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Why the Score Card

As we report out the 14th Michigan Entrepreneurship
Score Card | want to take a step back and share the “why”
behind this report. When the Small Business Association
of Michigan set a bold goal for Michigan to become a

“Top 10" entrepreneurial state more than 15 years ago,
we knew that it was crucial to understand all of the factors
that influence such a ranking.

When the Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card

was first created, it offered real insight into the path
Michigan needed to take in order to be THE state for
entrepreneurship. By looking at all of the factors that
impact the entrepreneurial climate — from education
and transportation to business costs and workforce
preparedness - these reports offer digestible data that
can help guide effective change. With 14 years of data
under our belt, we can start to see that while Michigan
has improved there is still work to be done in really
supporting small business growth in this state.

The Score Card offers ranks on Entrepreneurial Climate,
Entrepreneurial Change and Entrepreneurial Vitality.
Despite large improvements in the post-recession years,
this year's report shows a leveling off in these areas.
Keeping tabs on Michigan's performance in these areas
will be crucial in years to come in order 1o have a vibrant
entrepreneurial economy.

In this report you'll learn about the specific factors that
go into our rankings. For example, Michigan's general
Business Climate is improving (though still mediocre)
but there is work to be done regarding small business
healthcare premiums. The quality of life in Michigan is
attractive to and supportive of entrepreneurs, but poor
infrastructure is a threat to business growth.

The ability to have a holistic view of these types of
factors is what will enable the work of MiQuest and its
founding partners to support an entrepreneurial economy
for Michigan's business community. We must limit our
vulnerabilities and build attention around Michigan's
entrepreneurial economy and the positive impact it has
on us all. When we work together to achieve these goals,
Michigan can be THE state of entrepreneurship.

Sincerely,

Rob Fowler
President and CEO, Small Business Association of Michigan
Director, MiQuest Board of Directors

SCORE CARD AUTHORS AND ADVISORS

The Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card analytics and methodology were developed by:

DR. GRAHAM TOFT, President, GrowthEcomaonics Inc.

The 2018 - Fourteenth Annual Edition Entrepreneurship Score Card was authored by:
DR. GRAHAM TOFT, President, GrowthEconomics, Inc.; and DR. NADINE JESERICH, ROl - Return on Investment

Mr. LOCH MCCABE, President, Shepherd Advisors,

with assistance from Mr. NEIL SHERIDAN, President of Sheridan Venture Partners LLC
Design and printing was provided by: VP DEMAND CREATION SERVICES, Traverse City, Michigan

MiQuest Vision
Michigan is THE State of Entrepreneurship

MiQuest Mission
Ignite, Unleash and Promote a Culture of Entrepreneurship

MiQuest welcomes collaborative partnerships and invites enlrepreneurs, business coaches,
educators, and investors lo become involved with current and developing initiatives.

For More Information: www.MiQuest.org

Lori Birman, Vice President Membership & Development, Small Business Association of Michigan

800 362-5461, ext. 205, Lori.Birman@SBAM.org

Empowering Michigan Entrepreneurs



Empowering Michigan Enirepreneurs

SCORE CARD SPONSORS
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Blue Cross Blue Shield of Michigan

Blue Cross Blue Shield of Michigan, nonprofit mutual insurance
company, is the largest health insurer in Michigan, serving 4.5
million people here and 1.6 million more in other states. BCBSM
is committed to providing affordable, innovative products that
increase access to affordable health care, enhance the quality
of care patients receive and improve the health of Michigan's
citizens and communities.

Consumers Energy

Consumers Energy provides natural gas and electricity to 6.6
million of the state’s 10 million residents in all 68 Lower Peninsula
counties. Consumers Energy is a founding participant of the
Pure Michigan Business Connect campaign, and is committed to
spending $1 billion more with Michigan-based companies in the
current five-year period.

DTE Energy

OTE Energy Company is a diversified energy company involved in
the development and management of energy-related businesses and
services nationwide. DTE's largest operating subsidiaries are DTE
Electric and DTE Gas. These regulated utility companies provide
electric and/or gas services to more than three million residential,
business and Industrial customers throughout Michigan. Their
electric and gas utility businesses have each been in operation for
over a century. DTE has leveraged their wealth of experience and
assets to develop a number of non-utility subsidiaries which provide
energy-related services to business and industry nationwide

MiBiz

MiBiz publishes business news in a bi-weekly print magazine,
a variety of e-newsletters and through its web and social media
sites. The print edition is mailed every two weeks o business
executives in the West Michigan region as well as subscribers
throughout the state and the Midwest. MiBiz also publishes a
variety of e-newsletiers covering specific business beats and
provides exclusive daily business reporting on MiBiz.com.

Michigan Association
of State Universities

The Michigan Association of State Universities serve as the
coordinating board for Michigan's 15 public universities, providing
advocacy and fostering policy to maximize the collective value
these institutions provide in serving the public interest and the
State of Michigan.

Each year, Michigan’s public universities serve nearly 290,000
students, providing excellent undergraduate and graduate
education, internationally renowned research, and services

to Michigan's employers, government leaders, non-profit
organizations and citizens. Learn more at www.masu.org
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Michigan Municipal League

We love where you live — The Michigan Municipal League
is dedicated to making Michigan's communities better by
thoughtfully innovating programs, energetically connecting
ideas and people, actively serving members with resources
and services, and passionately inspiring positive change for
Michigan's greatest centers of potential: its communities.

Michigan State Housing
Development Authority (MSHDA)

MSHDA's mission is to enhance economic and community
vitality through housing and historic preservation activities.

By forging creative and collaborative partnerships, sharing
knowledge and targeting resources, our investments help build
a strong and vibrant Michigan and a better quality of life for

the residents we serve.

Small Business Association
of Michigan

The Small Business Association of Michigan (SBAM) is a
Michigan-based industry association that focuses the buying
power, political power, and shared resources of thousands of
small business members. SBAM has been successfully serving
small businesses in all 83 counties of Michigan since 1969.

With more than 26,000 small business members, SBAM is the
only statewide association that focuses solely on serving the
needs of Michigan's small business community. All of SBAM's
programs and services exist to improve the business climate and
conditions in which Michigan small businesses operate,
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This 2018 — 14th Annual Edition of the Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card

reports a continuing slowdown in the positive trends that have been at work in the
Michigan entrepreneurial economy during the post-2009 economic recovery. For the
previous three years the Score Card has pointed to the positive trends continuing,

but with progressively ‘less gusto’. Michigan remains a top performer among the
Industrial Midwest states, although the remarkable growth trajectory in Michigan’s key
entrepreneurial metrics has leveled off,

Michigan’s Entrepreneurial Climate, Change and Vitality
Over the past 14 years the Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card team has used, tested and refined three distinct indexes:
CLIMATE: The faciors that support the enirepreneurial econamy

CHANGE: The direction and memantum of growth in the entrepreneurial economy
VITALITY: The level of entrepreneurial activity refative to that in other states

Not surprisingly, Michigan Entrepreneurship Scorecard's Indices have improved markedly over 10 years. Since 2012,
however, each index has moderated or begun to decline, suggesting that while Michigan is still growing, its
entrepreneurial economy has been and is now slowly losing ground relative to other states. While many positive
trends remain strong, risks to Michigan's future entrepreneurial economy are rising.

2018 Score Card
Michigan Entrepreneurial Climate, Change and Vitality Rankings Relative to Other States (Out of 50) From 2006 - 2016

2006 2007 2008 2009

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

ENTREPRENEURIAL CLIMATE
ENTREPRENEURIAL CHANGE
ENTREPRENEURIAL VITALITY
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Note: Annual rankings are revised as additional data becomes availabie,
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Note: |Green shading indicates “Top 10" ranking and [Red shading indicates “Bottom 10° ranking)

Michigan, which ranked 24th in 2016, has meaningfully
improved its Entrepreneurial Climate Index since 2009,
After being flat and then declining for most of the 2000s,
Michigan's Entrepreneurial Climate experienced exceptional
and rapid gains in 2010 through 2012 and its Entrepreneurial
Climate rank was in the “Top 10" of states nationally. Since
2012, Michigan has experienced a significant degradation of
Entrepreneurial Climate momentum relative to other states,
falling from a Top 10 position in 2012 to a rank 24 in 2016.

Beginning in 2009, Michigan's Entrepreneurial Change
Index rank rose dramatically to 6th in 2013, lost steam in
2014 and fell to a national rank of 47 in 2015. Fortunately,
the 2016 Entrepreneurship Change index shows sign of
maoderation, ranking at 32 and above 3 of its 4 industrial
Midwest competitors,

Refative to other states, Michigan's Entrepreneurial
Vitality Index score has remained in the same “lower 30's”
range in the past three years, at rank 36 in 2016, slightly
down from 30 in 2015 and 33 in 2014. The Entrepreneurial
Vitality Index is a slow-to-change structurally-driven

outcome index that captures the size of the entrepreneurial
economy, relative to that in other states. [t realistically may
take decades for Michigan to experience the very robust
Economic Vitality that Michigan likely had in Michigan's
industrial heyday,

Five Insights about Michigan’s Evolving
Entrepreneurial Economy

The 2009-2012 rebound notwithstanding, Michigan's
entrepreneurs continue to struggle with a range of
conditions and economic uncertainties. The data points to
five different "insights” about the evolution of Michigan's
enirepreneurial economy, a dynamic and important slice of
Michigan's total economy:

Insight #1:

The rate of improvement in Michigan's post-recession
entrepreneurial economy is slowing. Yet, there is an overall
better entrepreneurial economy today than 10 years

ago and dynamism across existing businesses today is
particularly encouraging.

Empowering Michigan Enirepreneurs



Insight #2:

Michigan holds onio key ‘technology and high-skill economy’
leadership advantages remarkably well. But there is slippage
in some key areas.

Insight #3:

Michigan's general Business Climate (which supports its
start-up, existing, and relocating businesses) remains
mediocre, but is improving, except for small business
healthcare premiums.

Insight #4:

Michigan's Quality of Life continues to support and
attract entrepreneurs.

Insight #5:

Poor Infrastructure continues to worsen and progressively
threaten business growth.

Michigan maintains many critical ingredients for more robust
entrepreneurial growth in the next decade. Yet, Michigan's
enirepreneurial economy is also experiencing accumulating
“drags” that inhibit the success of Michigan's entrepreneurs.

The State of the Michigan
Entrepreneurial Economy

Michigan stands solid with an unemployment rate of 4.7%
as of December 2017 is well below historical averages with
skilled labor and managerial shortages across the state's
economy. From 2006 through mid-2009, Michigan's Gross
Domestic Product' consistently grew at slower rates than
GDP growth rates for the country and the Midwest region as
a whole. But since mid-2009, Michigan's GDP growth rates
have been consistently equal to or higher than national and
Midwest GDP growth rates. This is important as higher GDP
growth rates broadly points to greater economic prosperity.

Empowering Michigan Enlrepreneurs

national averages, with some acceleration between late
2015 and late 2016. However, Michigan job growth slowed
down again in 2017, though with some encouraging signs of
re-acceleration in November and December 2017,

The term ‘entrepreneurial economy’ refers to the
combination of Michigan's self-employed and small business
companies, companies that have up to 500 employees.

In this analysis, we further segregate the Entrepreneurial
Economy into four business "stages” defined by

numbers employed.

Entrepreneurial

Business Stage # of Employees

Self-Employed No employees.

Stage 1 Businesses with 2-9 employees
Stage 2 Businesses with 10-99 employees
Slage 3 Businesses with 100-499 employees

Michigan's entrepreneurial economy comprises 99% of
Michigan's businesses and 87% of Michigan's private
sector jobs. While Stage 1 companies represent the bulk
of Michigan companies by Stage, Stage 2 companies hire
the most people. Indeed, in 2016, Stage 2 companies
comprised 41% of the private sector workforce, while Stage
1 companies hired 28% of the workforce. Companies with
500+ employees employed 13% of the workforce.

Michigan GDP Per Year ($000) and % YOY Change

00,000 20.0%
500,000 1540%
400,000 \/’/’ 008
300,000 - s
200,000 (T3
100,000 50K
. -10.0%

006 007 001 009 WO L) W12 M1 2014 2015
w—dickhigan CDP =% Change

Michigan Number of Businesses by
Employee Size
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A key contributor to GDP growth is changes to levels

of employment -- the actual numbers of people working
in Michigan from year to year. Between early 2010 and
early 2014, Michigan's employment rate growth markedly
exceeded that of the U.S. and rest of the Midwest.
Michigan's employment rate growth then fell towards

! Gross Domestic Product (GOP} is the total monetary value of all final goods and services
produced in a specific geography
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Number and Percent of Michigan Private Sector Jobs
by Business Size -- 2016
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Indeed, the number of jobs in Michigan in Stage 2
companies has steadily increased while the number of jobs
in companies with 500+ employses has steadily fallen, from
more than 1 million in 2007 to fewer than 800,000 in 2016.

Breaking the data down further to focus on incremental net
new job creation and decline across Stages, an important
pattern emerges. Across the different stages of businesses,
Michigan job creation/decline performances over the last 10
years, and especially over this current business cycle, have
been very dynamic.

#1 Michigan’'s Siate

Michigan Number of Jobs per Size of
Business 2007-2016

=TT

2007 2008 2009 201G 2011 2012 7013 2014 2015 FO1&

# Saif-Employed (1) = 2I-95 Employees
= 100499 Employwse: = 500+ Employass

2,500,000

1
2,000,000 | b H b {
&

1,500,000 |

18- Employwas

Michigan Entrepreneurial Economy

Trend Watch

ing

In this year's Score Card, we introduce a number of
specific data points to help readers and policy makers
become “mere curremt” on the evolving state of Michigan's
entrepreneurial economy. Using eight specific “Trend
Watch Indicators,” one can observe more recent dynamic
movements of Michigan's entrepreneurial economy:

Indicatar

Coincident Indax

| imaicator Deseripiin] | RocantWovamant

Track's a state's
overall aconomic

Ragained momentum
in the first half of 2017,

conditions followed by a slowdown in
the second half of 2017
#2 Michigan A composite Gains in the first half of
Economic Activity published by 2017, followed by stalling
Index Comearica Bank conditlons in the second

half of 2017. The index's
February 1st 2018 repart
cites an uptick of two
monthly gains as of
November 2017

Big picture, net job gain in businesses of size 1 to 99
employees has become critically important to Michigan.
As shown in this chart below, Stage 1 companies led net
job growth creation as Michigan emerged from the Great
Recession. Yet, as the expansion has matured, Stage 2
companies have become the primary creator of net new
jobs. In Michigan from 2015 to 2016, when nearly 290,000
net new jobs were created, 68% of these net new jobs
were created by Stage 2 companies. Stage 1 companies
created another 14%. From 2015 to 2016, firms with 500+
employees created just 4% of net new jobs.

Michigan Incremental Job Gains/
Losses Per Biz Size
A0, B0
300,00
200,508
130,200
o
=1 D000
-204,000
SP ﬁ ] S d ] .'h
A & NS . > ]
& S S
— Self-Imployed {1} = 2.0 Cmployres  —— 10-%9 [mployees
me 100-499 Employees == 500+ Employees

#3 Michigan State's
Leading Index

Comprises metrics
knewn te indicate
forward movement

Strong the first half

of 2017, and then
deterioration beginning
July 2017. The latest
December report,
however, moves Michigan
up several noiches in
growth outlook for the first
half of 2018

#4 Michigan Breadth
af Job Creation

Shows the

percent of existing
astablishments adding
net new jobs

Slight but noticeable
downward trend since
2016,

#5 Michigan Net Job
Gains from Business
Expansions Minus
Contractions

Indicator of the
degree to which
businesses are taking
on fisks

Encouragingly, net job
creation picked up slightly
in Q2 2017

#6 Michigan Businass
Expansion and
Contraction Rates

Parcent of businesses
expanding and
cantracting

The positive gap between
expansion and contraction
rates narrowed in 2017

#7 Michigan Private
Establishment
Formation Rate

Rate of new business
creation as a
percentage of all
businassaes

Shows a significant trend
decline since 2010, with
stabilization since 2015

#8 Michigan
Expansion/Latar
Stage Venture Capital

Expansion/Later
Stage venture capital
as a percent of state
GDP

Michigan expansion/
later stage VC declined
beginning 2015, and the
downturn accelerated in
2017,

What do these Trend Watch Indicators suggest? While

any initial prognosis is preliminary and should be treated
with caution, our broad compilation of these B Trend Walch
Indicators suggest that Michigan's entrepreneurial
economy, while showing signs of stress, is nonetheless
holding up well. Yet caution signs are mounting.

Importance of Supporting Second
Stage Company Growth
More than 15 years ago, SBAM set out a goal for Michigan
to become a “Top 10" entrepreneurial state. In pursuit of
this goal, SBAM first created the Michigan Entrepreneurship
Score Card to create the structure to better understand
what it actually means to be a *Top 10" state. Then about

Empowering Michigan Entrepreneurs




10 years ago, SBAM introduced "Economic Gardening” as
a “grow your own" approach to economic development that
focuses on providing specific types of high-end support for
local growth-focused Stage 2 companies to accelerate
their success.

Nearly 15 years of Michigan's Score Card data now strongly
suggest that supporting the continuing growth of
Michigan's Stage 2 companles is a key foundational
strategy for Michigan's long-term economic prosperity.?
In 2016, more than 109,000 Stage 2 companies in Michigan
accounted for 2.5 million private sector jobs, a full 40% of
Michigan's private sector jobs. Further, Michigan's Stage 2
companies creaied the most of the net new jobs by large
margins? Indeed, of the 1.13 million net jobs added to the
Michigan economy the past 15 years, 51% have been
created by Stage 2 businesses.

To help Stage 2 companies accelerate growth, numerous
surveys point to common growth support needs identified by
second stage CEOs:

Market research, marketing methods and selling
Recruiting, developing and retaining employees
Identifying and using new technologies and processes

Accessing growth capital {e.g. loans, investment
and grants)

Management and administration issues

® Peer learning networking with other Stage 2
company CEOs

Fortunately, Michigan today has a sound foundation of
economic development programs and services that can be
scaled up to provide growth-focused assistance to many of
Michigan's Stage 2 companies. Current Michigan Economic
Development Corporation (MEDC) programs that support
growth of Stage 2 companies include:

® An Economic Gardening Service

¢ *Pure Michigan Business Connect” and its innovative
supplier-matching service

® Export assistance
® Talent management assistance

Empowering Michigan Entreprenesurs

In addition, SBAM along with the Michigan Small Business
Development Centers (SBDC), MEDC, Edward Lowe
Foundation and the Michigan Business Network (and its
founder, Chris Holman) have developed the very successful
“50 Companies To Watch™ program that highlights 50
promising Michigan second stage growth companies. Since
2008, this initiative has selected and highlighted more than
700 successful, growth-focused Stage 2 companies. SBAM,
Edward Lowe and the SBDC, along with the MEDC, today
form a strong collaborative foundation for identifying and
growing the pool of Stage 2 growth companies, and are
positioned to provide even more robust future economic
gardening-like efforts. .

Michigan has thousands of growth-focused second
stage companies that can benefit from effective growth-
acceleration support. Going forward, we believe that
Michigan has the experience and capabilities to significantly
augment and expand support growth-acceleration of Stage
2 companies. Indeed, scaling up to support hundreds of
second stage companies would, we believe, give Michigan
an opportunity to reset its economic growth trajectory and
indeed become a prosperous Top 10 entrepreneurial state.

It must be noted that Stage 1 companies have also bean a major source of job growth over the past 10-15 years

and that Michigan's aconomy benefits significantly from their succass as well.
1 Sae www yoursconomy.org
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SECTION 1

Michigan’s Entrepreneurial Climate,

Change & Vitality: 2006-2016

This year's Score Card is released with the backdrop of nearly 9 years of slow but
solid U.S. economic recovery since the end of the Great Recession in 2009 along
with the first full year of the new federal Administration’s policies toward strengthening
U.S.-based business growth. Michigan stands solid with an unemployment rate of
4.7% as of December 2017 and a 2017 annual employment gain of 1.3%.

The Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card seeks to
document how well Michigan's entrepreneurial economy
has been performing within Michigan's broader regional and
national economic context.

Broadly, how has Michigan “Entrepreneurial Economy” been
doing? The short answer is “much better” than 10 1o 15 years
ago, but some cautionary signs are emerging. When the
2004-2005 Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card was first
released 14 years ago, Michigan's entrepreneurial conditions
were challenging relative to other states, and then worsened
significantly during the Great Recession of 2007-09. Since
mid-2009, however, Michigan's entrepreneurial economy has
been on a robust rebound, driven by a number of

factors including:

*+  Recovery of the overall national economy

e Cumulating impacts of growth efforts started in the
mid-2000s by the Michigan Economic Development
Corporation, Michigan universities and Michigan's
broader economic development community to provide
more effective support to Michigan entrepreneurs and
startup companies, and

= The introduction in 2011-12 of more favorahle business
tax policies and a broad shift in the State's economic
development priorities from "attraction” to *economic
gardening,” an approach that prioritizes augmenting the
success of growth businesses based in Michigan.

