagged as within this sector.

The City of Ann Arbor ranks 
third  in this metric, with VC 
activity at nine timesthe 
national levels.

Rank: 3rd of 11

level: 9.0
trend: 
top 5 average: 14.1
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Note: at the time of publication, Venture Capital data existed for 
2020, population data did not.

Long Term Trends: Venture Capital Deals
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