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Executive Summary

Takeaways and Major Changes

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 technologdriven 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. Thid022 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 COMMpandemic. The data and analysis for each metric
will answer some questions, and hopefully spur additional thought, questions, and action.

University R&D Expenditure 1t

A No change in ranking among competitive set.

A This ranking was expected; the University of Michigan is a vetaks institution with a weflunded, nationally
recognized research complex.

A Question to consider as a result of the CO¥®pandemic: how have R&D expenditures shifted as a result of the
pandemic and what shifts can we anticipate in the future?

Population Movementt 2nd

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

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

Share of Remote Jolrs 3
A New metric due to the COVAT® pandemic.
A The high ranking implies that a lot of existing jobs within Washtenaw County ard&seld and easily done from
home, which is in line with the increasing numberoftéch a SR 220a& Ay 2 aKdiSyl ¢ [ 2dz
the negative impact on the peopfacing businesses (restaurants, transportation, retail) that had grown
significantly since the last recession are substantial and severe due to the-C@OpdDdemic and related
restrictions placed upon businesses.
AcCKAa NIyYylAYy3a AYRAOFGSa I tdahdBomiRuniyieS darked highgst an ik fdiric 1 2 NX
AyOf dzRS (K2a$S NBIFINRSR a4 adGSOK Kdzoaé¢ fA1S !daAaldAay:
A The implications of this metric are still being played out by the pandemsitne 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.
A Due to the high ranking, the worst effects of CO¥&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 Activityr 3

A No change in ranking among competitive set.

A.SN]StSe FyR .2dzZ RSNna tS@Sta 2F =/ OGA@AGe O2yiaAy
requiring a much larger range and rendering the differences between the rest of the pack nearly
indistinguishable.

A As aresult of controlling for population, Ann Arbor continues to rise above the rest.
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Executive Summary continued

Housing Affordabilityr 7t

A 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.

A 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.

A Question 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 Povertyth

AcKAa o6la + ySg YSUINARO Ay HamysI 2NRAIAYylLIEfe GSNY¥SR WA
(ranked 18'in 2018).

A The 2017 poverty rate in Washtenaw County was 12.9%, while the-jfe@eaverage 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 ogihohgdeegarding poverty
and access to opportunity in 2022..

A 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
(KS NBLR2NI Aad yS0SaalNB (2 dzyRSNBOFYR GKFG 6KAES YI
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.

A 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 povertyand 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.

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

Driving Industry Employment 9

A Washtenaw County remained steady in ninth place when compared to peer regions.

AC2NJ +ft &@SFNR 2F RFEGIZ AGQa AYLRNIFyG G2 y24S GKIFG
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 9" for Labor Force Participation,6for Unemployment

A Washtenaw 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.

A 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).

A Question to consider: how will labor force participation continue to shift as we recover economically from the
pandemic?
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Key Findings

Updated 2022

Current Trend from Level/
2020 Report Previous Ml Level Top Community
Rank
Rank Level
University R&D ot ot $1.68B Ann Arbor Ml
Expenditure 1 1 $2.7B $83.6B (M)
Population ond f 3 +11,469 -23,670 N/A Raleigh/
Movement S net migration Wake County, NC
net migration
Share of d N/A d 0 Boulder/
Remote Jobs 3 (new data not available) 3 N/A 37% Boulder County, CO
-6 Austin/
Remote Work
enl]r?dix . N/A N/A Travis County, TX
Remote Work B (nev':l{n Aetric) i
4.8% 4.5% 5 704 Boulder/
Work From : ' BoulderCounty, CO
Home
Venture d d 9.0 Boulder/
Capital Activity 3 3 -85 1.0 Boulder CountyCO
Housing h h 4.1 Pittsburgh/
Affordability* 4 7 2.9 3.7 Allegheny County, PA
% in Poverty h th 34.0% o o Madison/
and ALICE 4 4 40% 42.1% Dane County, WI
Driving Industry " 14.9% 0 0 Minneapolis/
Employment 9 Sth 15.3% 11.9% Hennepin County, MN
Multi-Family 7th N/A - $1,307 N/A N/A Bloomington, IN
Rent (hew metric)
Office $/SF 6 N/A i $24.80 N/A N/A Bloomington, IN
Rent (new metric)
Unemployment Bth 6th 4.4% 5.1% 5.9% Madison/
Rate (2021) (2021) Dane County, WI
Labor Force .
L 65.0% 61.9% 63.6% Austin/
th
Participation 9 t 10th (2019) (2019) Travis County, TX

Rate

ANN ARBOR

* Ranking for 2020 report modified to reflect new calculation methodology. 6
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Population and
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Population and Context
County and City

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.