Not surprisingly, the 2017 Michigan Entrepreneurship
Scorecard's Indices have all improved markedly over 10
years. Indeed, as shown [ater in this chapter, Michigan's
Entrepreneurial Climate, Change and Vitality indices bottomed
out in 2007-08 and then grew rapidly and reach peaks in
2011-12. Since 2012, however, each index has moderated
or begun to decline, suggesting that while Michigan Is
still growing, its entrepreneurial economy has been and
is now slowly losing ground relative to other states. While
many positive trends remain strong, risks to Michigan's future
entreprensaurial economy are rising.

Michigan’s Entrepreneurial Climate,
Change and Vitality Indices

Michigan's entrepreneurial economy is complex, with many
nuances/dimensions. As such, Michigan’s entrepreneurial

economy cannot be effeclively undersicod through a single
measure or metric. This challenge is compounded further
when, as we do with the Score Card, we wish to understand
how Michigan's entrepreneurial economy is positioned relative
to the enfrepreneurial economies of other states.

To betler address this complexity over the past 14 years,
the Michigan Entrepreneurial Score Card team developed
tested, and refined three distinct indices of Entrepreneurial
‘Climate,’ Entrepreneurial ‘Change,’ and Entrepreneurial
‘Vitality.' Together, these three indices do a remarkably
comprehensive and effective job capturing the ‘health’ of
Michigan's entrepreneurial economy relative to other states.

While Entrepreneurial Climate, Change and Vitality are

each described more fully later in this section, it's helpful to
understand first how these indices relate to one another. As
shown in this pyramid, the Entrepreneurial Vitality and Change
indices are ‘outcome’ metrics influenced by the set of “Primary
Driver” metrics that make up the Entrepreneurial Climate
Index. Entrepreneurial Climate is in turn affected by a very
wide range of supportive, yet background, “Secondary Driver’
metrics that are also presented in the Score Card.

The Vitality, Change and Climate indices track specific
dynamics of Michigan's entrepreneurial economy that have
different degrees of focus on Michigan's entrepreneurial
economy in a given year. The

separation of these indices
is intentional, and a unique
feature of the Michigan
Entrepreneurship Score
Card methodology.

' OUTCOME METRICS |
b A A A A
Entrepreneurial Vitality Index
(Level of Activity)

SN W N LWL
Entrepreneurial Change Index

Scanning Michigan's .
(Change i Ackivity)

Entrepreneurial Climate,
Change and Vitality
rankings over the
past 10 years gives a
sense of the “arc” of
the early weakness,
the gathering
strength, and the
current moderation

(RN i..__.a-....ﬂxr‘_v;zu-...
. PRIMARY DRIVER MET&'CS

Entreprencuarial Climate Index
{Supporting Condsiions)
Y i Y i W Y e W W W ¥
~ SECONDARY DRIVER METRICS
Educalmn, Workforce Preparedness,
Productmity and Labar Supply.

of Michigan's Business Cests, Regulatory Envircnment,
entrepreneuriai Leqgal Esvironment, Physical Infrasiruciure,
economy Digital Connectity,

Nuality of Life (Sense of Place)
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2018 Score Card
Michigan Entrepreneurial Climate, Change and Vitality Rankings Relative to Other States (Out of 50) From 2006 - 2016
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
ENTREPRENEURIAL CLIMATE 39 T E_I :_F _42 : 39 14 12 10 25 25 n 24
ENTREPRENEURIAL CHANGE 50 i'.dﬁ. E 10 10 6 13 ! 47 i 32
ENTREPRENEURIAL VITALITY 38 39 46 38 30 15 27 33 30 36
Note: Annual rankings are revised as additional data becomes available.

Note: 'Green shading indicales “Top 10" ranking and fiEg

Michigan’s Entrepreneurial Climate —
Rank 24 (2016)

Michigan's Entrepreneurial Climate is a Primary Driver index
made up of metrics that together give a composite indication
of the underlying supporting conditions for the entrepreneurial
economy relalive lo other slates. A high Entrepreneurial
Climate rank for a state implies a “pro-entrepreneurship
climate” that fundamentally makes it maore conducive for
entrepreneurs to establish and grow their businesses in that
state relative to other states.

The Entrepreneurial Climate Index is comprised of three
sub-indices related to innovation, capital access, and general
business conditions. The Research and Innovation sub-index
seeks to measure investment in and returns from a variety of
innovation-focused activities. The Financial and Institutional
Capital sub-index takes the pulse of actual cash flow as

well as institutional support for small firms and startups. The

General Business Growth sub-index captures the vitality and . Scoi"g:r?:n',:;‘::lﬂgg;";f’zms
health of the underlying business economy that supports B lndustrial

entrepreneurial dynamism. Eﬁ‘ - “id\;'.;t;wq

Entrepreneurial Climate is also influenced by Secondary 1§ :;:

Driver metrics that include measurements of education, g 21 o

workforce and labor productivity, business costs, and Te | /

infrastructure. And of course Entrepreneurial Climate is E§ 2=

affected by broader national and international economies ig w Michigan

as well. gﬂ a5

Michigan has meaningfully improved its Entrepreneurial 5 "n“ 2007 2008 F o0 200 k2011 Fzi1z Feo 138 261e” oi5] 2018
Climate since 2009. After being flat and then declining for most T I Dot 1

of the 2000s, Michigan's Entrepreneurial Climate experienced
exceptional and rapid gains in 2010 through 2012, when
Michigan outperformed all of its Midwest competitors and its
Entrepreneurial Climate rank was in the “Top 10" of states
nationally. Since 2012, Michigan has experienced a significant
degradation of Entrepreneurial Climate momentum, falling

i Indicates "Boltom 10" ranking.

from a Top 10 position in 2012 to a rank 24 in 2016.

To be fair, Michigan is not the only Industrial Midwest state
to have lost Entrepreneurial Climate steam since 2013. But
Michigan's relative position to other industrial Midwest states
has worsened compared to five years ago.

Factors contributing to the relative decline in Michigan's 2016
Entrepreneunal Climate included reductions in ranking for:

® NSF Funding

SBIC Funding

Seed/Early Stage Venture Capital
Export Growth, and

Housing Construction growth

Compared to other states, Michigan continues its historic
vulnerability in terms of lower than average capital access for
its entrepreneurs.

Entrepreneurial Climate

Note: These charts caplure two things: where Michigan's
score places among other states and how strong/weak that
score is. Each Index is scaled so that the mid-point state/
median score is 100. Typically, 25 stales fall above and 25
slates fall below 100 (if thers are no missing data or identical
values). The spread between the upper and lower lines shows
the range of scores from top to bottom performing states.

The median 100 does not necessarily lie ‘in the middle” of the

160 Score Performance, 2006 - 2016 score range as top performers might have axceplionally high
150 | “on s values, or in the reverse case, poor performers may have
140 ._______\;-___________ exceplionally low values.
130
e .,.,,..u.....{....?“"‘“{" MICHIGAN’S ENTREPRENEURIAL
4 ,——__'X

00 e e

80 W
80 4 Minimum Score

{As States)

spruneutiel Climate indax, Madian =100
{25 states above and below 100}

70 -

]
008 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

e ke § i 8, OV, W
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CHANGE - Rank 32 (2016)

Entrepreneurial Change is a “movement” index that shows the
diraction a slate's entreprensurial economy is going relative fo
entrepreneurs in other states. Entrepreneurial Change speaks
to the level of success entrepreneurs are actually experiencing
relative to other states. An improvement in a state's

1
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Entrepreneurial Change rank suggesis thal entrepreneurs
in that state are actually generating more new firms, more
new jobs and more new wealth at higher incremental rates
compared to entrepreneurs in other lower rankings states.

dramatically, suggesting that even as the recession dragged
on, Michigan's entrepreneurs began to become more active.
Then their rising rate of activity — and success — began to
compound. Indeed, by 2013, Michigan's Entrepreneurship
Change rank had rocketed to 6% in the nation, up from a lowly

Entrepreneurial Change
160 Score Performance, 2006 - 2016

g Maximumn Score
£ 140 (Al States)
i *

% 120 Michigan
g Inctustrial Midwest

g 100 - - = i i Vi .
s
4 ow
55 Ve

a L Minimum Score

] (Al States}
s 40 i v
g 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2042 2013 2014 2015 2018
Nate, inctuitripl bitwasd & iy, 1L Do, WT

2010 rank of 39 just 3 years before.

However, as Michigan's Entrepreneurship Climate cooled
after 2012, so did its Entrepreneurship Climate ranking
relative to other states. The relative ranking decline was swift,
losing steam in 2014 and falling to a national rank of 47 in
2015. Though other Industrial Midwest states saw their own
slowdowns, Michigan lost growth momentum faster than
others. Fortunately, the 2016 Entrepreneurship Change index
shows sign of moderation, ranking at 32 and above 3 of its 4
industrial Midwest competitors.

Entrepraneuriat Change

Entrepreneurial Change is comprised of running three-

year averages of variables that broadly indicate the
direction of entrepreneurial economy growth or decline. The
Entrepreneurial Change index includes incremental ratas of
change data for commercial enterprises including rates of
change in business growth, start-ups, fast-growth/high tech
businesses, payroll, and proprielor income.

As Michigan's Entrepreneunal Climate began to improve
quickly from the depths of the recession, Michigan's
Entrepraneurial Change index also improved. Beginning
in 2009, the Entrepreneurial Change Index picked up

Score Performance, 2006 - 2016
Industnal
Midwest Score
Range N\

120

10 ¢
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70 Michigan

prensurial Vitality indax, Medlan =100

{25 siaten above and below 100}
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SUPPORTINGISS
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The DTE Energy Foundation drives econolﬁic
development In our communities. In 2017, the

Foundation awarded mare than $18 million‘ip
‘cr_\aritableqransohundreds of nonprofit

S

¥

-

organizations throughout the state. Through qra'g;t _

support, we'provide he_.gltlcal resources neces_s_a_ri_/_.

to promote busines d.ev_s]opment, expansion and
vesting in businesses, we're helping

vgl being of all of the members of the

' .communities’ In which we live and serve.
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The factor that contributed most to Michigan's 2016
relative improvement in Entrepreneurial Climate was an
acceleration of *net new establishments.” This means that
the rate of Michigan's entrepreneurs opening up new
businesses locations ticked up at a higher rate relative to
many other states.

MICHIGAN’S ENTREPRENEURIAL
VITALITY - Rank 36 (2016)

The direction of Entrepreneurial Change in turn influences

a state's relative level of entrepreneurial activity — its
Entrepraneurial Vitality. Entrepreneurial Vitality variables
together present a broad measure of the level of
entrepreneurial activity going on in a state relative to other
states. Given that Economic Vitality is an Outcome measure
that is influenced by Entrepreneurial Climate, Economic
Vitality often has a one- or two-year lag behind change in the
Entrepreneurial Climate index.

Empowering Michigan Entreprensurs

states. It realistically could take decades for Michigan's
entrepreneurial economy to experience the very robust
Economic Vitality that Michigan likely had in Michigan's
industrial heyday. Metrics that contribute to a state's
Entrepreneurial Vitality include:

® Sel-employment per 1000 of iabor force
Net business churn, or turnover

Fast growing companies

Investment awards

5-year survival rates

Entrepreneurial Vitality

&
2008 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2018
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Relative to other states, Michigan's Entrepreneurial Vitality
score has remained in the same “lower 30°s” range in the
past three years, at rank 36 in 2016, slightly down from 30 in
2015 and 33 in 2014. It is just below the median dashed line
of 100 (where it is bunched tightly with many lower scoring
states). The top performer state for Entrepreneurial Vitality is
Massachusetts. Indeed, Massachusetts’ exceptionally high
score causes the scale of the changes in Michigan and other
lower performers to appear relatively small.

The Entrepreneurial Vitality Index is a slow-io-change
structurally-driven outcome index that captures the size
of the entrepreneurial economy, relative to that in other

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card - 2018 Editlon

Michigan's strides in Entrepreneurial Vitality in 2010 to 2012
suggests that a more rapid rise in Vitality transformation

is possible, though the subsequent drop in the state's
performance since 2013 is evidence of how difficult it actually
is to improve ranking in this Index over the long term.
Nevertheless, to become 2 top 10 Entrepreneurial Vitality
state is a desirable aspiration for Michigan and potentially
achievable in the long-run. While comparisons with Top 10
Vitality states like Massachusetts, Virginia or California may
not be realistic in the near term, comparisons with other Top
10 states like Florida, Utah and Colorado surely are.

A key metric thal has sustained Michigan's Entrepreneurial
Vitality score for many years is ils 5-year establishment
survival rates metric, a consistent Top 15 states performer.
But Michigan's relative underperformance in other metrics
such as Establishment Turnover Rates and Number of High
Performance Firms has consistently put downward pressure
on Michigan’s Entrepreneurial Vitality scores.

13
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SECTION 2

Five Insights about Michigan’s

Evolving Entrepreneurial Economy

The Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card data points

to five different “insights” that speak to how Michigan's
entrepreneurial economy is evolving. Throughout the
economic stresses and transformations of Michigan's
“Great Recession” — which actually began in the early
2000s — and the rebound that started in earnest in 2010,
the Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card has chronicled
a slow, often uneven, but nonetheless positive improvement
of Michigan’s entrepreneurial economy. In the Score Card
data across all metrics for the 2006 to 2016 period we see
clear evidence that while Michigan's entrepreneurial economy
was parlicularly bard hit by Michigan's Great Recession,
Michigan's entrepreneurs remained resilient and Michigan's
entrepreneurial economy “held its own.”

Importantly, Michigan has maintained many critical ingredients
for more robust entrepreneurial growth in the next decade. Yet,
today’s Michigan's entrepreneurs are experiencing a growing
set of conditions and uncertainties that have and continue to
inhibit the success of Michigan's entrepreneurial economy.
Five insights that stand out are:

INSIGHT #1: The rate of improvement in Michigan's post-
recession entrepreneurial economy is slowing. Yet, there
is an overall better entrepreneurial economy today than
10 years ago and dynamism across existing businesses
today is particularly encouraging.

INSIGHT #2: Michigan holds onto key ‘technology and high-
skill economy’ leadership advantages remarkably well. But
there is also seeing slippage in some key areas.

INSIGHT #3: Michigan's general Business Climate (which
supports its starf-up, existing, and relocating businesses)
remains mediocre, but is improving, except for small
business healthcare premiums.

INSIGHT #4: Michigan's Quality of Life continues to support
and attract entrepreneurs.

INSIGHT #5: Poor Infrastructure continues to worsen and
progressively threaten business growth.

Insight #1:

The rate of improvement in Michigan’s
post-recession entrepreneurial
economy is slowing. Yet, there is an
overall better entrepreneurial economy
today than 10 years ago and dynamism
across existing businesses today is
particularly encouraging.

There are several different metrics through which to see this
dynamic of challenge and rebound. But as shown below the
lenses of business survivability, business and job creation
and growth, firm and employee bottom lines, and capital
availability are particularly good ones. In the table below,
Michigan's rankings relative to other states for select metrics
over the 2006-2016 decade are shown. Penods when
Michigan ranked in the *Top 10 are shaded in the lighter
green, and periods when Michigan is ranked “Bottom 10"
are shaded in darker orange.

Metrics 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016
Growth in Net ] ' 1 | |

Expansion Job Gains 23 28 a8 23 11
Increase in High Pl

Performance Firms 11 3l 4 19| 21
5-Year Establishment K !

Survival ol 10| ™ 11 11
High Performance

Firms 27 34 35 30 35 30 26 31 30 19

IPQ Financing 18] 35| 35| sof 4l 4l 1] 30| 13| 15| 14
A 8] 8| 7| of 7| 9 of 9| o 10| 11
Private Business Profit ' It .

Growih 39 as| o} 8| 12| 11| 5| (va
Large Business Payroll

Growth 34| 10| 16| 19| 141 (va)

The Score Card data in the table above shows several metrics reflecting the viability of existing business metrics showing
healthy improvement over the past 10 years. Yet, a broad decline in many growth-focused 2015-16 Score Card rankings suggest

Michigan's entrepreneurial dynamism is softening.

Empowering Michigan Entrepreneurs



Insight #2:

Michigan holds onto key ‘technology
and high-skill economy’ leadership
advantages remarkably well. But

we are also seeing slippage in some
key areas.

Michigan has historically had a strong technology

R&D and talent base, and continues to rank in the Top 10
in numerous R&D and high-tech workforce metrics.

This is a critical economic competitive advantage for
Michigan's entrepreneurs.

Michigan's strong position here is in part because Michigan's

Empowering Michigan Entrepreneurs

public and private sectors invest heavily relative to most other
states in @ number of key areas that are critical to future
technology-led entrepreneurial growth, including:

R&D (both university-based and industry-based)
Innovation (measured in patents per worker)

STEM educated workers pre- and post-BS

STEM and related 'knowledge’ credentialing programs
Excellence in graduate and undergraduate programs
High tech employment (both mfg. and services high-tech)

Thirteen Entrepreneurial Score Card metrics that really give a
sense of how Michigan has maintained, and even enhanced,

its *

technology” and “high skill" assets over the past 10 years

are shown below.

Select 10-year Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card
“Technology/MHigh Skill" Metrics {2006-2016)

Metrics 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016

Industry R&D Performance* |2 |2 5 T? 7 5 |5 |s |4 |5 (nfa)

University R&D Performance (18 |17 |13 |9 |8 |7 |z |5 |5 |5 |s

Patent per Innovation Worker | 9 9 |8 9 9 9 9 g 9 8 7

4Y+ Tech Credentials ' - : s | T ] -

Pre-BA Tech Credentials

Output: 21 |22 (18 {24 |24 |28 |21 |26 |28 (30 |(nfa)

4Y+'Knowledge’'Degrees

(extl. Tooh) Output 21 (24 (22 |25 |27 |25 |23 |26 |25 (30 |30

Technology & Technician

e 23 |24 (22 |22 |22 [17 |14 |16 |16 |19 |20

Phys. Science & Engineering | |2 & [F— =l :

R 8 (5 {5 |4 & |2 (& J& j1 g1 e

Other ‘Knowledge’/

e e oe & 21 f24 |22 |25 |27 |25 |23 |26 |25 |30 |30

Papianked Graduate (nia) | (ova) [(va) [via) |7 f& (11 [11 [0 |7 |7

;?gg'?aa"'}"e" Undergraduate | (nsay | (n/a) | (va) | (va) | (i) (14 |16 [13 |16 [15 |15

High Tech Manufacturing _ ; (A T e [ '

 Erapioyent LG A O o [ O 28

| High Tech Services

Employment 13 (18 |14 [16 [14 [13 |12 [12 |12 |12 |12
*2016 not released yet

Michigan Entreprensurship Score Card - 2018 Edition
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However, it is also the case that Michigan's entrepreneurial
companies must contend with a much more mediocre
talent pool for non-technology workers, as Michigan has
had slippage over the last five years relative to other states
in workers with pre-BA technical credentials, 4+ year non-
technical knowledge degrees, and other knowledge and
innovation workers. The weakening of these talent pools
raise future talent supply risks for Michigan's many non-tech
growth companies.

Insight #3:

Michigan’s general Business Climate
(which supports its start-up, existing,
and relocating businesses) remains
mediocre, but is improving, except for
small business healthcare premiums.

Michigan's business climate, which corresponds to the level
and nature of costs that businesses incur related to their
operations in Michigan, remains a challenge. The Chief
Executive’s 2017 annual survey of senior executives ranks
Michigan at 36 on “Best and Worst States for Business,” but
up from rank 40 the year before.! But there have been some
major improvements over the last five years in a humber of
relevant metrics.

Michigan's tax climate, which had previously long been sarely
challenged, has improved dramatically relative to other states

due to tax reform in 2011, Three recent reporis that rank the
states on business and tax climate place Michigan among Top
15 states:

® The “2018 Small Business Tax Index” by the Small
Business and Entrepreneurship Council placed Michigan
at#12

® The CNBC's "Top States for Business 2017 placed
Michigan at #11

® The Tax Foundation's 2018 “State Business Tax Climate
Index"” placed Michigan at #12.

Another positive metric is Unit Labor Costs, a major business

location and retention factor, which has improved from a rank

in the Bottom 10 states to the midpoint in 2013 and 2014, and

business liability costs have improved in the most recent

2015 data.

Some key variables that continue to depress Michigan's
overall entrepreneurial business climate continue to include
relatively high unemployment insurance costs, and high
malpractice costs combined with a “moderate” legal climate
that together mean that opportunities for legal actions against
businesses related to malpractice and tort are relatively
maore likely to occur than in many other states. In addition,
Michigan's ranking for small business health care premium
costs dropped dramatically from 2015 to 2016, suggesting
that small business Health Care premiums are worsening for
Michigan's businesses relative to other states.

Select 10-year Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card
“Business Climate” Metrics (2006-2016)

Metrics 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016
Unit Labor Cost (48| a8 36| a7| ao| 31| 29| 31| 3a
Energy Cosls a1 32 29 30 34 34 39 38 37 34 35
Business Taxes 16| 28| 27| 30| 19| 13| 9 8| 5 4| 1
State Business Tax Structure . 8| 9l 9| 7

Metro Industrial Rents (nfa) | (nfa) | (n/a) | (nfa) | 7 5 2 13 13 14 14

Small Business Health Care
Premiums 39 32 20

Workers" Compensation
Costs

Workers' Compensation
Premiums

Unemployment Insurance
Cosis

Unemployment Insurance
Structure

Business Liability Costs

Liability System Reputation
Malpractice Costs

" hitps fichiefexaculive net/2017-best-worst-siates-business/

Empowering Michigan Entrepreneurs



Insight #4:

Michigan’s Quality of Life continues to
support and attract entrepreneurs.

Michigan's Quality of Life attributes have been and continue to
be impressive for an industrial state, with several PlaceMaking
! 'Pure Michigan' strengths conducive to "next economy”
economic mobility and tech/entrepreneurial growth being
strong or improving.

Michigan's Quality of Life attributes are directly related to
PlaceMaking in the state, which has emerged for policy
makers as a key ingredient for building a more robust and
healthy local entreprensurial economy. Indeed, as Governor
Rick Snyder in a presentation to the Michigan Municipal
League, Board of Trustees in January 2011 apfly noted,

“| don't separate PlaceMaking from economic
development. They are intertwined.”

Within this context, key Score Card metrics point to a number
of “Quality of Life" attributes that have maintained strengths
despite the Great Recession and significant reductions in state

Empowering Michigan Entreprensurs

and local government budgets the decade-long recession
imposed. For example, metrics refated to parkland and golf
courses have consistently been in the Top 15 states over the
past 10 years. Residents enjoy relatively high homeownership
rates and improving air quality, lower crime rates and urban
cost of living.

Michigan's efforts to maintain and improve PlaceMaking
have arguably been one of the more important contributors
to improvements in Michigan's entrepreneurial economy

over the past decade. PlaceMaking is based on the principle
that entrepreneurs and the talent they need choose to seftfe
in places that offer the amenities, social and professional
networks, resources and opportunities that support thriving
lifestyles. Michigan has moved up in its rank to 26 from last
year's rank of 32 for the Quality of Life metric of Generational
Creative Class (see page 110) - an indicator that efforis

in PlaceMaking are paying off. One sees the results of
successful PlaceMaking most readily in the urban centers like
Detroit and Grand Rapids where young, skilled workers are
now flocking to find opportunities and live.

Select 10-year Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card
“Quality of Life” Metrics (2006-2016)

Metrics 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 ] 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016
Airport Performance 33 29 27 16 31 23 14 14 17 22
Water Systems 2 6 9 a 13 13 [ 6§ 6 R R
Golf Courses 12 | 1 107 |10} 10 | 11 10 | 11 11 11 12
Parkland 10101010 )10 [0 11 17| 11| 11 |(na)
Homeownership Rates 52 3 4 6 6 | 21 5 3 283
Urban Cost of Living 30 20 24 26 21 13 22 18 16 | (nfa) | (n/a)
Urban Housing Affordability 27 26 24 22 22 24 22 23 22 19 23
Clean Air 39 32 32 32 32 32 32 i6 17 21 25
Crime Index 26 26 24 27 25 24 21 21 20 14 14
Lack of Health Insurance 8 11 17 13 19 16 14 14 13 12 11
m
michigan municipal league
o (
v ’ - 5
[ JI]IIUEL 1 ‘; =
P |11l 0] ] A5 AA il
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Insight #5:

Poor Infrastructure continues to
worsen and progressively threaten
business growth.

Infrastructure performance threatens older states and
Michigan is no exception. The metrics used in the Score Card
target infrastructure outcomes and service quality not costs
or budgets. Infrastructure for Michigan ranks mostly in the 4th
quintile among the 50 states. This is not helpful to

Michigan's entrepreneurs.

As mentioned in previous Scare Card reports, infrastructure
impacts all businesses and related business support systems
in the state. Michigan's entrepreneurial economy is particularly
affected by infrastructure that affects goods delivery,
timeliness and mobility, the overall cost of doing business,

and the ability to attract and keep talent. Many of Michigan's

entrepreneurs must make do with the infrastructure that they
have at hand. And as global and speed-of-business forces
require ever greater connectedness, Michigan's already
mediocre roadway, energy, digital and air infrastructure
means that improvements to Michigan's infrastructure will
provide outsized benefits for Michigan's entrepreneurs and
entrepreneurial econcmy.

Relative to other states, Michigan's poorer highways,
broadband, and air access, are all creating constraining drags
on both Michigan's entrepreneurial and broader

business seclors.

Indeed, we would suggest that the growing negative impacts
of Michigan's deteriorating infrastructure on Michigan's
entrepreneurial economy become an increasingly prominent
factor in infrastructure-related policy discussions and
decisions.

Select 10-year Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card
“infrastructure” Metrics (2006-2016)

Metrics 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 2016
Airport Performance 33 29 27 16| 43| 31 23 14 14 17 22
Major Market Air Access 36 36 36 35 35 35 34 34 33 31 a0
Bridge Quality 27 27 29 29 27 27 24 25 35 36 a7
Energy Reliability (nia) L (nfa) | (nfa) | (n/a) | (n/a) | (nfa) | (n/a) 20 24 20 17
| Highway Quality 431 40| 40| 40| 41| 40| 36 35 38 ar | 47
Broadband Connection 34| 35| 41| 41| 36| 34| 30 28 39| 42| 42
Broadband Coverage {n/a) | (n/a) | (nfa) 34 36 37 34 35 36 37 38
Next Generation Internet 34| 35| 33| 38| 43| 47| a7l 47| 47| 471 47

: M-A-S-U%MlCHIGAN ASSOCIATION OF
® ... STATE UNIVERSITIES

()
masu.org

GROW YOUR
IDEA IN COLLEGE

Where do budding entrepreneurs learn skills,
take their first risk, and build a network for life?
At one of Michigan’s 15 public universities.
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SECTION 3
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Michigan’s Entrepreneurial Economy, Trend Watch
Indicators, and the Importance of Supporting Second Stage

Company Growth

This year's Score Card is released with the backdrop of nine
years of slow but solid U.S. economic recovery since the end
of the Great Recession in 2009 along with the first full year of
the new federal Administration's policies toward strengthening
U.S.-based business growth. Michigan stands solid with an
unemployment rate of 4 7% as of December 2017 is well
below historical averages with skilled labor and managerial
shortages across the state’s economy.

In 2016 and continuing inte 2017, Michigan's economy growth
has been robust. Previous Score Cards have observed that
dynamism in the entrepreneurial economy parallel changes in
the broader Michigan economy. While we don't know as yetto
what extent a dynamic entrepreneurial economy is a causal
factor in Michigan's economic progress, we do know itis a
fellow traveler.

A key contributor to GDP growth is changes to levels of
employment — the actual numbers of people working in
Michigan from year to year. Indeed, increases in new
private sector employment is a critical driver of Michigan's
GDP growth.

Between early 2010 and early 2014, Michigan's employment
rate growth markedly exceeded that of the U.S. and rest of
the Midwest. Between late 2015 and late 2016, there were
signs of acceleration. However, Michigan job growth slowed
down again in 2017, though with some encouraging signs of
re-acceleration in November and December 2017.

Michigan GDP Per Year (5000) and % YOY Change
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From 2006 through mid-2009, Michigan's Gross Domestic
Product' consistently grew at slower rates than GDP growth
rates for the country and the Midwest region as a whole. But
since mid-2009, Michigan's GDP growth rates have been
consistently equal to or higher than national and Midwest GDP
growth rates. This is important as higher GDP growth rates
broadly points to greater econemic prosperity.

Quarterly Growth in Real Private GDP {Index 2006=100})
s M hig 3

Midwest e lrsied Staten

B

Source. Bureou o) [oamamic Andyiis, ieasonolly odf, et sonul rifes

Given the centrality of private sector employment growth to
overall Michigan GDP growth, it is important to understand
more clearly which size businesses have been and are
creating new jobs. These are more fully explored next.

Michigan's Entrepreneurial Economy

The term “entrepreneurial economy” refers to the combination
of Michigan's self-employed and small business companies
For our purposes, a “Small Business™ is defined as a company
with up to 500 employees. In this analysis, we further
segregate the Entrepreneurial Economy into four business
“stages” defined by numbers employed.

Entrepreneurial

Business Stage # of Employees

Self-Employed No employees.

Stage 1 Businesses with 2-9 employees
Stage 2 Businesses with 10-99 employees
Stage 3 Businesses with 100-499 employees

Over the past 10 years the number and stage struciure
of Michigan's businesses has trended upwards, with an

" Gross Domestic Product {GOP is the total manatary value of all final goods and services produced in a spacific geography
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estimated 200,000 more businesses operating in Michigan

in 2016 than in 2007. The stage that grew the most in terms
of number of businesses was Stage 1 companies, especially
between 2008 and 2012. Since then, however, the number of
Stage 1 companies then declined to 440,000 businesses in
2016, a level 10% lower than 2012.

Michigan Number of Businesses by

Employee Size
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Number and Percent of Michigan Private Sector Jobs
by Buslness Size - 2016
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According to www.youreconomy.org, a definitive source of
statistics on state and local businesses, 645.000 businesses
in Michigan in 2016 were responsible for more providing than
6.1 million jobs in Michigan. Of all businesses 14% were
self-employed, 68% had 2-9 employees, 17% had 10-99
employees and 1% had 100-499. This pattem is within the
norm as nationwide percentages are 12%, 71%, 15%, and
1% respectively.

The Stage 1 and Stage 2 segments in particular are known for
their dynamism - with many establishments forming, merging,
surviving, failing, expanding, contracting, moving and growing.
A business typically begins to enter its second stage when it
approaches $1 million in total receipis. The transition process
may continue until it hits $100 million in receipts, although

for most companies $50 million represents the upper limit of
the second stage. Employee numbers and revenue ranges
vary by industry, but the population of firms with 10 to 100
employees and/for $750,000 to $50 million in receipts includes
the vast majority of second-stage companies. As mentioned
earlier, for cur analysis Stage 2 companies are those with
10-99 employees.

In terms of economic competitiveness, Stage 2 firms are
particularly important as most have passed the volatile startup
Stage 1 phase, and now face issues of scale up and growth
rather than survival. Most Stage 2 company founders, owners,
and senior executive managers (e.g. CEQ, CFO, COOQ, etc.)
have also progressed from a startup management style to

a more professional strategic management approach that
emphasizes formal organizational structure, specialization,
delegation, process and wider market penetration.

Yet, because they still have limited access to resources, Stage
2 companies continue to be very adept at working in creative
ways to keep innovating, generate new ventures and deepen
local supply-buy linkages. Not surprisingly, a high proportion
of high growth companies are Stage 2 companies. Growth
companies are important because on average they are strong
job and wealth generators?

While Stage 1 companies represent the bulk of Michigan
companies by stage, Stage 2 companies employ the most
people. In 2016, Stage 2 companies employed 41% of the
private sector workforce, while Stage 1 companies employed
28% of the workforce. Companies with 500+ employees
employed 13% of the workforce.

Indeed, the number of jobs in Michigan at Stage 1 and Stage
2 companies has progressively increased over the past 10
years. The number of jobs in Stage 1 firms grew particularly
rapidly from 2010 to 2012, although a slight decline has
occurred since. Stage 2 companies have been a real “job
engine,” with steady growth since 2009 and real acceleration
starting in 2014. In contrast, Stage 3 employment has
remained stable, and the number of jobs in companies with
500+ employees has steadily fallen, from more than 1 million
in 2007 to less than 800,000 in 2016.

Michigan Number of Jobs per Size
of Business 2007-2016
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7 See the ‘Michigan 50 Comparning 1o Watch® program for excellént examplas of migh-growth Stage 2 companies
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Looking across the different stages of businesses over the
past 10 years of the business cycle, Michigan's private sector
incremental job creation/decline performances reveal a very
interesting and dynamic job creation pattern.

Michigan Incremental Job Gains/
Losses Per Biz Size

400,000
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— 500 Ernployees

Net job gains in businesses of size 1 to 99 employees are
clearly critically important to Michigan. As shown in this
chart, Stage 1 firms led net job growth creation as Michigan
emerged from the Great Recession. Yet, as the expansion
has matured, Stage 2 companies transitioned into being the

Empowering Michigan Entreprenesurs

primary creator of net new jobs. In Michigan from 2015 to
2016, when nearly 290,000 net new jobs were created,
68% of these net new jobs created by Stage 2 companies.
Another 14% were created by Stage 1 companies from 2015
to 2016, just 4% of net new jobs were created by firms with
500+ employees.

The cumulative impacts of these trends have been profound
for Michigan on Michigan's broader employment landscape.
In ten years of change between 2006 and 2016 jobs in

all businesses increased by 15% overall, but the number

of jobs in Stage 1 and Stage 2 companies increased by

32%. Whereas in 2006, Stage 1 and Stage 2 enterprises
accounted for nearly 60% of all jobs, by 2016 the number
had become nearly 70%.

Given the late stage of the current business cycle, results
showing strong job creation performance by Stage 2
businesses in particular are not surprising to the Score Card
authors. After a recession, in the early expansion phase,
many quality skilled workers fired from employment launch
into self-employment and then form Siage 1 companies. As
the business cycle progresses, some Stage 1 companies
ramp up to become Stage 2 companies, while others falter

or dissolve as founders are absorbed back into mainstream
employment. As the business cycle continues to mature, these
successful growing Stage 2 companies then become an even
more energetic part of the existing larger cohort of Stage 2

Small business
owners are the
Innovators and job
makers that drive
Michigan's economy.

With over 26,000 members, we are the small business voice
in Michigan. Learn more at www.sbam.org.

SMALL BUSINESS
Association of MICHIGAN

Ay
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companies, adding new dynamism to the Stage 2 core of
Michigan's entrepreneurial economy, and adding higher rates
of job and wealth creation to Michigan's economy overall.

Near-Term Trend Watch Indicators

The Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card has proven to

be a valuable tool for understanding structural changes to
Michigan's entrepreneurial economy over time. However,
because it relies on data that takes up to two years for its
providers to gather and process, readers may desire more
recent quantitative evidence for analysis and decision-making.

In this year's Score Card, we are exploring a number of
specific data points to help readers and policy makers
become more current on the evolving state of Michigan's
entrepreneurial economy. In this section, we introduce

eight specific data sources we are calling “Trend Watch
Indicators” to give insights into specific dynamics of Michigan's
entrepreneurial economy over the relatively near term.

What do these Trend Watch Indicators suggest? While

any initial prognosis is preliminary and should he treated

with caution, our broad compilation of these 8 Trend Watch
Indicators suggest that Michigan's existing businesses are
proving to be resilient given the continued maturation of the
business cycle. Michigan's entrepreneurial economy, while
showing signs of stress, is nonetheless holding up well.
But caution signs are mounting, with the drop in new
business formation rates and falling VC funding raising
particular concemn.

Trend Watch Indicator #1:
Michigan’s State Coincident Index

Looking at the most recent State Coincident Index for
Michigan, the economic prognosis for Michigan locks to be
moderating. The State Coincident Index is a well-designed
and tested monthly index of employment and wage/salary dala
prepared by the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia. It is
one of the best monthly trackers of a state's overall economic
condition ? What Michigan's Coincident Index shows is that
after hurting badly before and during the Great Recession,
Michigan's economy took off in late 2009. For six years,
Michigan's economy grew at a rale exceeding that of most
other Midwest states and of U.S in general. Sorme deceleration

Industrial Midwest Coincldent Index
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then occurred in mid-2016, but Michigan's economy regained
growth momentum in the first half of 2017. Yet, in the second
half of 2017 one sees another slowdown leading to some lack
of clarity for 2018.

Trend Watch Indicator #2:
Comerica Bank’s Michigan Economic
Activity Index

We see additional recent economic dynamics in Comerica
Bank's Michigan Economic Activity Index, prepared monthly
by Dr. Robert A. Dye. This index also indicated gains in the
first half of 2017, followed by stalling conditions through much
of the second half of 2017 * However, the index's February
1st 2018 report cites an uptick of two monthly gains as of
November 2017 and looking ahead, Comerica's February
13th State Economic Outlook, Michigan reports: “Overall
manufacturing conditions remain positive in Michigan. Non-
auto related manufacturing is expected o show ongoing
gains in 2018, supporied by strong domestic and international
economic conditions. NAFTA renegotiation is a wild card for
the state in 2018.7

Trend Watch Indicator #3:
Michigan’s State Leading Index

Looking forward more directly to the next six months, cne
can use the State Leading Indexes® prepared by the Federal
Reserve Bank of Philadelphia. The State Leading Index is

a sister index to the State Coincident Index and comprises
metrics known to indicate forward movement in the economy
such as exports and housing permits.

Dacembar 2017 State Leading Indaxes
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Economic growth outlook in December 2017, measured

as a 3-month change in the State Leading Index, forecasts
Michigan with a light green shading, which is the third best
category for expected 6-month growth. Michigan's State's
Leading Index was strong the first half of 2017, and then
showed some deterioration beginning July 2017. The latest
December report, however, moves Michigan up several
natches in growth outlook for the first half of 2018 — an
encouraging sign.

* As of January, 2017, the methodologies for producing thesa indices have besn adjustad and improved upon. Therefor they are riol strictly comparable to pravious releases

“www comerica com/insights/economic-commentaries/siate-Indexes/michigan himi
* htips iwww philade{phiaind org/rasearch-and-datafegional-aconomylindexas/lsading/
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Going into 2018, Michigan’s State Leading Index suggests that
Michigan is headed for moderately positive economic growth
over the next six months, though growth is projected to be
higher in neighbouring Midwest states.

Trend Watch Indicator #4:
Breadth of Job Creation

The percent of businesses (large and small) creating jobs in
any quarter is a good measure of the job-creating dynamism
of a state’s economy. In good times, one usually sees at

least 25% of existing businesses creating new net jobs in any
quarter. This graph shows the percentage of establishments
creating jobs by quarier, with Michigan bounded by the highest
and lowest performing states. These data have a three-
quarter lag so the graph below is up through Q3 2017.

Empowering Michigan Enirepreneurs

With the share of existing Michigan business creating jobs
slowing down, the net job contribution rate of Michigan's
businesses has been stagnant as well. Yet, Michigan's
performance is and has been close to the highest scoring
state and, encouragingly, net job creation picked up slightly
in Q2 2017.

Trend Watch Indicator #6: Business
Expansion & Contraction Rates

One of the most conspicuous signs of a dynamic and strong
business economy is a business expansion rate outperforming
the contraction rate. Expansion and contraclion rates below
are measured in terms of net jobs.

% of Existing Establishments Gaining Jobs
Q4.2016-Q3.2017
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After a rapid improvement starling in 2010, the Michigan
job-creating engine plateauved in 2013. Along with highest and
lowest performers Michigan presents a slight but noticeable
downward trend since 2016. While this is a not unexpected
given today's mature business cycle, it raises concerns if
Michigan's rate further approaches the 25% threshold.

Trend Watch Indicator #5: Net Job
Gains from Business Expansions Minus
Contractions

This metric shows the net jobs created from expansions
minus contractions refative 1o the total number of jobs. ltis a
good aggregate indicator of the degree to which 'businesses
in place’ are taking on risks and embracing the challenge

of success and failure. The higher the rate, the stronger the
entrepreneurial economy.

Michigan's expansion rate of existing business turned above
the contraction rate in Q3 2010 and has not looked back
throughout the post-recession recovery. Yet, the gap between
expansion and contraction rates has narrowed this past year.
It should be watched closely for signs of a potential emerging
economic downturn.