County Population

Alameda County, CA . 1643700
Hennepin County, MN I 1235478
Allegheny County, PAR 1225561
Travis County, TX s 1203166
Wake County, NC I 1046558
Multnomah County, OR I 703647
Dane County, W| I 520843
Greenville County, SOIEEEEEGEGGEEEEEEE 498402
Washtenaw County, Ml 365961
Boulder County, CONEEEEE 321030
Monroe County, IN I 145403
0 200,000 400,000 600,000 800,000 1,000,000 1,200,000 1,400,000 1,600,000 1,800,000

City Population

Austin, T X | 035755
Detroit, M| I G 77155
Portland, OR I 639387
Raleigh, NC I 457159
Minneapolis, MN I 416021
Pittsburgh, PA I 303587
Madison, WI . 252086
Grand Rapids, M| mE S 197081
Berkeley, CA m————— 120926
Ann Arbor, MI 120641
Boulder, CO mumm 107360
Bloomington, IN m—— 84058
Greenville, SCmmmm 65727

0 100,000 200,000 300,000 400,000 500,000 600,000 700,000 800,000 900,000 1,000,000

ANN ARBOR 8

SPARK




Population and Context continued

County Population

City Population

Portland, OR

inneapoli$, MN

Anpn.Arbor,

Berkeley, CA ° Madigon, WI Pittsburgh, PA
°

Boulder, gO Bloorhi /IN

r—,\\—ﬁ Raleigh, NC
Greenville, SC
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| University R&D Expenditures
Ran k it Highest oo 5-Year Trend - Top 2

level: $168 billion $1,600,000
trend $1,400,000
top 5 average: $29billion = ***
$1,000,000
What it is: $800,000
The amount each university $600,000
spends on research and $400,000
deve_lopment. chh of this $200.000
funding comes directly from the UM == UW
federal government and other
grant sources, as well as university University RA&D Spend 2019
sources.
Why it matters: e
University R&D expenditures are University of
important because they provide Madison
opportunities for risk taking, Duke University
proving ideas, and add to the
innovation pipeline. R&D funding University of North
helps to build a conduit of " a'_‘"”af
research for future innovations. Minnesota, Twin
Nationally, levels of university Cities
R&D spending have been growing itk
in the last ten years at a greater
pace than UM. UC Berkeley
University of
The University of Michigan is Texas, Austin
ranked #1 against the _ I voreny
competitive set in this metric North Caro
with R&D expenditures at over o State
$16 billion. University of
Colorado Boulder
Carnegie Mellon
Clemson
University
Portland State
o N S S N
& $ N K
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University R&D Expenditures

Industry Specific Expenditures

2019 Life Sciences Spend (in thousands)

University of University of
Michigan 355,653 Michigan
University of University of
Wisconsin, Wisconsin,
Madison Madison

Duke University $1,018,199 Duke University

University of North

University of North
Carolina Yy

Carolina

~ University of University of
Minnesota, Twin Minnesota, Twin
Cities Cities
University of University of
Pittsburgh Pittsburgh

UC Berkeley UC Berkeley

University of Texas,
Au

ofin $117,716 University of Texas,

Austin

Indiana University Indiana University

2019 Health Sciences Spend (in thousands)

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

$632,969

$461,261

$61,002

$56,232

Bloomington Bloomington U-a Q é 7\ y @ é é l.] Y é y L
North Ca(sutliarg North Carsulliar:: $0 gI’OWInger|dS eXCeedS that Of
— o many elite universities such as
Golorado Boulder [l 597 Golrado Bouer | 35714 UC Berkeley and Carnegie
Carnegie Mellon § $15,366 Carnegie Mellon | $1,191 Me”on Labeled the #1 pub|IC
o university in the U.S. by the Wall
Glemson Universi g $62.391 Clemson Universty | §5.822 Street Journal, W maintains
Portiand State || $15,844 portana state | 9,112 rc_)bu_s_t research volumt_e and
significant federal funding. 2019
S S S s S S S $ $ $ § setarecord high in annual R&D
5y £ £ & f s s s § experdituresfor the university.
2019 Engineering Spend (in thousands) 2019 Biomedical Sciences Spend (in thousands)
University of Michigan $291.887 University of Michigan $258.013