Trend Watch Indicator #7: Michigan’s
Private Establishment Formulation Rate
Michigan's Private Establishment Formation Rate shows the
quarterly rate of new business creation as a percentage of all
businesses. Michigan, in line with top performing states, has
shown a significant trend decline since 2010, with stabilization
since 2015,

Net Job Gains from Expansions - Contractions, 2006-Q2.2017
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The formation of new businesses is par of the “life blood"
of any stale's entrepreneurial economy. There is cause for
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concem given that Michigan's current establishment formation
rates are considerably lower than even pre-recession
establishment formation rates.

Trend Watch Indicator #8: Expansion/
Later Stage Venture Capital

Only approximately 3,000 U.S. small businesses per

year receive venture capital, and funding focuses largely

on two sectors: information technology and health care.
Consequently, tracking seed and startup finance to judge a
state's business dynamism can be dubious. However local
access to expansion/later stage financing often makes it much
easier for promising Stage 1 and 2 companies to raise and
deploy additional investment capital to significantly accelerate
their growth rates -- and turn them into solid job creators.

Expsnsion/Later Stage Venture Capital as % of GDP
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Michigan has not been highly successful in attracting
expansion/later stage venture capital, placing below the
50-state average. However, it has performed usually near
the middle or better among its Midwest peers. The only
neighboring state performing consistently better then Michigan
has been lllinois. All expansion/later stage venture capital
funding declined beginning 2015 and Michigan's downturm
accelerated in 2017, This deserves watching closely as
declining venture capital can be a detriment to the success
of rapidly growing companies, especially technology-focused
ventures.

Importance of Supporting Second Stage
Company Growth

Numerous indicators in this year's Score Card suggest the
post-recession growth rate of Michigan's economy may be
slowing. This would not be surprising as business growth
often begins to slow as the business cycle's expansion phase
matures. When a potential economic slowdown approaches,
how can Michigan avoid catching pneumonia when the rest of
the nation's economy calches a cold?

More than 15 years ago, SBAM set out a goal for Michigan

to become a “Top 10" entrepreneurial state. In pursuit of

* Bluepnint for Propeliing a New Economic Direction for Michigan SBAM. October 2010
' So0 www youreconomy org!

this goal, SBAM first created the Michigan Entrepreneurship
Score Card to create the structure to better understand what
it actually means fo be a “Top 10" state. Then about 10 years
ago, SBAM introduced the concept of “Economic Gardening”
to Michigan's policy makers and economic development
community. Economic gardening is a “grow your own”
approach to economic development that focuses on providing
specific types of high-end support for local growth-focused
Stage 2 companies to accelerate their success.

In 2010, SBAM commissioned research that resulted in a
white paper entitled, Blueprint for Propelling 2 New Economic
Direction of Michigan. In this white paper, SBAM proposed a
change in Michigan's economic development priorities from
corporate attraction incentive-based strategies or *hunting” to
embracing and supporting Michigan's existing entrepreneurs.
Indeed, SBAM's recommendation was for the state to provide
economic gardening services to “500 to 600 companies per
year after startup, with the number growing over time."®

The potential impact for SBAM's 2010 recommendation
continues to grow. [n 2016, more than 109,000 Stage 2
companies in Michigan accounted for 2.5 million private sector
jobs, far more than any other business stage group and 40%
of Michigan's private sector jobs. Further, Michigan's Stage 2
companies created the most of the net new jobs by

large margins.”

Nearly 15 years of Michigan's Score Card data now
strongly suggest that supporting the continuing growth
of Michigan's Stage 2 companies is a key foundational
strategy for Michigan's long-term economic presperity.®
Of the 1.13 million net jobs added to the Michigan
economy the past 15 years, 51% have been created by
Stage 2 husinesses. Across the state, second stage
companies have demonsirated the ability to create jobs,
diversify the economy, react nimbly to new opportunities
and contribute consistently to the gquality of life in their
communities.

To help Stage 2 companies accelerate growth the state would
do well to understand what second stage company leaders
actually seek as needed assistance. Numerous surveys®?
conducted in Michigan point to common growth support needs
identified by second stage CEOs;

® Market research, marketing methods and selling

® Recruiting, developing and retaining employees

® |[dentifying and using new technologies and processes

® Accessing growth capital (e.g. loans, investrment and
grants)

® Management and administration issues

® Peer learning networking with other Stage 2 company
CEOs

Fortunately, Michigan today has a sound foundation of

economic development programs and services that can be

scaled up to provide growth-focused assistance to many of

Michigan's Stage 2 companies. In 2011, the incoming Snyder

administration agreed with SBAM's economic gardening

¥ It must be noted that Stage 1 companies are and have also baen a major sourca of job growth over the pasi 10-15 years, and that Michigan's economy benefits significantly from their

succaess as well

(1) Survey in 2015 of over 1,400 SBAM members and SBDC clients conducted by SVPI, LLC and Public Policy Associates. (2} 2014 telephone survey of SBAM members by Shepherd
Advisors, LLC | (3) 2014 survey of SBAM members by Putlic Policy Associates for the Sense of Place Counci found that access to a talented workforce was the most impartant factor for

selacting a new location, after avaitabilily of broadband internet
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proposal. They prioritized economic gardening initiatives and
rebalanced staff and financial resources of the MEDC to beiter
serve Michigan's existing small businesses in numerous ways.
Specific programs created that still support growth of Stage 2
companies include:

® An Economic Gardening Service that provides
qualified, growth-focused second stage companies with
professional and technical assistance to help CEOs build
stronger teams, idenlify new markets and sharpen their
competitive edge using high-end corporate research
tools. Since late 2011, MEDC's Economic Gardening
service has provided nearly 500 service engagements for
more than 300 Michigan Stage 2 companies. At current
funding levels, MEDC's Economic Gardening program
provides services for 50 engagements per year.

& “Pure Michigan Business Connect” is an innovative
new supplier-matching service that facilitates small and
medium-sized enterprises’ efforts to meet and sell to
corporations and large organizations. Holding "Buyer-
Supplier” summits in collaboration with trade groups
and hosting a procurement opportunities database were
successful tactics.

® Export assistance to help new and expanding exporters
with technical advice, market introductions, matching
grants and other services useful in facilitating new export
market entry success. Recently, this team was recognized
with a Presidential "E” award for excellence in exporting
assistance and results.

® Talent management assistance, providing small business
employers with a broad range of labor and management
candidates

1 A
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Across the organization, MEDC has stressed the importance
of growing small companies as a strategic and service
planning focus, encouraging more attention and creativity to
be paid to their needs.

In addition, SBAM along with the Michigan Small Business
Development Centers (SBDC), MEDC, Edward Lowe
Foundation and the Michigan Business Network (and its
founder, Chris Holman) have developed the very successful
“50 Companies to Watch” program which annually highlights
50 promising Michigan second stage growth companies.
Since 2005, this initiative has selected and highlighted more
than 700 successful, growth-focused Stage 2 companies.
SBAM, Edward Lowe and the SBDC, along with the MEDC,
today form a strong collaborative foundation for identifying
and growing the pool of Stage 2 growth companies, and

are positioned to provide even more robust future economic
gardening-like efforts.

We believe Michigan has thousands of growth-focused
second stage companies that can benefit from effective
growth-acceleration support. Going forward, we are confident
that Michigan has the experience and capabilities to support
growth-acceleration of many more Stage 2 companies.
Leveraging best practices from other states and its own
learning over the last eight years, Michigan has a golden
opportunity 1o augment and scale up support to hundreds of
Michigan second stage companies a year. And by doing this,
we helieve Michigan can fundamentally reset ils economic
growth frajectory and indeed become a true and prosperous
Top 10 entrepreneurial state.

CUS OUR ENERGY

ON MICHIGAN BUSINESS.

» Energy efficiency rebates
* Local community support

» Custom energy-saving solutions
* Dedicated business specialists

Consumers Energy for Business

GConsumers Energy
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Let's do business. Together.
Calt us for more information at 800-805-0490,

or visit ConsumersEnergy.com/business
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SECTION 4

Michigan’s Entrepreneurship Score Card Metrics

THE STATE OF MICHIGAN'S ENTREPRENEURIAL ECONOMY IN 2016

This section reports specifically on the Michigan’s Entrepreneurship Score Card
rankings for data year 2016, the latest year for which complete cross-state data is
available. The same framework for description is used with the three unique Indexes:

® Entrepreneurial Climate measures known primary
conditions for fostering entrepreneurial growth.
Entrepreneurial Climate consists of three sub-
indexes know to be primary external factors affecting
entrepreneurial initiative: Research and Innovation,
Financial and Institutional Capital and General
Business Growth.

® Entrepreneurial Change measures how much business
growth has occurred in the recent three years, using a
three-year running average of various metrics.

® Entrepreneurial Vitality measures how much small
and entrepreneurial business aclivity occurs in Michigan
relative to other states.

The Great Recession hit Michigan's economy and the Score
Card results showed dismal rankings in the recessionary
years of 2007-09. Nonetheless, we observed data indicating
entrepreneurial efforts were underway during those years. We
reporied encouraging signs of local and regional innovation
and entrepreneurship initiatives taking place statewide.
Subsequent fruits of that labor, state-wide consensus building,
improvements to programs and public policy changes, resulted
in much improved Score Card resulls post-2009 through 2013.

This year's report shows a leveling off of the dramatic
improvement seen in the early post-recession years. Still, the
improvement over the rankings 10 years ago is remarkable.

Michigan’s 2016 Score Card Rankings for
Entrepreneurial Climate, Change, and Vitality — Summary Results

National 2018 Score | Change ir'f"l'ﬂiﬁ Score | 2017 Score | 2016 Score | 2015 Score | 2014 Score
Performance Card Rank | Rankings | Card Rating | Card Rating | Card Rating | Card Rating | Card Rating
(1=best out of (2016 data) | From 2008 | (2016 data) | (2015 data) | (2014 data) | (2013 data} | (2012 data)
50) Data Year

Entrepreneurial o e 5 " wae
Climate = )3 ) " ’
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Entrepreneurial . " * - *
Vitality e =

Note: The Score Card uses two methods to compare Michigan with the 49 other states rankings
and ratings. Ranks are used because they are simple 1o understand and widely used.

® Rankings indicate Michigan's rank order among all 50 states (where 50 is last). Bul ranks may fail to discern competlitive
differences. As illustrated in the Methodology section, ten world-class male runners might each do befler than 4 minutes in a
ona- mile race but finishing tenth place may not sound too impressive. Consequently, one needs a way (o rale performance
as well as rank it.

® The Scora Card's Five-Star Ratings rate performance. Once underlying melric scores are calculated, the data is
aggregaled lo produce stale Index scores arrayed from high to low to delermine the lotal range of scores, Each 20% of
that range represenis a slar group — from five-slar to one-star. For example, a five-star stale is one that falls into the lop 20
percent of the range of scores. Not too infrequently the data in the Score Card is distributed such that a few states score
exceptionally well on a metric or index, followed by a moderate number of gradually declining scores then winding out with
a farge number of underperformers. In such case, a state might rank around midpoint yet only oblain 1-star or 2-star rating.
Such is the case for Michigan's Vitality score above.

Michigan's Entrepreneurial Climate, now ranked 24, has
continued to stay in a three- star rating, though its rank feil
from the previous year. After 6 years of continuous increase in
ranking, Michigan’s Entrepreneurial Change slipped in 2015
to a rank of 47 but recoverad somewhat in 2016 to a current

rank of 32, while Entrepreneurial Vitality did not hold onto its
improvement in rating in 2015, slipping back to a one-star
rating from rank 30 in 2015 {o a cumrent rank of 36.

A further breakdown of each of these Michigan's
Entrepreneurial Indexes follows.

Empowering Michigan Entrepreneurs
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Entrepreneurial Climate

Michigan's Entrepreneurial Climate, which highlights supporting conditions for Michigan's entrepreneurial economy ranks 24.
The state slipped out of the Top 15 in 2013, after being there between 2010 and 2012. The current rank includes continuing
relative strength in general business growth, and in researchfinnovation to support current and future entrepreneurial initiatives
The Financial and Institutional Capital component of Entrepreneurial Climate is the only one of the three components that scores
below the mid-point, and even here most related metrics show improvement from 10 years ago. Notably, Michigan's Industry and
University R&D performance and Patents per Worker continues to rank in the Top 10.

The metrics detail underlying Michigan's Entrepreneurial Climate Index, plus the change in relative ranking from 10 years ago,
and the page number where comparative metric detail for all 50 states can be found, is shown below:

Michigan’s Entrepreneurial Climate Index
{Note: Index data is mostly from 2016, the last year all-state data is available)

| Change in
i 2016 Data Rank From
Metrics Year | 2006 Data Year | Page #
ENTREPRENEURIAL CLIMATE 24 +15 48
Research & innovation 13 +4 49
University R&D Performance 6 +12 50
Patents per Worker 7 +2 50
Patents Per R&D Dollar* 35 +10 51
University Licenses to Small Businesses & Startups 14 +2 5
NSF Funding Rate 25 -5 52
University Royalty/License Income 11 +1 52
Entrepreneurial Programs 9 +13 54
industry R&D Perormance O -3 53
Federal R&D 20 +21 53
Financial & Institutional Capital 32 +0 55
Seed/Early Stage Venture Capital 30 -1 56
2nd/3rd Stage Venture Capital 22 +6 56
IPO Financing 14 +2 57
SBIC Financing 37 +3 57
SBIR Financing 22 0 58
STTR Financing 29 +1 58
Bank Commercial and Industrial Lending 43 -33 59
Business Incubators 11 +27 60
Private Small Business Lending 16 +2 59
General Business Growth 15 +35 61
Gross Domestic Product Growth 13 +37 82
Manufacturing Capital Investment Growth 44 -16 62
Foreign Business Employment Growth 29" S 63
Export Growth 26 +13 63
Export-related Jobs 16 -3 84
Large Business Payroll Growth 14" +35 64
Building Permits Growth 18 +32 65
Fortune 500 11 -3 65
Private Business Profit Growth 5" +44 66
Renewable Energy Use 31 +4 66
Green Industries 33 -1 67

* In the previous version of the metric, the weight did not include all government R&D spending, hence the

magnitude and ranking are quite different in the 2016 Dala Year metlric.
** Data from 2015 was carried forward 1o 2016 for purposes of this report.
*** Data from 2014 was carried forward to 2016 for purposes of this report.

Michigan Entreprenaurship Score Card - 2018 Edition
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Entrepreneurial Change

Michigan's Entrepreneurial Change, which measures average growth of a number of key entrepreneurial growth/decline metrics
over the past three years, showed marked improvement from ranking 38 in data year 2010 to ranking 10 in data year 2013, but
recently down lo rank 47 in 2015 with some signs of recovery to rank 32 in 2016. All underlying metrics improved when compared
with the data from 10 years ago, indicating a long-term trend in broad improvement for Michigan's entrepreneurs. 2016 results
reflect two metrics with 2015 data and three with 2016 data.

The mefrics detail underlying Michigan's Entrepreneurial Change Index, plus the change in relative ranking from 2006 data, and
the page number where the metric detail for all 50 states can be found, is shown below:

Michigan’s Entrepreneurial Change Index
(Note: Index data is mostly from 2016, the last year all-state data is available)

Change in

2016 Data Rank From
Metrics Year | 2006 Data Year | Page #
ENTREPRENEURIAL CHANGE 32 +18 38
Small Business Growth 34* +13 39
Small Business Payroll Growth 22" +18 39
Increase in High Performance Firms 21 +20 40
Net Establishment Entrants Increase 28 +11 40
Proprietor's Income Growth per Proprietor 30 +11 41

* Data from 2015 was carried forward to 2016 for purposes of this report.

Our Trusted Health Insurance Partner

Looking for the right health insurance plan can be challenging.

Like many businesses across the state of Michigan, your company is probably balancing its
financial needs with the interests of your employees and their health care.

Find your solution with SBAM.

At Blue Cross® Blue Shield® of Michigan and Blue Care Network, they have an approach to health care that gives
higher quality care, lowers costs and addresses your most challenging issues.

The Blues have a Total Health Engagement philosophy that focuses on innovative health insurance plan design,
better ways of providing care and dedicated health support.

+ Builds on the trusted relationship batween patlents and their doclors

Blue Cross . )
@ Blue Shield « Rewards doctars for caring about health, nol units of service
Blue Care Network - Impraves heatth care quality, cost efficiency and outcomes

alMichigan * Aligns health care plans and programs o people's needs

S

Learn more: 5
Kellie Neirynck SMALL BUSINESS
800-362-5461 oxt. 206 neckon ol MICTIGAN

www.sbam.org/insurance
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Entrepreneurial Vitality

Michigan's Entrepreneurial Vitality is a measure of the general level of small business and entrepreneurial activity relative to all
other stales. Entrepreneurial Vitality provides a sense of the underlying structural strength of Michigan's enirepreneurial economy.

Even with the general economic recovery post-recession, Michigan's Entrepreneurial Vitality continues to be weak compared
to most other stales. As shown below, while the state continued to rank below midpoint (i.e. a rank of 25), it nonetheless
showed some improvement from 10 years ago. Contributing to that improvement has been noticeable gains in the state's five-
year business survival rate and increased share of high performance firms. This year the state’s high-performance firms and
establishment furnover ranked substantially lower. Some other metrics of note both last year and this year are disappointing
rankings for university spinouts and self-employment rates.

The metrics detail underiying Michigan's Entrepreneurial Vitality Index, plus the change in relative ranking from 2006 data, and the
page number where the metric detail for all 50 states can be found, is shown below:

Michigan’s Entrepreneurial Vitality Index
(Note: Index data is mostly from 2016, the last year all-state data is available)

2016 Change in

Data Rank From
Metrics Year | 2006 Data Year | Page #
ENTREPRENEURIAL VITALITY 36 +2 42
Net Establishment Entrants 20 +29 43
Establishment Turnover 40 -24 43
Nonfarm Self-Employment 33 +7 44
University/Research Institutions Spinoffs 3 -16 44
High Performance Firms 41 -14 45
IPO Awards 25 -4 45
SBIR Awards 20 +4 46
STTR Awards 21 -1 46
SBIC Awards 26 +5 47
5-Year Establishment Survival 11 +27 47

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card — 2018 Edltion
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Gauging 2016’s Entrepreneurial Momentum — the Sensitivity Index

To get a snapshot of very recent changes in entrepreneurial economy direction and momentum, the Score Card team developed
the SESI, State Entrepreneurial Sensitivity Index. First used in the 2009/10 edition of the Score Card, SESI is a relatively
new and still improving experimental index that attempts to compare how much very recent change (12-18 months) in business
dynamism has occurred over the most recent complete year of data.

g:gz’r'::an ce é:‘r: g‘;‘t’i’: g‘:‘:: L‘L:E‘B 2017 Score | 2016 Score | 2015 Score | 2014 Score
(T=bestout of | & Rank 9 Change in Card Rating | Card Rating | Card Rating | Card Rating
50) (2016 data) Rankings {2015 data) {2014 data) {2013 data) | (2012 data)
SESI 22 -7 e f29 **/43 *147 =710

After a substantial slippage in the SESI rank in the 2015 and 2016 Score Cards (based on 2013 and 2014 data), Michigan has
improved its entrepreneurial economy dynamism significantly to a current rank of 22, but its star rating slipped to 2 stars in the
most recent year. This means that while there are fewer states ahead of Michigan (reflected in Michigan's higher ranking), the
distance between Michigan and the leader in terms of the actual metric scores has actually become much wider (reflected in
Michigan’s lower star rating’).

The SESI is by nature a volatile index. Because this Index measures one-year change and because the Score Card methodology
allows the distance to the leader and bottom performer to be taken into account, wide variation can occur from year to year
between ratings and rankings. For example, establishment startup rates can vary substantially from year to year but the difference
between leaders and bottom performers could be very small such that looking at rankings alone would overstate the difference
unnecessanly. In such cases ratings are a more useful measure for comparisen and interpretation in terms of how far a state has
to catch up. Throughout the past decade, Michigan's SESI ratings have been two- and three-star with the exception of the one-
star rank in the 2015 Score Card and the 4-star rating in the 2017 Score Card.

WEST MICHIGAN’S CAPITALIST TOOL

MiBiz helps its readers make money, save money and find money to grow their
businesses with ahead-of-the-curve reporting. in-depth analysis and comprehensive

data about the industnes that drive the region’s economy. It's a must-read for C-suite Make money
executives. business owners, professional advisers and policymakers who want to
know what's going on in the region’s business sector

W = . Save money.
To subscribe, visit www.mibiz.com/subscribe or call B77-443-1977.

Find money

@ @

MiIBIZ —

SERVING WESTERN MICHIGAN BUSINESS SINCE 1988

* Note that the raling system intentionally highlighis the spread batween an average performing state and tha lsaders.
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Secondary Driver Metrics — Contributing to Michigan’s Broader
Entrepreneurial Economy

In the background, Michigan's entrepreneurial economy is indirectly supported and constrained by a host of state and national
drivers. The Score Card focuses on the following state-level secondary drivers: education, workforce preparedness. business
environment, connectivity, and quality of life. The underlying metrics of these secondary drivers, and the pages where it shows
comparisons with other states, are shown below:

Education & Workforce Preparedness

Rank | Page Rank | Page

EDUCATION 31| 68 | WORKFORCE PREPAREDNESS 13! 78
High Scheol Only Diploma

K-12 Education 31| 69 | Attainment 25| 79

Advanced Placement Score 28 | 70 | Post-secondary pre-BA Attainment 11| 79

Public High School Graduation Rate 40 | 70 | Bachelor's Degree Attainment 24 | 80
Physical Science & Engineering

SAT Performance 43 | 71 | Workers 2| 80
Technologist and Technician

ACT Score 6] 71 | Workers 20| 81
Innovation Workers Qutside

NAEP Mathematics 32* 1 72 | High Tech Employment 30| 81
High-tech Manufacturing

NAEP Reading 34" | 72 | Employment 1| 82
High Tech Services Employment 12| 82

Postsecondary Education 28 | 73 | Adult Education 37" | 83

4yr.+ Tech Credentials 6* | 74 | Skilled Immigrants 21| 83

Pre-BA Tech Credentials 30*| 74

4-yr. Knowledge Degress

Excl. Tech Fields 18* | 75

College Migration 38| 75

Top Ranked Undergraduate Programs 15| 76

Top Ranked Graduate Programs 7| 76

Two-Year College Costs 48 | 77

Four-Year College Costs w6 | 77

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card - 2018 Edlition
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Business Environment
{Costs of Business, Productivity & Labor Supply, Regulatory, Legal)

Rank | Page Rank | Page
PRODUCTIVITY
BUSINESS COSTS 31| 84 | &LABOR SUPPLY 42| 90
Unit Labor Cost 34 | 85 | Net Domestic Migration Rate 30| AN
Energy Costs 35| 85 | Prime Working Age Residents 4| 9N
Workers Compensation Premiums 7" | 86 | Gross Domestic Product per Job 29 | 92
Workers' Compensation Costs 17* | 86 | Service Sector Productivity 31| 92
Manufacturing Value
Unemployment Insurance Costs 46 | 87 | Added per Hour 39| 93
Unemployment Insurance Structure 47 | 87 | Labor Force Participation 37| 93
Business Tax Burden 1| 88
State Business Tax Structure 8| 88
Metro Industrial Rents 14 | 89
| Small Business Health Care
Premiums 43 89
LEGAL ENVIRONMENT 26 94
Malpractice Costs 42| 95
Business Liability Costs 10" | 95
Liability System Reputation 21| 96

Getting Around, Getting Connected
(Physical Infrastructure and Digital Connectivity)

Rank | Page Rank | Page

PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE 38| 97 | DIGITAL CONNECTIVITY 46 | 102
Highway Quality 47 | 98 | Broadband Connections 42 | 103
Bridge Quality 37 | 98 | Broadband Coverage 38 [ 103
Major Market Air Access 30| 99 | Internet Speed 16 | 104
Airport Performance 22 | 100 | Next Generation Intemet 47 | 104
Water Systems 5| 100 | Rural Internet Access 25" | 105
Energy Reliability 17 | 101

Transit Use 29| 99

Empowering Michigan Entrepreneurs
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Quality of Life
Rank | Page Rank | Page

QUALITY OF LIFE 16 | 106 | Pocket Bock Indicators 19 | 117
Civic Energy & Harmony 30 | 107 | Urban Cost of Living 16" | 118
Charitable Giving 30" | 108 | Urban Housing Affordability 23| 118
Voter Turnout 13 | 108 | Homeownership Rates 3| 119
Gender Equity 26 | 109 | Unemployment Rate 27| 119
Racial Equity 23 | 109 | Per Capita Disposable Income 321 120
Hate Crimes 33 | 110 | State and Local Tax Burden 32 120
Generational Creative Class 26| 110

Nonprofits 33| 1N

Lifestyle & Play 38 | 112 | Health & Safety 14 | 121
Time to Work 27 | 113 | Lack of Health Insurance 11| 122
Leisure Sector Employment 39 | 114 | Crime Index 14 | 122
Parkland 11* | 114 | Law Enforcement Personnel 43 | 123
Golf Courses 12 | 115 | Heaithcare Access 25| 123
Trails 33 | 115 | Clean Air 25 124
Cultural Institutions 41| 116

Historical Buildings 30| 113

LOOKING BACK — MOVING FORWARD

Much work remains to be done if Michigan is to be counted among the nation's top entrepreneurial states. States can only dig
their way out of fiscal problems or residual economic doldrums by sustained economic growth. In today's fast-changing economy,
Michigan's sustained growth has to include an increasingly diverse and successful pool of entrepreneurs innovating in substantial
ways.

Much can be learned from Michigan's accomplishments between 2012 and 2016. The table below lists the six Score Card metrics
that stand out as five-year gainers for Michigan. Each of these metrics improved in rank by 10 points or more since 2012. The list
also shows some overlap with top performers in previous Score Cards such as Growth in Establishments Gaining Jobs, Business
Liability Costs, and Hate Crimes.

Years (>10 Ranks of Positive Change)

Growth in Net Expansion Job Gains
Business Liability Costs

Hate Crimes

SBIC Awards

ACT Score

Net Domestic Migration Rate
Generational Creative Class
Gender Equity

Michigan Enirepreneurship Score Card — 2018 Editlon
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SECTION 5

Score Card Indexes and Detailed Metrics

STATE ENTREPRENEURIAL SENSITIVITY INDEX

An entrepreneurial economy is characterized by
high ‘churning’ - people on the move; businesses
starting/failing and coming/going; jobs
created/destroyed, occupations emerging/changing;
innovated products succeeding/failing; and
continuous productivity improvement. The
consequences from all this dynamism are: 1)
interesting and constantly changing jobs and 2)
wealth creation. Requisite entrepreneurship
behaviors can be found broadly across many
sectors, including private, non-profit, government
Dand civic sectors. These behaviors are
characterized by thinking cutside the box with the
intent to grow/take on new initiatives with calculated
risk; and utilizei networks between colleagues and
competitors to forge new ways to do things better,
faster, less-expensively and greener.

The State Entrepreneurial Sensitivity Index (SESI)
is an experimental Index intended to detect very
recent signs of entrepreneurial change. Now with 10
years of updated and improved data collected on all
50 states, the new SESI uses select metrics for
which data is available for the most recent full
calendar year or the previous one. These data are
analyzed as a ‘change index,' indicating up-tick or
downtick in private entrepreneurship from the prior
year.

This Index is a combination of six metrics — three
measuring different aspects of entrepreneurial job
creation, two measuring business creation/growth
and the sixth measuring business survival. These
six metrics capture key aspects of a dynamic
innovation economy, where entrepreneurship is
present in all layers of the private economy, from
new business aclivity to expansion of existing firms
and across all commercial sectors,

Midwest Performance

2016 2014 2012
Wisconsin e LR L
Mlch'gan L 1] £ 1) ok
'ndiana o drdk i Ak
Winois L] R LA
ohio > i £ 2.

Rank State 2016 2014 2012
1 Washington LIl - PP
2 North Dakota LWL " "
3 Minnesota T *hnw a
4 Alaska *hkw " I
5 Texas T2 Wk PP
& West Virginia hkhk " "
7 Maine "k w Rk
8 Missouri *k ek o
8 Vermont T I .
10 Wyoming ik " *h
11 Nevada dhk Wik e
12 Wisconsin ik " "ok
13 Louisiana ko * ik ok
14 Arizona wkn P r
15 Idaho wik e -
16 Utah 1 * hori
17 California Lo o Fe
18 Okiahoma . *k o
18 Mississippi 1] ke P
20 Kentucky L *oh Wk
21 Alabama e ahke "k
22 Michigan *h *h Wk
23 Colorado *w * P
24 indiana *k "k "k
25 New Jersey i ko "
26 South Carolina *i e "
27 Oregon L e e
28 North Carolina wa . P
29 New Hampshire L *h P
30 New York *h - P
3 Kansas " ok ek
32 Nincis " * .
33 Tennessee "k o .
34 Virginia " ek N
35 Hawaii " whh kkhkd
36 South Dakota hx > .
37 Nebraska hi ok *
38 Pennsylvania " P .
39 lowa L1 s s
40 Montana Wk RkRRR Wk
41 Georgia * o Ahw
42 Rhode Island * *hh ww
43 Florida . wh oy
44 Maryland PR .
45 Arkansas * ek *
46 Delaware * * khkkR
47 Connecticut # * o
48 Massachusetts * *ek o
49 Ohio * o "k
50 New Mexico & Rkhkk Rl
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GROWTH IN ESTABLISHMENTS GAINING JOBS SELF-EMPLOYMENT GROWTH DIFFERENTIAL
Change, 2013- Change, 2013
Rank Staie Score Growth Rate 2016 (Abs) Rank Siate Scure Growth Differential 2006 {Abs.}
SthState Average -3.2% -4.6% J0-State dveruge . 1L10% 0.3%
I Washington 2500 2.3% 19.3% 1 North Daknta 1759 544% 4.8%
2 Morth Dakota 1554 29% 46% 2 Wyoming 161.4 25%
3 Utah 1431 1 5% -15% 3 West Virginia 148.7
4 New Mexico 1273 04% 6% 4 Alnska 1409
5 Nevada 1247 07% 0% 5 Lousiana 1362
& Viginia 1209 -1 2% -19% 6 Oklahama 1209
7 [daho 1156 -1.8% -3.6% 7 New Mexico 1202
[ Anzona 1153 -1 8% -4.4% 8 Vermon 1149
9 Mississippi 1118 2.2% -4.6% 9 Kansas 1108
10 Rhode [sland 110.9 23% -1.9% [ lowa 1081
i California 1100 25% -13% n Conncetizul 1071
12 Minnesata 1095 -2.5% -3.6% 12 Kentueky 106 5
13 Wisconsin 1094 2.5% 5.1% 13 Nhinois 106 4
14 Towa 108.5 -2.6% -7.3% K} Pennsylvania 1058
[ Oregon 1077 2% 3.8% 15 South Dakata 1048
16 Michigan 106.8 <2.9% 2.1% 16 Mississipp: 104 6
17 Louisiana 105.2 =3.0% -3.8% 17 Wiscaniis 104 4
18 West Virginia 1048 3.1% 34% 18 Ohio 103 3
1% Indiana 104.2 A.0% -53% 19 Nebraska 1027
20 Florida 103.3 =3.2% -1.1% 20 Maine 1026
20 Alabama 103.5 3.2% £.5% A New York 1019
2 Winois 100.8 3.5% -4 % a2 Indiana (TN
2 Kemtucky 100.5 3.6% B 2 Hawati 101 0
24 Texas 100.1 -3.6% -29% 24 Montana 1009
25 Oklshoma 100.1 -3.6% -2.9% 2 Arkansas 100 0
26 Maryland 909 -3.5% 4 4% 26 Minncsols 100 0
27 Hawan 589 -38% -1.9% ) Alabama 100 0
28 Ohio 985 38% 5% 18 Yiginsa 99 4
i) Kansas 883 =3 1% -6.2% x Missour: 98 9
i} Delaware o910 -4.0% -4 4% kL] Delaware 98 &
at Tennessee 968 -4.0% 1% k1] Rhode lsland 972
12 Colerada 863 -41% -4.8% k3 Maryland 956
3 North Carolina 956 -42% 7% 33 Michigan 952
34 Vermont 952 -4.2% -T0% M New Jetsey 932
s New York 937 -4.4% 5.7 35 Texas 88,9
36 South Carolina 920 -4.6% -8.8% k] New Hampshire 874
37 New Jersey 885 -5.0% -5.4% 7 Tennessee 86.0
38 Alsska B6.9 -5.2% 3.5% 38 North Carolina 85.6
39 South Dakots 853 -5.4% 6.5% 39 South Cerolina 842
40 New Hampshire B4S -5.5% 9 8% 40 Washington §0.2
4 Nebraskn 815 -5.6% 5% 41 Colorado 79.1
42 Wyoming 813 -5.8% 9% 42 Californsa 78.5
43 Georgia 815 -5.8% 4% 43 Oregon 774
44 Pennsylvania 798 -6.0% -6.9% 44 Georgin 71.2
45 Connecticut 790 1% 9 T% 45 Arizona 712
46 Massachusetts B4 5.2% -6.6% 46 Idaho 68.9
47 Maine 782 6.2% -11.8% 47 Nevada 681
48 Missouri 705 1% 9.6% 48 Utsh 616 £0.2%
49 Montana 586 -8.6% -5.2% 49 Flonds €07 -3.0%
50 Arkansas 521 9.3% -10.6% 50 Massachusetts 546 4™
Growth in percent of establishments gaining jobs, 2015-16 Difference between self-employment and total employment growth, 201 5-
16
This metric measures the breadth of job creation across businesses, The self-employed are the basis for new employer firms. When self-
regardless of business size or industry. [n good times, 30-32 percent of employment grows faster than total jobs, it is a sign of entreprencurial
businesses are creating jobs at any given time. States that sustain above that dynamism, whether it is due to ‘push forces’ (loss of tenured jobs forces
level over a business cycle arc exemplars of healthy, diversified dynamism people 1o venture out on their own) ~ or due to *pull forces’ (good
The above 1able shows the percent change in the share of establishments cconomic times make venturing out more lucrative). The above table shows
gaining jobs in each state. the growth in the number of non-farm proprietors less total job growth
Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics Source: LS Bureau of Economic Analysis
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
Siate Growth Rate Rank Stale Growth Dilferentisl Rank
Wisconsin =2 5% 13 lllinoss 1.5% 13
Michigan -2.9% 16 Wiscensin 1 4% 17
Indtana =3 1% 19 Ohax 13% I8
Ilinots =3 5% 22 Indiana | 2% 2
Ohio -3 8% 28 Michigan 0.8% 3
' Michigan, 2013 - 2018 Michigan, 2013 - 2016 |
| [ =] 1
n |
"
E m % .|
L3 . v = !
E 13 4 1 I -
[ °
™ — T Y
e | L _— L I s |
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GROWTH IN JOB GAINS BY NET EXPN. BUSINESSES

GROWTH IN ESTABLISHMENT FORMATION RATE

Change, 2013~ Change. 2013-
Rank State Score Growth Rate 2016 (Abs) Rank State Score Growih Rats 2016 {Abs)

FikState Average -4 1% =33 5% StkSurte Average -0.6% -4 %

1 Texas 182.2 140.0% 161 4% 1 Minnesota 148 9 20.0% 38.3%
2 Alnskn 1379 46.2% T6.9% 2 Missouri 147.5 19.4% 21.8%
3 Nevada 1225 8% 14% 3 Maine 144.4 18.0% 20.9%
4 Kansas 1279 25.0 -195.0% 4 Vermont 126.1 10.1% 6.1%
3 Washington 1158 ™ 430 5 Alaska 1252 2T 202%
5 Minnesola 1198 ™ 2.10% 6 West Virginia 1240 92% 11.5%
7 Virginia 1n:a T 1% 500% 7 Montana ez 73% 13.6%
3 Scuth Carolina ni3 -0 0% -1300% -1 Texas Ié66 6 0% 6 0%
9@ Colorado 109 -1 1% =15 0% 9 Massachuseits t42 49% 1 4%
10 Indiana ne2 -12 5% -39 8% [k Oklahoma TR 3% 1 1%
11 Mlichigan AT -15.8% -1.5% 11 Georgia 1095 29% 20%%
72 Vermont 1083 -16 7% 3B e 12 Kenucky 1092 218% 3%
13 New Hampshure 1078 =17 6% -167 6% [k Nevada o078 22% 1 4%
14 Flonda 107 7 <17 P -34 2% 14 Misszasippi 1077 21% I
15 Georgia 107 1 =19 2% -58 1% 4 Alabama 1077 2% 0 1%
16 Idaho 1055 «12 6% I %% I Hawan 107 4 20% 79
17 Ohio 1os2 =23 1% 239 7% 17 Tennessee 073 19% 59%
18 Soulh Dakata 104 3 225 0% -6l 4% I8 Idaho 106 | 1 4% -3 8%
18 Arizona 104 3 =25 0% 15 5% 19 Californsa 1060 1% 28%
p Califormia 10318 =26 1% =15 0% 20 Wisconsin 1e50 09% 0%
4] kenlucky 1022 -39 4% -39 4% ] Washiagton 1049 09% 0%
n Utah 01 8 =30 3% - % 22 Notth Carclina 1047 8% 5%
23 Oregon 013 -310% -54 8% 2 lilmois 1028 00% oT%
p | Wisconsin 100 4 -313% 9 5% 23 Colorado 1028 00% -17 5%
pe) Alabama 100 4 -33.3% -33 3% 25 Lousiana 100 5 -1 0% 3 1%
20 Maryland 996 =35 0% 40 %% 26 Anzona P95 -1 4% 2%
27 New Jersey 978 =38 0%, 23 6% 7 Arkansas 98 7 -1 8% 20%
28 North Caralina Y62 -41 3% -H0 8% 28 Nebraska 98 & -1 8% -6 3
9 West Virginia 939 -2 9% 43 9% et ] Wyoming 98 5% -19% -1 P
19 Massachusetis 959 42 9% 42 9% i North Dakota 96 -2 9% 92%
n Pennsylvana 947 -5 5% -90 P4 3 South Carolina 951 -1 3% =17
a1 New ¥ork 947 -5 5% =112 1% 31 New Mexico 951 -14% -3 7%
a3 Mantana 943 16 2% 7% 11 Oregon 949 -14% -l ™
3 Wyoming 9236 -17 8% 402 2% 34 LUah 95 -1 6% -0 7%
EL] Missoun 925 -50 0% =200 07 35 Michlgan 9241 -3.8% 11.3%
EH] Mame 925 -50 0% <02 0% 3 Pennsylvama 933 -4 1% 1 8%
7 Tenncssee 892 57 1% ~78 6% 37 New York 932 -1 2% 6 T%
38 Mebraska ife -58 3% =58 1% 38 lenwa 930 -4 ¥ BT
kL] Hhnois 886 -58 3% -58 1% 1L New Hampshere 914 -4 3% -13%
40 Arkansas 8713 61 1% 138 9%% 40 South Dakota 909 -52% -108%
4 Lowsiana 871 61 5% -28 2% 41 Flonda 891 -6 0% -6 0%
2 Hawan 861 -63 2% 22 4% 42 Conneclicut 887 -6 1% 6 {%
43 Rhode Island 773 42 4% <115 7% 43 Maryland 863 -T.1% -54%
4 North Dakowa 761 84 7% 50 T 44 Delaware 848 <1.8% ©3%
15 Delaware 759 25 % -68 5% 45 New Jersey 844 -3.0% -10.7%
a6 Oklahoma 123 92 9% ~47 4% 45 indiana BLS -3.8% -B8%
47 Connecticin 6B 9 -loa % -6 0% 47 Rhode laiand BLS 9.2% -1.5%
48 Mississipp 60 6 -LI7 T 92 6% 48 Ohia 617 -17.8% -224%
a9 lawn 453 -150 0% =200 0% 49 Kansas 591 -13.9% -269%
50 New Mexico -25.3 -300.0% -228.6% 50 Virgin 1o -19,9% -34%

Growth mr net job gains from establishment expansions as o share of total

jobs, 21 5-16

Existing businesses are the major contributors to job growth. This metric
shows the net jobs created from expansions minus contractions relative to
the total number of jobs. 1t is a good aggregate indicator of the degree 1o

which “businesses in place” are taking on risks and cmbracing the challenge

of success and Tailure.

Source: 1S Burean of Labor Siatistics

Midwest Performance, 2016
Growth Rate

Stale
Indiana
Michigan
Ohio
Wisconsin
Mlincis

=12 5%
-15.8%
23 1%
-3313%
-58 3%

Miahigan, 2013 - 2016

—
-
%
o
i A0% mna e
E w00
150%
=
-250% E
00 +—

36

1

Rank

10
1]
17
24
i8

Growth in new establishmenis as a percent of all establistiments, 2015-16

High-growth economies frequently display Ingh business formation rates
These are cconomies with above averape freedoms, flexibilities and
motivations to try new ventures, The establishment formation rate is not
colored by industry type, firm size, or sociocconomic factors. Itis a
collective measure of the degree to which existing or new firms lake on
risks and embrace the challenge of success and failure.