University of
Wisconsin, Madison

Duke University

$100,379

University of
North Carolina

University of Minnesota,
Twin Cities

$120,976

University of Pittsburgh

UC Berkeley $200,122

University of Texas,
Austin

Indiana University
Bloomington

North Carolina State

$174,590

University of
Colorado Boulder

$152,391

Carnegie Mellon

Clemson University

$76,739

Portland State

University of
Wisconsin, Madisol

Duke University

University of
North Carolina

$165,804

University of Minnesota,
Twin Cities

University of Pittsburgh

University of Texas
Austin

Indiana University
Bloomington

North Carolina State]
University of
Colorado Boulde

Carnegie Mellon

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

| Population Movement
Rank; 2d e Net Migration

wake County, NC /I, 2 4%

Ievel: +11!4693-15% of pop.) Washtenaw County, Ml 3.15%
trend: f Travis County, TX N 0.0
) Monroe County, IN | NN 7.1

tOp S average. +13’485 Boulder County, CO GGG 2.9%

o Greenville County, SCHIIEEEE 1.2%
What it is: Dane County, W! [ 1.27%
These are period estimates that measure yujtnomah County, OR [N 0.73%
where people lived when surveyed Hennepin County, MN [ 0.47%

(current residence) and where they lived
one year prior (residence one year ago).
The data are collected continuously over a

Alameda County, CAJI 0.24%
Kent County, MI [JJl] 0.48%

five-year period (in this case 2045019). Allegheny County, PAJI 0.17%

The flow estimates resemble the annual 0 5000 10000 15000 20000 25000 30000
number of movers between counties for a

five-year period. Movers Between States

-1250010500-8500 -6500 -4500 -2500 -500 1500 3500 5500 7500
Why it matters:

To be considered an innovation hub, the Monroe County. IN I
Ann Arbor region must be attractive to Wake County, NC I
outside talent. Net population movement,
both inter and intrastate, can potentially

indicate the attractiveness of a region to Dane County, Wi |
outside talent, especially when viewed as Kent County, M ]

proportional to population. As the most

Washtenaw County, Ml

available data is 2019, we cannot assess ~ Allegheny County, PA L

the potential temporary or permanent Boulder County, CO I
impact COVIEL9 has had on migration, _

and it will be important to continue to Hennepin County, MN I

track the trend. Greenville County, SC I

Multnomah County, OR ]

Travis County, TX |

Washtenaw County benefits

from significant intrastate Movers Between CountiesSame State
movement (movers fo a

different county, same state), 1109
and is now attracting more 9000
eople from out of state. In 7000
erms of net migration, 5000
Washtenaw County sees a 3000 l
higher net inflow _ 1000 — . == ]
Proportlonal to its population ~1000
han most competitor ~3000
regions. jggg
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| Share of Remote Jobs (Potential)

R an k . y Highest What it is:
. of13 The percentage of the jobs in a metropolitan statistical area that can
level: 44.9% be performed at home, based on research from the University of

Chicago Booth School of Business (see methodology). According to
trend: N/A (new data not available) this research, 37% of U.S. jobs can plausibly be performed at home

top 5 average: 45.2% (accounting for 46% of all wages).

Why it matters: o Lyy I'ND2NXQa LINE:
¢CKA& NIylAy3I AYRAOFUSE  4&NBipphYolidtes 4 Bigh KATa G2
work, which in the context of a pandemic recession may . . .

indicate resilience. The communities ranked highest on this concentration of these JObS In

metric are regarded as tech hubs (Boulder, Austin, and San @ relatively small population,

Francisco). Note that the geography for this metric is which may shield the county
different than all other metrics. The metropolitan

statistical area that encompasses Ann Arbor is known as from the_ worst effeCtS of the
the Ann Arbor MSA and has identical boundaries to pandemlc recession. However,

Washtenaw County. However, the boundaries of the other this share of jobs is not
MSAs are sometimes much bigger, including multiple equa”y distributed in the

counties and cities. )
population.