Source: U S. Burean of Labor Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2016
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GROWTH IN NEW BUSINESS OWNERS
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GROWTH IN 1-YEAR ESTABLISHMENT SURVIVAL

Change, 2043. Change, 1013-

Rank Stale Score Growth Rate 2016 (Abs) Rank State Score Growth Rate 2016 (Abs)
$0-Stare Average 1 5% LR St-State Average 0H% 4%

1 Arizona 1320 21.2% 56.5% 1 Maine 157.6 1.4% 11.0%
2 Wyoming 121.2 154% -318.8% 2 Missouri 1469 9.4% 5.5%
3 : 120.8 13.8% 249% 3 North Dakota 1437 BE% 7.6%
4 Washingion 1189 12.5% 558% 4 Alaska 125.8 5.4% 6.1%
4 Okiahoma 1189 12.5% 157% 5 Idsho 1250 52% 6.3%
6 Mississippi 118.3 121% 56.3% 6 Minnesota 1217 46% 51%
7 Mennesota 1183 120% 53% 7 Washington 1215 4 6% |4 5%
8 Vermont 1168 11.1% 58.7% B Uinh 126 29% 2%
8 Kansas 1168 151% 329% 9 New Jersey 1123 28% 15%
8 Towa 1168 1L1% 51 1% [} Tennessee 114 3% 16%
H North Dakota 1i6.2 10.1% 59.4% L Delaware 1111 36% -+ 1%
i2 Wisconsin 1139 10.5% 16.1% 12 New Hampshare 1107 25% 271%
13 Cregon 1146 9% 14 2% 13 Mississippi 1098 2% 16%
14 New Mexico 1141 94% 44.0% 14 Weat Virginia 108 9 2% 3I0%
15 Nevada 119 T 18 9% 15 Moniana 1087 % 43%
16 Cahlornta 16 T 10 1% 16 Conmeenicut 108 2 20% -23%
17 Arkansas 1112 714% 312 4% 17 Cakforma 1071 1.9% 6 6%
18 New Jersey 1094 63% 15 8% 18 Arkansas 105 5 15% 13%
19 Colorado 1091 61% 34% 19 Rhode Island 104 2 13% 23%
20 Florida 108 4 56% 11 1% 20 Virgiia 1027 1 0% 24%
2l Missoun 1052 14% 40 6% 2 Lowsiana 1026 1 0% 09
2 North Carolina 146 10% =20 0% 22 Wyoming 1022 (13,11 -2 5%
23 New York 1043 29% 17 6% 23 South Carolina 1019 [13:1] -4 3%
pt | Texas 1039 26% 137% 4 Michigan 101.% 0.9% 6.4%
25 West Virgima 1000 o0% 24 4% 25| Vermont 1000 05% 0 5%
25 Utah 1000 (111, 91% 26 Kentucky 1000 0 5% 0 &%
25 South Carolina 1000 L1, 17 1% 27 Pennsylvania o8 6 03% =23%
a5 New Hampshire 1000 00% T4% 28 South Dakota o8 6 032% -1 0%
15 Nebraskn 1600 00% -B2 4% 29 North Carolina 973 00% -2 5%
a5 Massachuseiis 1000 00% 39 4% 29 hlassachusetts 973 o00% 25%
13 Maine 1000 00% 37 8% 29 Indiana 973 00% o1%
25 Thinois 1000 00% ot 32 New York 951 -0 4% -1 5%
pa] Idaho 1000 00% -331 3% 1 Anzona 96 -0 5% <X 1%
34 Loutsinng 946 -3 6% 13 % M Alabama Mo -0 6% -10%
kH Ohio 937 4.2% H.4% 35 Texas 940 0 6% -0 7%
36 Indiana 934 ~4.3% 341% 36 Wisconsin w0 -0 6% 3
37 Pennsylvana 916 -5.6% -5.6% ” Colorado 919 -10% -10%
38 Hawari 0.9 4.1% B 38 Ncbraska 919 -1.0% -8 3%
39 Connecticut B9.6 -5.9% 5.6% 19 fowa 914 -l 1% -1 5%
40 Maryland B92 -1 t% -15.1% 40 Oklahoma 912 -1 2% 2 5%
41 Tennessee B1.9 -8.0% -16.7% 41 Nevada 892 -1 5% -1 5%
41 Alabama 879 -3.0% -31.0% 42 Oregon BB O -1.8% -} 8%
43 Alaska 874 -3.3% -17.6% 43 Hawan 880 -1.8% 13%
44 Rhode lsland 869 2. 21 3% 44 Flonda 874 =1 9% -4 0%
45 Michigan B4.4 -10.3% -T1.5% 45 Maryland 339 2.1% =3.2%
46 South Dakota 828 -I1.4% -£1.3% 45 Nlinoia 8.5 2.6% -4.4%
47 Virgina Bl -12.5% -A2.5% 47 New Mexico 09 =5.0% -D.1%
48 Montana 789 ~14.0% -29.1% 43 Kansas 69.6 52 -8.0%
49 Kentucky 784 -14.3% 0% 49 Georgia 542 -£3% -7.5%
50 Delaware 748 -16,7% -204% 30 Ohio 508 -8 8% B9

Growth in Kauffman Foundation Entrepreneurial Activity Index, 2015-16

The Kauffman Foundation provides a measure of prassroots stariup activity
based on the Current Population Survey (U.S. Census Bureau). It measures

the rate of business creation ot the individual non-coporate owner level.
The table shows percent of individuals ages 20-64 who do not own a

business in the first survey month, but who start a business in the following

month with {5 or more hours worked per week

Source: Kanfman Foundation

Midwest Performance, 2016

State Growth Raie
Wisconsin 10 5%
1Thnms 00%
Ohio b 2%
Indiana -1 3%
Michigan -10.3%
et W St BF —
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Michigan, 2013 - 2018
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Growith in one-year establishment survival rate, 2015-16

The change in one-year survival rate of businesses indicates how well
businesses are making it through the early years. As a one-year change
measure, this metric varies considerably from year to year. Usually more
than 10 percent of start-ups do not make it to their second year, but due to
an administrative break in the data in 2013, the top five states data is likely

inflated.

Source: U.5. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2016

State Growth Rate Rank
Michigan 0.9% 24
[ndiana o0 29
Wiseonsin -0 6% 36
Ilhnois -2 6% 46
Ohio -8 B% 50
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ENTREPRENEURIAL CHANGE

A dynamic economy not only attracts new Rank State 2016 2014 2012
companies; it also experiences business failures as 1 Missouri P Py "
well as startups, and shows the willingness of 2 Colorado e *hh
individuals to undertake new enterprises and 3 Minnesota ok ek *h *hw
contribute to wealth creation. In fact, one 4 Oregon Mhdkk kb o
characteristic of today’s innovation economy is the 5 California ek whh ke
degree to which it is “churning"—residents coming 6 Utah R I LU L I T T
and going, new occupations forming while others 7 Massachusetts e * *nk
decline, and businesses forming, relocating and 8 Montana P, ik
disappearing. These are necessary factors for 9 Georgia Nk aek e
economic prasperity. This index measures change 10 Virginia ok " o
in five metrics averaged over the most recent three T Idaho ARAR ERwRE "
years of data. Metrics capture characteristics of 12 North Carolina n—— *ha o
commercial enterprises including numeric growth, 13 Maryland N * "
start-ups, fast-growth/high tech, payroll, and 14 Florida WhER RRRE WREH
proprietor income. 15 Maine ] "k Wk
16 South Dakota bl LA LR

17 Arizona o e e e wkw L2 ]

18 De|aware ok e de *h ek

Midwest Performance 19 New Hampshire Rk . s
20 Nevada D0 *aw L

2016 2014 2012 21 New York WhE RkRRR .

Indiana teir RS & 22 Texas ke ok *kk
Michigan SR ek Sk 23 Conneclicut LAE L1 L]
Wiscansin Ll e b 24 Tennessee LR LT bl
llinois o e wk 25 indiana LiLL) LA bkl
Ohio 4 ok ol 26 New Jersey Ly * *
27 South Carolina hkk Lautd i

28 AFaSka LA 2] *k kk

29 Noﬂh Dakota Wk LEZ 23] Wk

30 Pennsylvania dekeh L LEJ

kbl Nebraska ek * el

32 Mlchigan ek kW 1.2

33 Wisconsin b LA Lid

34 Wyoming L1 L) L 21

35 Vermont iy h LE

36 Arkansas ok e LLJ

37 Hawaii LA e LA

38 Ninais e bkl i

3g Rhode Island bl e il

40 Kansas ek L LEd

41 Washington L aes *

42 Kentucky LA LA b

43 New Mexico *w ihds e,

44 Alabama bl bl e

45 |owa *n * wikk

46 Mississippi e b s

a7 Ohio * ae ww

43 Louisiana * e RA

49 Oklahoma * ek bl

50 West Virginia w * o
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GROWTH IN NUMBER OF SMALL BUSINESSES

Empowering Michigan Entrepreneurs

SMALL BUSINESS PAYROLL GROWTH

Change, 2012- Change, 2012-

Rank Staie Score Growth Raie 2005 (Abs.) Rank State Score Growth Rate 2015 {Abs.)
Si-Strate Average 0.64% 2.7% Ja-Stare Average 34% T0%

1 Missouri 150.0 312% 5T 1 Colorado 1335 5.6% 8%
2 Uish 136.9 242% 18% 2 1314 54% 0%
3 Nevada 1323 2.18% 47% 3 Utsh 130.4 54% 18%
4 Flotida 130.7 2.09% 18% 4 Idaho 1303 53% 4.2%
5 Texas 127.7 1.93% 1.4% 5 Delaware 129.1 53% 1%
[ Colorado 1213 1.91% 34% ] Washington 128.6 52% im
7 Deleware 1259 1.84% 45% 7 Flonda 126.1 0% 19%
8 California 124.6 1L.71% 3.0% 8 Montana 1248 5.0% 23%
9 Washington 1194 1 49% 3% 9 North Dakota §21.3 4.1% <T.1%
10 Oregon 1190 147% 3 10 California 116.7 44% 19%
n Idaho 1165 1 33% 5 6% }] Nevada (158 4.1% 3%
12 Nerth Dakota 1149 125% -1 5% 12 South Dakota t14.3 4.2% 1.1%
13 Anzona 143 122% 49% 12 Georgia 113.6 4.1% 22%
14 Georgin 1136 118% 4 2% 14 South Carolina 1134 4.1% 0%
15 New York 1082 090% 0 6% 15 Anzona 1128 41% 26%
16 Montana 1073 085% T 16 North Carolina 13 4a% 21%
17 North Carolina 106 8 082% 1% 17 Texas 1513 10% -0 8%
18 South Dakota 106 5 0 80% 18% 18 Nebraska 1095 3% 13%
19 South Carolina 1062 07%% 19, 19 Minnesota 1092 3% 0.7%
20 Massachuseits 1050 072% 22% 20 New Hampshire 105 0 35% 1 7%
21 Nebraska 104 6 070% 14% 21 Massachusetts 103 5 I4% 06%
] Vugina 1036 065% I8% 21 Michigan 100L.7 33% 0.4%
23 Alaska 1008 050% 09% 23 Mane 101§ 3 13%
24 Maryland 1005 049% 29% 24 Vermont 1013 32% 1.3%
25| Mawmne 1002 047% 3 2% 25 Wisconsin 1001 32% 10%
26 Oklahoma 29938 045% 1 2% 26 Atkansas 99 I% 07%
27 Wyoming 2995 043% 12% 27 Tennosses 998 3% 04%
28 Kentucky 989 040% 8% 28 New York 992 3% 1.1%
29 Tllinars 976 033% 1 8% 29 lowa 989 3% 06%
30 Minnesota 958 024% 21% 30 Indiana 981 0% 09%
31 New Jersey 943 0 18% 2% 3 Virgina 980 30% 03%
32 Lousstana 948 018% | 2% 32 Wyoming 975 0% -023%
kx| Hawau 945 017% 28% n Maryland 967 29% 08%
34 Michigan 244 0.16% 2% b Hawan 93 29% 1 9%
35 Tennessee 939 013% I 35 Rhade Island 97 28% [ 0%
36 Rhode Island 932 0 10% Id4% 36 Alnska 918 2% 04%
37 Pennsylvania 925 0.06% 1 7% 7 Missouns 911 6% 1 2%
38 Connecticut 924 0.05% 2.5% h1} Ohio 916 26% 4%
39 Kansas 92t 0.04% 24% 19 Alsbama 925 26% 12%
40 Wisconsin 920 0.03% 2.8% 40 Pennsylvania 920 26% 05%
41 New Hampshire o0.4 -0.05% 2.8% 41 Lowsiana 920 26% 01%
42 Arkansas 90.4 -0.05% 21% 42 Kentucky 89.3 24% 1.4%
43 Alabama 876 -0.20% 1.3% 43 Iinois 88.7 23% 0.5%
Y1 Towa B74 0.21% 1.5% 4 New Jersey 283 23% 1.0%
45 Indiana 86.3 0.2™% 5% 45 Kensag 866 % 0.1%
46 Vermont B39 -0.29% 2.1% 46 Muastasippt 853 2.1% 0.6%
47 Dhio BB 0.35% 28% 47 Oklahoma 817 2.0% -1.9%
48 Musisaipps B46 0.36% 2.6% 48 Connecticut 828 L9% 0.5%
49 New Mexico 807 £.57% 2.6% 49 New Mexico 808 1.8% 0.6%
50 West Virginia 68 -141% 2.5% 50 West Vitpinia 707 1.0% -0.8%

Growrh in number of firms with 99 or fewer employees, 2015, ihree-year

avg.

Small firms have been shown to be important contributors to job and
cconomic growth ns well as innovative activity. A growing presence of
small businesses is therefore imperative for strong economic dynamism.

The above table shows the annual growth rate in the number of small firms

of 99 or fewer employees for each state, averaged over three years
Source. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2015

State Growth Rate Rank
Ilinois 033% 29
Michigan 0.16% M
Wisconsin 003% A0
Indiana 021 45
Ohso 0 35% 47
Michigan, 20%2- 2015
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Growth in total nominal payrolf of firms with 99 or fewer employees, 20135,

three-year avg.

The goal of becoming a center for entreprencurial business formation and
growth goes beyond simple numbers of new firms. Through high
performance, entrepreneurial firms can offer growing wages, high
econemic multiplicr effects and related economic development. The above
table measures the annual growth in total payroll of small businesses with
99 or fewer employees, averaged over three years,

Source: US Census Bureau

Midwest Performance, 2015

State Growth Rate
Michigan 3.3%
Wisconsin 3%

Indhana 3%
Ohio 26%
Ihnots 2%
Michigan, 2012 - 2015
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INCREASE IN HIGH PERFORMANCE FIRMS NET ESTABLISHMENT ENTRANTS INCREASE
Change, 2013- Change in Net Change, 2013+
Hank State Score Averape Increase 2016 {Abs.) Rank Siale Score Entrants Rales 2016 (Abs.)
J0-State Average ie 1a1 Sik-Siate Averuge 005 -0.23%
1 Virginia 1663 1443 151 I Mintesota 164.1 1.83% 25%
2 Maossachusetis 166.2 1441 159 2 Missoun 158.) 1.67% 1.5%
3 Maryland 136 4 919 1ni 3 Maine 1253 1.03% 0.6%
4 Georgia 1340 878 72 4 Mortana 1234 0.70% 0.8%
5 Colorado 1338 874 BE 5 Tennessee 1222 0.6M% 0.3%
6 Urah 1319 841 76 6 California 1162 050% 02%
7 Connecticut 1313 829 92 7 Norh Carolina 1150 04T% 03%
8 New York 1298 B4 35 8 Arkansas 1138 043% 04%
9 Minnesota 126 0 737 74 g Alaska 1090 030% -0 5%
[ Washingten 1231 6 86 71 g Arizona 1090 0.30% 0.5%
I New Hampshire 1224 673 67 9 New Mesico 105.0 030% 0.8%
2 Oregon 1211 651 56 9 West Virginia 1050 0.30% 02%
13 New Jersey 1201 6132 67 13 Idaho 1078 03T 0%
14 Califorrua 11623 566 52 1 Missisnipp 107 8 027% e
15 Missouri 1101 4.57 48 13 Virginia 107 8 027% 11%
16 Delaware 1088 44 45 L Massachusens 1066 021% 03%
17 North Carclina 107 ¢ 402 44 16 Rhode 1sland 106 6 023% 0 2%
18 Flonda 1068 400 30 £ ] Pennsylvama 105 4 020% 06%
19 Kansas 1052 ki) | 42 ] Vermont 105 4 020% 1%
20 New Mexico 103.3 338 33 20 Alabama 1042 T 4%
21 Michigan 102.6 325 2.2 2 New Jersey 103 0 013% 01%
22 Arizona 1024 322 28 2 Texas 103 0 013% 0 1%
23 Rhode Island 1020 115 32 2 Indsana 101 8 010% 10%
24 Pennsylvania 101.6 109 42 23 Maryland 1018 010% 00%
25 Hlinois 100.0 2.81 29 25 Colorado 101 007% 07%
26 Ohio 100.0 2.19 29 6 Orcgon 994 003% € 1%
27 Rentucky 98.6 2.55 26 27 New Hampshare %82 000 0
28 Alabama 984 252 246 28 Michigan 7.0 003% 0.8%
29 Ininna 919 244 o5 9 Conneclicut 958 -007% 12%
0 Nevada 979 243 28 9 Hawau o5 8 0 07% 03%
kF Texas 97 187 27 3 Wisconsin 946 0 10% -1 1%
12 Wisconsin %46 1.85 1.5 R Florida 914 £ 13% 08%
kR Mane 94.1 1.76 1.7 2 Georg 93 4 -0 13% -0 B%
34 Oklahoma 936 1.68 I8 2 Nevada 914 £13% 07%
35 Mississippt 93.6 1.68 20 35 New York 921 0 17% 02%
36 Tennesses 93,0 1.57 24 35 Sauth Dakota 913 017% oo
37 South Caroling 917 135 0.6 37 Towa LY -0 20% -12%
38 Idaho 915 131 13 37 South Corofina 90 £020% 1%
k] Louisiana o007 116 0.8 39 Ihnois 858 -0 23% 0 7%
40 Alnska 89.7 0.59 1.0 39 Lowsiana 898 0 23% -03%
41 Maontana 295 095 1o 4 Wyoming 874 030% -0 3%
42 North Dakota 294 095 0 42 kentucky 862 -033% -l 3
43 Vermont B0 0.89 0.8 43 Delaware 826 043% 0 3%
4 lowa 8.0 0.86 07 43 Karsas 826 043% 08Y%
4% Nebraska 887 082 07 45 Utah 802 -0 50% -l ™%
46 Arkansas 212 036 0.6 36 Nebraska 754 063% -1 1%
47 Wyoming 255 025 0.1 47 O 707 077% -09%
48 West Virginia 848 o1l 01 18 Oklalama 623 -1 00% -1 5%
48 Hawaii 248 213 01 19 Narth Dakota 611 -1 03% -0 7%
50 South Dakotn 841 0.00 00 50 Washington 48 -287% -18%
Change in mumber of firms with significant revenue/sales growih, 2016, Change in the net of new establishments minus failed establishments, as a
three-year avg percentage of total establishments, 2016
High-performance and especially technology-oriented companies tend to be The rate of net establishment enteants is one of the most common measures
more impervious to fluciuations in the overall cconomy and have a strong of entreprencurial activity and its change indicates a very dynamic and
multiplier effect on the rest of the economy. The above table shows the optimistic entreprencurial environment, coincident with high rates of net
absolute increase or decrease for the average number of privately held new business growth and economic multiplier effects. The above table
companies listed with the fastest-growing firms from frc com, and fastest- shows the absolute change in net establishment entrants as a percentage of
growing high-technology companies from Deloitte & Touche's Fasz 500. all establishments in the intial year, Source: U S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
Source Inc.com & Deloitte & Touche
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
State Increase Rank State g‘:::::::‘:: Rank
Michigan 33 H| Indiana 01% 23
llhnois 28 S| Michigan 0.03% i3
Ohio 8 26 Wescansim 0 1% kL]
Inchana 14 P {37 -0 2% n
Wisconsin 19 32 Ohea -0 8% 1
r 3!
Michigan, 2013 - 2018 Michigan, 2013 - 2014
10 et —vabs| L | " [k —vate]- 1
30 » 19
13
20 - g o
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| H 1%
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PROPRIETOR INCOME PER PROPRIETOR GROWTH

Change, 2013-

Rank State Score Growth Rate 2016 (Abs.)
3i)-State Averape 1.2% -2%

1 South Dakota 1356 13.9% 124%
2 Indisna 1279 11.3% 5%
3 Montana 119.3 B.4% 4.5%
4 MNebraska 1§44 63% -0 9%
H Nonh Dakown 1138 66% <4 1%
6 Wyoming 11235 6 1% 25%
7 Oregon 1118 59% 27%
Conneclicut 1105 55% 28%
9 North Carolina 1093 51% 6%
10 Maryland 1092 50% 43%
n Alaska 1090 50% 41%
12 Maine 108 6 4 8% 4 5%
13 Idaho 107 8 46% 31%
14 Hawaui 1062 4 0% 0%
ts Kansas 1058 39% -1 0%
16 New Jersey 105 8 39% 22%
17 Californta 1033 3% 2 3%
18 Geotjpa 1050 36% 26%
19 New Hampshire 1047 3% 04%
20 Tennessee 103 7 3% -1 7%
2 Pennsylvania 103.3 11% 00%
P Wisconsin 1021 27% 06%
23 Washington Itl6 25% -34%
24 Ithnois 1009 22% -0 3%
25 Vermont 100.1 2 0% -0 6%
26 South Carolina 99 19% 02%
2 Ohio 978 12% 4%
28 Calorado 970 o9 3%
29 Minnesoia 952 03% -5.5%
30 Michigan 944 0.1% -5.5%
31 Utsh 923 -0.6% -59%
3z Arfzona 91.7 -0.8% -33%
1 Arkansas 89.0 -1.8% -4.5%
k) lowa B8.5 -1.9% 24%
35 Massachusetts 87.2 -23% -4.1%
k] Kentucky B6.3 -2.6% 59%
7 Mrssoun B5.7 -2.9% -6.0%
38 Flonda B5.5 -29% 59%
3 New Mexico BAE -1.2% -Ta%
40 New York 843 -3.3% 3.0%
41 Okishoma £).2 =1 7% -15. 1%
42 West Virginta 81.1 -44% -B. 1%
43 Nevada B1.O 4% «1.3%
44 Virginia 80.0 -4.3% -10.5%
45 Rhode Island 73.8 -5.2% -11.0%
46 Mississippi 784 -53% -1.2%
a7 Delawate 9 -5.5% -5.4%
48 Texas 710 -5.8% -13.6%
9 Lowsiana 755 £53% -11.2%
50 Alabama 5.1 64% -10.2%

Percent change in proprietor's income per proprietor. 2016, three-year

avg.

A healthy entreprencurial economy is one with a strong presence of
individual business owners. They put their money on the line daily and

frequently seek creative solutions to market demands. This metric captures

earnings from self-employment. The above table shows the rate at which
praprictor’s income per proprietor grew or contracted annually, averaged

over three years.
Sounrce: U5, Bureau of Economic Analysis

Midwest Performance, 2016

State Growth Rate Rank
Indiana i 2
Wisconsin
oo
Ohuo
Michigan

2
4
27
30

Michigan, 2013 - 2018
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ENTREPRENEURIAL VITALITY

Entrepreneurial Vitality index is a composite
measure of each state's level of entrepreneurial
activity — broadly defined as the number of
startups and entrepreneurial firms that form the
backbone for a dynamic entrepreneurial system.
The number of self-employed and the net
business churn, or turnover, are both measures of
start-up activity, whereas fast-growing companies
and investment awards give insight into the
successfulness of the innovative activities of
incumbent and new firms.

Midwest Performance

2016 2014 2012
lllinois w o bl
Ohio L ! =
Michigan * - nx
Wisconsin * iy ‘
Indiana * . o

Rank State 2016 2014 2012
1 Massachusetts Ll i deede e RRARR
2 Utah whhkh PT T 'Ll
3 New Mexico LT T "
4 California LT ARk REARE
5 Colorado *hk " PP
6 Idaho ki ek *
7 Maryland ek - e
8 Virginia *uk Wk Stk
9 Texas *hk e Sk
10 New Hampshire hhk hhok *hk
1 Georgia ke " "
12 North Carolina L W "k
13 Connecticut "k Wk Rk
14 Arizona i e -
15 Delaware " " P
16 Minnesota L i ke
17 New York h W *h
18 Florida " - "k
19 Missouri b *
20 Tennessee ok *
21 linois ek ok ke
22 Vermont h * i
23 Montana " " "k
24 North Dakota ki " "
25 New Jersey % ™ "
26 Alabama Wk "k "k
27 Nevada " * e
28 Maine hh * *
28 Hawait L1 * i
30 Oregon " " "
3 Pennsylvania " " "
32 Arkansas * . wh
33 Kentucky " " wke
34 Ohio ] " *
35 Louisiana * # *
36 Michigan * « *a
37 Wisconsin * * *
38 South Dakota * # *
g Oklahoma " . "
40 Kansas " " "
41 South Carolina * * *
42 Nebraska * *k Wi
43 lowa o - *
44 Rhode Island " * *
45 Mississippi * a *
46 Indiana * > *
47 Wyoming * * *
48 Wast Virginia * * *
49 Alaska * * *
50 Washington . N *h
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NET ESTABLISHMENT ENTRANTS

Change, 2013-

Rank State Score Churn Rate 2016 {Abs.)
St-Sate Average 1L1% 4%

¥ Missauri 162.9 590% 0%
2 Minnesots 140.2 4 1% 5.5%
3 1daho 1340 J.60%% 0.8%
3 Maine 1340 3.60% 31%
H Califorma 1302 1.30% 1.5%
] Massachusents 1239 2.80% 07%
7 hah 1226 2.70% -1.5%
8 Colorado 1176 230% 02%
L] Tennessee 1176 230% 20%
10 Arnizona 116 4 220% 09%
10 Texas 1e4 220% 04%
12 North Carolina 1151 210% | 4%
13 Wisconsin 1126 190% 03%
14 Nevada 1nma 1 80% 0 4%
15 Flonda o1 1 0% 0 4%
15 South Carolina 1noi 170% 6%
17 Moniana 108 8 160% 21%
18 Vermont 106 3 140% 06%
19 Oregon 1025 110% 01%
20 Delaware 1013 100% -1.3%
i} Georgia 101 3 1 00%% 0 1%
20 Michigan 1013 1.00% 0.0%
20 New Hampshiee 1013 100% -043%
2 Alabama 1000 090% 04%
4 Mississippi 1000 090% 0%
24 Mew Jersey iooo 090% 05%
24 Rhede Island 1000 090% 0 8%
28 lowa 987 0 B0% -0 6%
28 Keniucky 987 08% -1 0%
30 Arkansas 975 070% 7%
30 Nhinois 975 070% 13%
30 New Mexico 975 070% 09%
30 New York 975 070% -05%
34 South Dakota 962 060% -0 5%
35 Alaska 950 050% 03%
35 Maryland 950 D 50% 09%
37 Connecticut 937 040% -02%
k1 Nebraska 925 030% 06%
38 Pennsybvania 925 030% -19%
40 Indiana o122 020% 01%
41 Louisiana 887 000% 0%
42 Wyoming B74 -0 0% 09%
43 Hawan 862 020% 0%
43 Vuginia 862 0208 08%
45 Kansas 849 -0 30% -1 3%
46 West Virginia 811 -0 60% 09%
47 Morth Dakota 174 -0 90% 3 1%
43 Ohio 66.0 -1.80% 23%
43 Oklshoma 660 -1.B0% -3.0%
50 Waslungton 296 -4 10% -B.6%

Net of new establishments minus failed establishments. as a percentage of

total establishments. 2016

Business chum is one of the most common measures of entrepreneurial
activity, and its growth indicates an increasingly dynamic economic
environment. High growth areas in the innovation economy are coincident
with high rates of new busincss growth. The above table shows net new
cstablishments as n percentage of all establishments at the beginning of the

year.

Source; U S. Bureau gf Labor Statistics
Midwest Performance, 2016
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Michigan

[Ilinois
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Ohia
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1.0%
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ESTABLISHMENT TURNOVER RATE

Change, 1013-

Rank State Score Turnover Rate 2016 (Abs.)
S Sunie Averogr 22 0% 0.7%

1 Georgia 1309 274% 2%
2 Washington 1304 21.3% 62%
3 Flonda 127.1 267% -1.0%
4 Nevada 126.5 266% L%
5 California 1238 28.1% 0.3%
6 Arizona 1211 25.6% 1.3%
7 Colorado 120.5 25.5% 1.0%
3 oy 1183 25.1% 2.3%
9 Delaware 1118 25.0% 3%
9 1daho 1118 250% 0.6%
11 Virginua 114.5 24.4% 2.2%
12 Utah 129 24.1% 0.3%
13 Missoun 107 23 3 0*
14 Oklahoma 106 8 230% 24%
15 Maryland 106 3 229% 7%
15 Massachusetis 1087 22 8% 13%
17 Rhode Island 1052 217 0 5%
18 Mae 1046 226% 27%
18 Texas 104 6 226% 2%
0 North Caralina 1041 258 12%
3 MNew Mexico 103 0 2% -1 5%
3 Mew York 1030 22 01 9y
31 Alaska 1019 22 1% 13%
23 New Jerscy 1019 21% 4%
25, Monlana 100 3 2] 8% 0.3%
26 Kansas 997 21 M 1 1%
27 Oregon 986 21 5% o1%
27 South Carclina 986 2| 3% 03%
29 Kenucky 98 1 21 4% 0%
3o Arkansas 975 013% 03%
30 Wyoming 975 21 3% 13%
32 Minnesota 96 4 1% 27T%
32 Nebraska 964 21 1% <03%
34 New Hampshire 959 21 0% 02%
35 North Dakota 943 20 7% -1 7%
36 Hawaii 93.7 20.6% 1.6%
37 Vermont 926 204% 6%
k.| West Virginia 88.2 19.6% Li%
39 ‘Wisconsin 77 19.5% 09%
40 Lowsiana 871 19.4% 2.1%
46 Michigsn 71 19.4% A.1%
42 Tennessee 33 187% 6%
43 Alabama 822 13.5% 05%
43 Missiasippi 822 18.5% 0.2%
A5 Indiana .y 18.4% -1.1%
45 Ohio 817 18.4% 0.5%
47 Pennsylvania Bl1 18.3% -1.2%
43 Connecticut 795 18.0% 08%
49 South Dakota 784 17.8% 0.1%
50 Iows 751 17.2% £2%

New establishments plus establishment terminations as a percent of total

establishments, 2016

The turnover rate is an attempt to get at how dynamic an economy is by
adding the formations to terminations and showing as a percent of all
establishments. Some refer 10 this metric as "churn * It is widely understood
that high-energy entreprencurtal economies have high turnover. But caution
is warranted since accasionally flailing economies have high chum

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Staiistics

Midwest Performance, 2016

State Turnover Rate Rank
tlinois 25 1% B
Wisconsin 19 4% 14
Michigan 19.4% 40
Indiana 18 4% 45
Ohio 18 4%, 45
i Michigan, 2013 - 2018
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SELF-EMPLOYMENT
FPer 1,040 Labor Change, 2013
Rank State Score Force 006 (%)

StNeate Average 2523 3%

1 Wyoming 1250 36T 49%
2 Moniana 1212 3023 22%
3 Colorade 195 2583 12%
4 Yemont 182 2854 57%
5 Texas 115.5 2853 23%
& Louisiana 114.6 2873 42%
? Connecticut 1145 2870 24%
-3 Florida 1124 2824 40%
9 Califorma 112.2 2820 4.1%
1] New York 1118 2811 6.7%
11 Oklaboma Lo 2792 1 8%
12 Lhah 1094 2757 =1.7%
13 Georgia 109.1 2749 1%
14 Maine 1089 2745 73%
15 Idaho 108 8 2743 -0.5%
16 Alaska 107 5 2713 46%
17 New Jersey 1069 01 6%
18 South Dakola 1050 2657 5%
19 Mlississippr 1036 2647 4 6%
20 Tennessee 140 2615 319%
2 Hawan 1033 2618 a7%
eB) Maryland 1024 2598 41%
2 Massachuseils e 8 258 4 10%
24 Kansas 0o 7 2561 315%
25 Nevada 1003 255 1 0 8%
26 New Hampshire 99T 537 24%
27 North Dakota 913 2483 40%
! | Alabama 9549 2453 3%
I Oregon 958 2449 -1 9%
3n Anzona 931 412 -03%
k1] North Carolina 93 5 2399 24%
iz 1ineis 9214 2367 5 1%
B Michigan 9.9 236.2 1.7%
34 Arkansas 26.0 231.8 21%
35 New Mexico B899 317 32%
16 Nebraska 894 230.6 4.7%
37 Virginia B8 S 2286 64%
k] South Carolina B84 2284 14%
kbl Minnesota 883 2281 24%
40 Ohio 875 2263 40%
4] Delaware 871 2253 =1.8%
42 Rhode Island B&3 2246 6.6%
43 Missouri B33 2218 0.6%
£ Pennsylvania 854 221.% 4%
45 Whashington B % 2208 0.2%
46 Kentucky 85 2173 76%
47 lown 830 2163 24%
48 Wisconsin 763 2012 31%
49 West Virginia 743 196.6 43%
50 Indizna 41 196.2 0.5%

Number of non-farm proprietors per 1,000 labor force participants, 2016

The sel-employed are the stock (rom which employer firms emerge, and
high sclf-employment reflects eatreprencurial opportunities that are
realized through an enabling environment. The above table shows the
number of non-farm proprictors as a share of the labor force

Source: (S, Bureau of Economic Analysis

Midwest Performance, 2016
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State Per 1,000 Labor Furre
hnois 2367
Milchigan 136.2
Ohio 22613
Wisconsin 2012
Indiana 196 2
F
Michigan, 2013 - 2016
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UNIVERSITY SPINOUT BUSINESSES

Spinouts per $1 Change, 2013-

Rank  State Score billion RED 2016 (%) _
Std-Staree Averige 610 2 5%
1 North Dakota 2500 5588 {n/a)
2 Idahs 2186 3490 2301 %
3 Nebraska 1596 1919 225 2%
4 Utah 1475 159 % 45 5%
5 Weat Virginia 1419 144.6 5105%
6 New Mexico 1296 18 108.2%
7 lowa 1229 941 (va)
8 Mississippi ma2 627 339%
9 South Carolina 1092 514 23.1%
10 Connecticut 108 6 558 0.
1) Florida 108.5 557 B/
12 Meontana 107.2 523 (n/a)
13 Delaware 106.6 506 579 8%
13 Kentucky 1050 463 6.9%
15 Indinna 104 8 459 10.2%
16 California 1043 44 76.8%
17 Oregon 1040 435 15.5%
18 Pennsylvania 103 6 426 18.4%
19 Diclahoma 100.1 33 1.%
20 Colorado 100.1 332 -51%
21 Texas 1001 332 48.0%
2 Washington 1000 30 T69%
2 New Hampshire 1000 129 37.3%
24 Mirnesota 996 320 48.6%
25 Louisiana 991 0S5 2%
26 Ohio 98.0 216 4.6%
27 Kansas 97.8 212 15.1%
28 Oeorgia 965 237 -6.6%
29 Maryland 260 223 54.3%
30 Rhode [sland 953 05 (nfa)
3 Michigan 950 19.5 1L1%
a2 Tennessee 94.6 187 4 9%
13 South Dakoia 941 171 40.5%
34 Hawar 932 149 1L1%
35 Wiscansin 922 122 B4%
36 Anzons 209 62 81 1%
37 New York 893 46 -69.4%
38 Missoun £9.2 43 -76.6%
19 Virginia 89.0 36 -50.2%
40 linois 2886 25 (n/a)
4] North Carelina 884 22 -51.2%
42 Alabama 88.1 14 -54.5%
42 New Jersey 88.0 10 -56 2%
(n/a) Alaska {n/al {na) (n/a)
() Arkansas infa} (n/n) (nfa)
(n/a} Muine {n/a} (na) (n/a)
(ra) Muassachusctis {nfa} (na) (nva)
(n/a) Nevada {nfa} {n/a) (n/a)
(na) Vermont (n/n} (na) (n/a)
(n/a) Wyoming {n/a) (n/a) (nfa)

Average university spinout businesses per 81 hiflion research and
development funding. 2016
Academic institutions vary in the degree 1o which they encourage and
support faculty and student spinowt discoveries into new local business
ventures. Silicon Valley has proven that state and local economics can
benefit significantty from their proactive business growth policies and
practices. The above table shows the three-year average of the number of
start-ups witiated by universities per $1 billion research and development

expenditures,

Source: Association of University Technology Managers

Midwest Performance, 2016

Spinouts per §1 billion

State R&D
Indsana 59
Ohto 276
Michigan 1%.6
Wisconsin 122
[hines 25
Mighigan,2013- 2018
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HIGH PERFORMANCE FIRMS IPO AWARDS
Change, 2013. 3-Year Total per Change, 2013
Rank Sisle Score Per 100,000 Firms 2016 (%) Rank Siate Score 100,000 Flrms 2006 (Abs.)
S0-Stare Avenige 63 90536 He-State Average 6.3 24
1 New Mexico 2500 405 2724 1% ! Massachusetts 1947 381 188
2 Utah 178 4 207 11% 2 Connecticut 1499 223 153
3 Massachusetts 1618 173 149% 3 Calaforma 1377 180 35
4 Califorma 158 1 165 -8 1% 4 Texas 1259 138 20
5 Virginia 138 6 126 ~22 0% H Colorada 1228 127 41
5 Washington 132.5 (1K} 13.3% ] Tennessee 121.% 124 B2
7 Georgia 1315 2 45.6% 7 Hawaii 1207 1.9 19
) New York 1248 10,6 32.2% a Utsh 1184 1t 6.1
9 Tennessee 1273 103 183.4% 9 Vermont 1182 110 1.8
10 Louisians 124.9 28 430.7% io New York 118§ 11.6 58
n Hawan 1158 B0 298 5% 1 Pennsylvania 117 10.9 43
12 Delaware 134 75 41.9% 12 North Carclina 116.6 10.5 a3
13 Tkircus 113.1 74 14.1% 13 New Jersey 116.1 0.3 21
14 Maryland 110.5 69 -35.4% 14 Maryland 1129 92 [+.)
15 Colorado 1097 67 =18.0% Is Anizona 1.2 B6 2.7
16 Texas 1094 &7 -10.2% 16 Oklahoma 110.¢ 22 0.1
17 New Jersey 1071 62 -22.5% 17 Nevada 1053 79 38
18 Arkansss 1059 59 100.0% 18 Kentucky 107.5 73 13
i North Carchina 1053 58 2.3% 19 Kansas 106.3 6.9 o0
20 Vermont 1018 55 100.0% 20 Washington 104 0 6.0 26
21 Idsho 1028 53 286,2% 21 Virginia 1020 53 19
22 Missouri 1023 5.2 104.4% 2 Georgia 101.5 51 1.0
3 Flonda 101 5 5. =15.7% 23 North Dakota 1009 4% 49
24 Pennsylvamiz 1012 50 -34.4% 24 [Mlinois 1002 47 ~1.6
25 Ohig 100.5 49 50.4% 25 Michigan 160.0 4.6 29
26 Montana 99.5 47 413% 26 Wisconsin 100.0 46 0.
27 Nebraska 99.5 47 262 5% 27 South Dakota 998 45 01
b ] South Dakota 989 45 100.0% 2B Otuo 99.2 42 32
29 Missisippt 988 45 33.6% 29  Rhode Island 987 4. 41
30 Alabama 967 4.1 199% a0 Alabama 9 S 4.1 41
31 Nevada 96,1 40 =23 1% N Flarida 28.0 a9 43 ]
32 Oregon 354 38 51.7% 2 New Hampshire 96.2 33 a0
k] Anzona 953 LR ) -56.71% 1 Towa 96.0 32 0.0
34 South Camlina 951 38 174% 34 New Mexico 95.2 29 29
35 Wisconsin 47 a7 32.6% as Idahe .5 237 «0.1
36 West Virginia 945 kX 104 9% k] Nebeasla 936 23 00
kr Kansas 915 14 204% 37 Missouri 91.5 16 0.1
Rl Minnesota 9.2 34 -11.9% 38 Lousiana S0.5 12 -12
39 New Hampshire 927 313 -0.5% 39 Indiana B9.6 o9 =55
40 Maine 21.2 10 9™ 40 Minnesota BE%4 o =26
41 Mkhigan 8.0 3 -17.7% 4l Alaskn 87.0 0.0 00
42 Kentucky 873 22 L4% 41 Arkansas 87.0 00 00
43 Connecticut B69 21 ~78.6% 41 Delaware 87.0 0.0 0.0
44 Okfahoma 867 20 48.8% 41 Maine 87.0 00 00
45 Indiana B5.7 18 -55.6% 41 Mississippt 87.0 00 00
46 lawa B4.5 16 -334% 41 Montana B1.0 00 [}
47 Alaska 766 0.0 0.0% 41 Oregon 8.0 0.0 =11
47 North Dakota 6.6 0.0 0% 41 South Carolina BLO 0o -26
47 Rhode Island 766 0.6 -100.0% 41 West ViTginia 81,0 o o
47 Wyoming T6.6 0.0 0% 41 Wyoming 87,0 0.0 o
Number of firms with significant revenue sales growth relative to the total Number of initiaf public offerings per 100,000 firms over three years, 2016
number of firms, 2016
Just as new small companies are an important part of a state’s economic An Initial Public Offering (IPO) occurs when a company decides to sell

dynamism, entrepreneurial firms that contineously innovate their products
and pracesses have an equally sigaificant role in contributing 1o growth and
prosperity. The table above shows the average number of privately held
companies listed with the fastest-growing firms rom fnc.com, and fastest-
growing high-technology companies from Deloitte & Touche's Fast 500,
relative to the total number of firms

Source: Inc.com & Delaitte & Touche

stocks 1o the general public. Companies that go public tend to have
established a good performance track record and therefore reflect
entreprencurial success in the form of new and/or improved products or
processes. The adjacent table shows thethree-year total of the number of
IPOs as a share of all companies in the state.