Share of Jobs that can be Performed Remotely

60%

48.5%
0,
50% 455% 44.9%  44.8%

42.5%
41.3% 19
40% L 9w 36.8%
0 O 35.1%
- 311%  311% g5y,
0
20%
10%
0%
» & » ¥ - N S S S » S
N O W ¢ W W NS W N ¢ N »
(o)

v
5\% > N N \ S
> S B N 9

ANN ARBOR

SPARK




Remote Work Index

. . What it is:
R an k . 61 E'f'glgeSt The Remote Work Index is a score relative to the national average

(national avg. = 0) thancapsulates factors that reflect the current
level: 0.6”RW! 4 8%WHE  fraction of workers already working from home and factors that are

. , expected to support the trend to work from home or work remotely in
Trend: N/Anew metic the future. The methodology for the measure was developgdhe
top 5 average. 0.75 National Association of Realtors and includes 9 community

characteristics such as broadband access, computer accesgegic.

W{ 2 dzND S aAposittye scbre indicates better than average, and a

. L negative score indicates below average performance. Washtenaw

This ranking indicates a .County is above_average nationally on this wisdm-home

aLINBasyu | oAt A ldngpatiBilfy inkex &H@Jg@ rBl¥s 6th highest amongst competing

remote work, which in the counties. Work From Home Employees (WHE) is the percent indicating
context of a pandemic Wg2N] FTNRBY K2YSQ Ay (GKS ' YSNAOIY ¢

recession may indicate long about commute information. Washtenaw ranké 6
term resilience. The

communities ranked Remote Work Index (RWI) 2019

highest on this metric are
regarded as burgeoning or

Why it matters:

re-burgeoning cities in tech Travis County, Texa 0.95
and industry (Austin, Wake County, North Carolin 0.89
Raleigh, and Boulder). Allegheny County, Pennsylvani G 066

Boulder County, Coloradclil N O.G5
vy 1 OND 2 NIQA P N — .

Washtenaw County, Michigan 0.6
represents that the Greenville County, South Carolin S IIIINIGGNGNGNGGNGENEEEEEEEEE 0.58
area is an above Multnomah County, Oregon EREEEEEEEE 033
a\/erage County on Monroe County, Indiana | I 0.35
remote work Hennepin County, Minnesota N 0.32

Kent County, Michigan I I 0.28
Alameda County, Californiciill lllllll 0.17

compatibility, which
should be important
moving forward as

the option to work Work from Home Employees (WHE) 2019
from home or

0 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 1

Boulder County, Colorad i 10.6%

remotely is likely to Wake County, North Carolin N ©. 9%
become part of Travis County, TexaJ R 7 .7
Alameda County, Californicjjj | | N -7
workforce culture. o, etom
Multnomah County, Oregon RGN .37
Washtenaw County, Michigan 4.8%

Allegheny County, Pennsylvani i I - 5%
Greenville County, South Carolin I -7
Hennepin County, Minnesotaj | | I /7%
Dane County, Wisconsir NN /4%
Monroe County, Indiana || l I 3.3%

0.0% 2.0% 4.0% 6.0% 8.0% 10.0% 12.0%
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Venture Capital Activity

Ran k B:l Highest Long Term Trends: Venture Capital Deals
- of 11 Ann Arbor
level: 9.0 70
trend: 60
top 5 average: 14.1 22
What it is: 30
Regional concentration of venture 20
capital deals, normalized for 10
population. The location quotient
YShadNBa + NB3IAzyoed LIS N 2 NIEE Yo 2017 2018 2000 2020

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 Deal Concentration Normalized by Population
count concentration (as opposed to
value). 30
25
Why it matters: 20
15

High levels of venture capital activity
indicate areas of innovation. Venture 10
capital is important for the growth of 5
startups as venture investors tolerate
more risk than conventional investors

and lending institutions. Regions like Q}?O \Qﬁ@ oﬁ\\ g Q{* \\®‘°° b‘& = .3\@ N ,@&%
Silicon Valley, New York City, and S ¥ &\*"" & F ¥ 9 @@% &
Boston often get more national MR ¢ N &
attention for large venture capital S

activity, but smaller regions often

have higher than average levels of :

activity when normalized for STEM Deal Concentration

population. STEM workers and skills Normalized by Population

are becoming increasingly important -

to economic growth and innovation.
Though not all STEM activity occurs 20
in organizations labeled as such, itis 5
useful to investigate new venture

activity tagged as within this sector. 10

The City of Ann Arborranks ¢ © & & & & & & & & &

. - - . . A S S o AN s Q O & DY
thlr_d_ N thls_ met_rlc, with VC 2 %00\& @&% & Qﬁ &@\ @Qof &&@ & &Qo\% @&
activity at nine timeshe ® & LY AR

national levels.
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