Source: Renaissance Capital

Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2018
3+Year Tolal per
Siate Per 100,000 Firms Rank State 100,000 Firms LET S
Ihinots T4 13 1hnois 47 24
Chio 49 25 Michigan 4.6 28
Wisconsin 37 35 Wisconsin 16 26
Michigan 2.3 4 Ohio 41 2B
Indiana 1B 15 Indiana 09 39
=& £ - _
Michigan, 2013 - 2018 l | Michigan, 2013 - 2016
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SBIR AWARDS STTR AWARDS
Awards per 1,000 Change, 2013- Awards per 1,000 Change, 2013-
Hank State Score Firms 2016 (%) Rank Stale Score Firms 2006 (%)
S-Sty Averuge 213 A.0% Fik-Marte Averogs 333 234%
1 Mussachusents 2154 1106 -17.9% 1 Massachusetts 1924 1373 -18.3%
2 New Hampshure 168 6 s 4% 2 Maryland 161.9 998 9.5%
3 Maryland 1589 633 2% 3 New Mexico 1571 940 8.0%
4 New Meuco 15311 585 -0 3% 4 Virgina 1557 922 73%
5 Virgmnia 1473 536 -183% H New Hampsture 1447 787 03%
6 Calorado 1460 526 04% & Alabama 1403 733 -5 4%
7 Delaware 1356 439 9% 7 Delaware 1286 589 51 8%
8 Califorma 1328 46 -9 0% B Anzona 1270 570 52 8%
9 Alabama 1303 95 4% 5 Utah 15 526 45 1%
1o Hawaii 120.4 H2 12.4% 1 California 1206 490 -1 2%
n Chio 171 284 9.1% 1 Chio 1193 47 05%
12 Connecticut 14.7 264 =15.2% 12 Connecticut 152 LR 2] 37 4%
13 Pennsylvania 128 248 -05% 13 Colorado 174 452 -295%
14 Utsh 1.2 25 43% 14 Pennsylvania 1160 43 61.0%
15 Arizana 1103 227 -17.1% 15 North Carolina 115.6 429 56.4%
16 Vermon 1973 202 1.7% 16 Oregon 16 180 17.4%
17 Rhode [stand 1072 201 1% 1”7 Kentucky i.4 377 15.8%
18 Monzana 1071 200 97% 18 Indiana 106.2 313 106 4%
19 Cregon 1067 197 209% 19 Minnesota 1053 102 528%
20 Michigsn 108.7 18.9 A% 20 Montana 104.0 287 -11.6%
21 North Carolina 105.5 187 5% Eil Michigan 1033 L76 -0.5%
n Washington 1049 182 -14.8% 22 Tlinois 1024 257 23%
pi] Minnesota 1929 165 34% 23 Washington 1012 252 -83%
24 New Jersey 1915 157 -151% 24 Nebraska 1003 241 40.4%
25 Texas 1910 49 A44% 25 Texas 100.1 239 -2.0%
26 New York 990 133 -121% 26 Wisconsin %9 236 -11.1%
27 Kentucky 978 122 8.5% 27 New York %97 234 19.8%
8 Indiana 969 15 -11.4% 28 NewJersey 995 231 21%
k] llinois 96.9 ns -8.5% 29 Rhode Esland 983 217 0.6%
30 Wisconsin 965 112 -21.4% 30 Tenncsee 98.0 213 655%
3 Arkansas 948 97 -343% al Georgia 969 199 10.1%
32 Wyoming 944 94 55% 2 South Dakota 96.0 188 100.0%
3 Florida 937 B3 -94% 33 South Carolina 955 182 524%
b 7] Ceorgia 935 87 -17.6% 34 Nevada 942 1.65 281.5%
35 Neveda 928 8.1 3% 5 Towa 94,1 165 11.2%
hL Tennessee 927 19 -13 %% J6 Florida 928 149 -4 2%
iy lowa 927 19 30.6% 37 Kansas 508 125 22 5%
38 Missouri 926 19 94% 38 Hawnii 90.8 124 50 2%
39 Kansas 923 77 102% il Alaskn 90.7 123 100.0%
40 South Carclina 920 74 198% 40 Wyoming 90.] 115 -34.6%
41 Oklahoma 518 72 513% 1 Vermont 90.) 1.15 0.5%
42 Maine 917 71 -423% 4z Arkansas 29) 103 £01%
43 South Dakota 817 11 -1.9% 4 Nosth Dakota 891 103 34 %
H Idaho SL§ 70 -28.6% 44 Oklshoma 887 099 -16.5%
45 Nebraskn BS.6 54 26% 15 Maine 882 092 -40.6%
46 Alaskn B76 37 51 1% 46 Idaho 874 083 -$1.7%
47 West Virginin B72 34 -53 1% 47 Missouri 874 0.82 17.8%
48 North Dakota B69 33 -499% 48 West Virginia B6.9 076 4B %
49 Louisiany B6.2 25 44 9% 49 Louisiana 858 0.63 398.2%
50 Mississippi 857 21 13% S50 Mississppi 826 023 -87.4%
Three-year total of SBIR awards per 1,000 small firms, 2016 Three-year total of STTR awards per 1,000 smafl firms, 2016
Robust research, development, and related commercialization correlate The federal Small Business Technology Transfer program provides grants
closely with market leadership, growth, and economic development for the to small businesses to conduct commercially viable R&D of breakihrough
communilies in which the firms reside. The federal SBIR program provides technology innovations, products, and processes in collaboration with
grants to small businesses to conduct commercially viable R&D for rescarch universitics and colleges. The above table shows a state's STTR
breakthrough technology innovations, products, and processes. The above awards over three years relative to the number of firms with less than 500
table gives the number of SBIR awards over three years in each state in employees firms.
relation to the number of firms with less than 500 employees
Source: US, Small Business Administration Source: U.S Small Business Administration
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
3-Year Total 1,000 3-Year Tatal per 1,000
State Semall Fireas Rank Stae Senall Fivms Rk
Ohia 284 ] Ohio 47 ]
Michigan 189 0 Indiana kR %
Indiana i 28 Michigan 18 n
1lincis (1E} ] llenms ) b
Wisconsin na 30 Wisconsin z4 26
r 1
Michigan, 2013 - 2018 | Michigan, 2013 - 2018 .
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SBIC AWARDS 5-YEAR ESTABLISHMENT SURVIVAL RATE
Awards per 1,000 Change, 2013- Change, 2013-
Rank State Score Firma 2016 (%) Rank Siate Score Survival Rate 2016 (%)
St-State Average 1o+ 104.5% Jik-Stare Average JU.8% 0.0%
1 Massachuseits 155.6 295 -12.8% 1 Minnesota 1356 57 34% 4 4%
2 Utah 1301 274 -18.9% 2 Sauth Dakata 1290 56 0% 51%
3 North Carolina 1391 233 161.8% k) Massachiizetts 1275 55 7% -3 6%
4 [ilinois 131.2 204 58.2% 4 lowa 126 1 554% 5%,
3 Texas 126 0 184 500% 5 Wisconsin 1247 551% -09%
6 Grorgia 1236 175 899% 6 Maine 1228 54 7% 1 9%
7 Artzona 1211 166 1459% 7 Missoun; LIg5 518% 21%
3 Minnesota 1211 166 88 6% 8 Ohio 171 515% 66%
9 California 1211 166 514% 9 Californin 1166 53 4% 0B
10 Colorado 1181 155 342% 9 Montana 1166 534% 29%
] Connecticul 1174 152 5571% 11 Michigan 4.7 53.0% 0.4%
12 Kansas 1172 151 15 4% 12 Kentucky 109.0 51.8% 32%
13 New York 1156 145 -282% 12 Utah 1090 Sta% 66%
14 New Jersey 1156 145 <15 6% 14 Hawait 168.1 516% -95%
15 Oklahoma 1155 145 176 5% t5 Geargia 1076 515% 38%
16 Tennessee 1132 136 27 1% i6 Texas 106.6 51.3% -1 T%
17 Flonida 1095 123 23 4% 17 Indians 106.2 51.2% -0.2%
18 Pennsylvana 1095 123 553% 1? Oregon 106.2 51.2% 6.2%
19 Lowstana 95 122 233 3% 19 North Carolina 1052 51.0% 1.6%
20 Missour 1062 1no 107 1% 20 Iitinoas 164.3 50.8% 1.2%
2 Ghio 1058 169 99 8% 21 Oklahoma 1033 30.6% 2.4%
2 South Carolina 105 § 108 B4 8% 22 Alabama jler ] 30.5% 15%
3 Delaware 1039 102 20% 2 Vermont e 50.5% -1.4%
24 Atkansas 100.9 9.0 3T4% 24 Lowsisna 100.5 50.0% 0.0%
25 New Hampshire 100.5 89 =1.0% 25 Colorndo 100.0 49 % 51%
18 Michigan 9.5 8.5 89.9% 25 New York 100.0 499% 2%
27 North Dakota 98.7 52 161.3% 27 Connecticut 991 19 7% 6.4%
28 Varginia 8.6 82 -29B% 28 New Hampshire 98.6 49.6% 5.8%
29 Maryland 984 8.1 47.1% 29 Idaho 957 49.0% T.0%
30 Indiana 983 81 61.6% 30 West Virminia 953 48 % 0.2%
k] New Mexica 978 79 -35.9% 3 Kansas 4.8 48.8% 0.2%
32 Wisconsin 976 78 38.8% az South Camolina 4.3 48.TH 5.6%
13 Mississippi 96.1 13 55.6% k) Alaska 934 48.5% -1.4%
34 Oregon 9.1 73 20.5% 133 Florida 934 A8.5% 6.8%
35 Nevada 55 7.0 194.8% as Tennessee ) 484% 3%
36 Kentucky 953 69 39.0% 36 Maryland 924 43.3% 0.2%
37 Rhode Island 95.2 6.9 -27. % 37 Arizona 91.9 43.2% 6.9%
38 Vermom 95.2 69 -39 % a7 Delaware 9.9 48.2% -4.0%
39 ‘Washington 542 6.5 -5.3% 39 Wirginm 91.5 48.1% 0%
40 South Dakota 931 6.t 220.0% 40 Rhode Island 50.5 479 26%
41 Idaho 893 4.7 T2i3% 41 Mississippri 90.0 47.8% -18%
42 Maine 874 4.0 157.3% 42 Wyoming E8.6 47.5% 2%
43 Alabama BS7 34 20.1% 43 Nevada B6.2 47.0% -1.9%
44 Montana B4 29 784.4% 44 New Mexico 853 46.8% 52%
45 Nebraska B2S 22 784.2% 45 New Jersey 819 46.5% 0.5%
46 lowa Bl.6 18 =50.0% 46 Pennsylvania 829 46.1% -74%
47 Hawaii Bl.1 17 299 47 Arkansas 8.6 454% 4.4%
48 Wyonung 79.8 12 100.0% 48 Nebraska 649 42.5% -20.9%
49 Alaska 783 a6 100 % 49 North Daketa 62.5 42.0% -26.6%
50 West Virginia 717 04 558% 50 Washington 264 4% “182%

Three-year total of SBIC awards per 1,000 small firms, 2016

SBICs are private investment companics supporied and regulated by the
U.S. Small Business Administration. Their aim is to create investment
pools of risk capital in local markets. One sign of entrepreneurial capital
dynamics 15 the extent to which small businesses successfully access this
program. The above table shows the awards given by SBICs over three
years in relation to the number of firms with less than 500 employees in
each state

Source: US Small Business Administration

Midwest Performance, 2016

3-Year Total per 1,000

State Small Firms Rank
inms 204 4
Ohio 109 b3
Michigan a5 16
Inciana LA 30
Wisconsin 78 32
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Five-year establishment survival rate, 2016

The long-term survival of a business reflects both the effective use of
interna! and external resources as well as a supportive business
environment. On average, businesses that survive five years have a much
higher chance of continuing for the long-haul The above table shows the
share of surviving establishment relative to five years ago.

Source: U'S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2016

State Survival Rate Rank
Wisconsin 55 1% 5
Chia 515% 8
Michipan 53.0% 11
Indiamz 51 2% 17
1irms 30 B% 20
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ENTREPRENEURIAL CLIMATE

The broader business climate and institutional
environment provide the foundation upon which
entrepreneurial activity arows. Elerments of
Entrepreneurial Climate include the general
magnitude and effectiveness of investments in
innovative activity, the availability of financial
capital, and the general level of economic
dynamism.

The Research and Innovation sub-index mainly
measures investment in and returns to innovative
activity, whereas the Financial and Institutional
Capital sub-index takes a look at the actual cash
flow as well as institutional support for small firms
and startups. The General Business Growth sub-
index captures the vitality and health of the

econoimy that supports entrepreneurial dynamism.

Midwest Performance

2016 2014 2012
lllinois Wk dkk ke
Ohia LA wkw 1T
Michigan Wik - ik
Wisconsin *x o ok
Indiana ki e .

Rank State 2016 2014 2012
1 Massachusestis LA bt ELLTE T
2 California HhRah Hhhhd P
3 Utah LT ok T
4 New York LI Ahwn ok
5 Washingtan " P PR
6 Colorado deek hkkk P
7 North Carolina hkk hiekk kk
8 Maryland hhkk *dok nn
9 Rhode Island Rhkk Weddk ok
10 Oregon ik Ahk ik
11 llinois ek 1T ok
12 Virginia Wik hik oy
13 New Hampshire hhx LT "
14 Alabama o Wk e
15 Idaho T P Tan
16 Ohio LT T e P
17 Minnesota Wk Wk aaw
18 Vermont ok e wh
19 Georgia ok P o
20 Connecticut T ke .
21 Texas ok Wk P
22 Florida ok s .
23 Tennessee ke ok wk
24 Mlchigan L] 313 e
25 Pennsylvania T Wk h "
26 Delaware ek *k "
27 Nevada L o *
28 New Jersey #uk Aah "
29 South Dakota . kW -
30 Arizona T o "
3 Montana ok s v
32 Wisconsin ok s "
33 Hawaii e *h ”
34 New Mexico " P a4
35 lowa ke Wk ok
36 Missouri e *h *
37 Indiana ok *h "
38 Nebraska ek ok "
39 South Carolina L ok "
40 Maine L1 * "
41 Kentucky Lhd * "
42 Oklahoma W L R
43 Kansas " *h -
44 Arkansas "k *w "
45 Mississippi b * "
46 West Virginia LE bl *
47 North Dakota hk ki P
48 Louisiana * * *
49 Alaska * u *
S0 Wyoming * * "
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RESEARCH AND INNOVATION

Midwest Performance

2016 2014 2012
Michigan ol Wk *k
lllinois *ehk P %
Wisconsin ok W Wk
Ohio ok * ok
Indiana * W ™

Michigan Entreprensurship Score Card - 2018 Edlition

Rank State 2016 2014 2012
1 Massachuselts RAkkn  Wkhkk vk ek
2 Maryland NhdEn Rk PN
3 Utah L] ITIL; ok
4 New York W - o
5 New Mexico whkk *nx hk
6 Oregon P . Nk
7 California Wk P ey
8 Rhode Island ik T -
8 Washington "k ke kh
10 Minnesota "k ke .k
1 New Hampshire hiok hkw "k
12 Colorado Wk P s
13 Michigan *hh whw -
14 llinois T P b
15 West Virginia ok deheh "
16 Vermont *hk ek hhk
17 Pennsylvania LA *k *i
18 Alabama *hk *h P
19 New Jersey " e "
20 Wisconsin "k Y .
21 Connecticut A *h .
22 North Carolina wh *e P
23 Arizona *w " o
24 Vll’gll’lla ke *k *k
25 Nevada *h " A
26 Tennessee o "o "k
27 Idaho ok ok ke
28 North Dakota e * ek
29 lowa " "o "
30 Texas ik * *
AN Georgia * " "
32 Montana ke * "
33 Ohio *k " Wk
34 Florida ok * *
35 Missouri * N ~
36 Indiana * ek *h
37 Kansas * * s
38 Delaware * * o
39 Alaska * * *
40 Hawaii * " W
41 Nebraska " * *
42 South Carolina * * "
43 Mississippi w * *
44 Maine - " .
45 Kentucky " » N
46 South Dakota * * *
47 Oklahoma * * .
48 Louisiana * * *
49 Arkansas * * "
50 Wyoming * " "
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UNIVERSITY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PATENTS PER INNOVATION WORKER
Spending per Change, 2013- Per 100,000 Change, 2013~
Rank State Score $100,000 GDP 2016 {%) Rank State Score \Yorkers 2016 (%)
Ji-State Average 3383 St--Steste Average 53.2 -4 4%
1 Maryland 136.6 5994 20% l California 1513 1506 1.8%
2 Rhode 1sland 160.5 S804 -119% 2 Washungton 1385 1247 4.1%
3 Massachusetts [53.0 751 £3% 3 Oregon 1325 124 54%
4 Nonh Carolina 1271 5563 -6 T 4 Vermont 1296 106.6 -2
5 Pennsylvania 1251 $519 30% 5 New Hampshire 125 5 98\ 56%
& Michigan 188 $504 & Kassachusetts 1251 973 0 1%
7 New Hampshure 11713 492 T Michigan 123,58 94.6 3%
] Wizsconsin 1136 $466 8 Minnesota 1208 886 <11 5%
9 Alabama il $462 9 Idaho g4 847 31 1%
16 Connectical is $453 ([ Connecticut 1161 190 -0 2%
It lowa 100 $440 i Colorado H2 708 0%
12 Colorado 1083 $4137 12 New Jersey i T4 =13 7%
13 North Dakota 1078 $414 11 New York 109 4 654 5 1%
14 Monlana 1076 $422 14 Arizona 1086 638 78%
15 Mississipps 1072 $419 15 Utah 108 | 626 <1 1%
16 Georgin 105.9 $410 13 Wisconssn 107 4 613 EELH
17 Nebraska 105.9 10 17 Nevada 107 1 607 <21 B
18 Indiana 1053 $406 I8 Tenas 106 9 603 4%
19 New York 105.3 106 19 North Casolina 1059 583 -1 %
20 New Mexico 104.6 $401 20 Indiana 149 562 -4.1%
21 Vermant 1028 $388 21 Rhode tsland 1045 554 -6.8%
22 Arizona 1017 $380 22 llinois 103.6 535 =T 9%
23 Hawati 1.1 $376 23 Ohio 1024 510 -0 6%
24 Missour: 1809 5374 24 Pennsylvania 1018 499 50%
25 Kansas 1005 5371 25 Delaware 1002 467 319%
26 Utah 99.5 $363 26 Flonda 9938 457 -51%
27 Ohio 976 5350 27 Kansas 995 152 =21 %
28 Washingten 569 $345 28 lowa 987 436 -100%
29 Californta 96.] 5339 29 New Mexico 97 435 18%
30 Alaska 951 5332 30 South Carclina 982 425 40%
)| Oregon 951 $332 31 Georgia 97.1 404 -10.1%
k) ‘Tenncssee 947 $329 32 Maryland 9.1 382 24%
1 Texas 946 $329 1 Wyoming 952 365 -14.4%
bt South Carclina 94.5 §327 34 Kentuzky 916 11 18.4%
35 Iihnois %09 $302 s Montana 934 327 120%
36 Virginia 902 $297 36 Missouri 9312 s 13%
37 Wyoming 896 5292 37 South Dakota 925 3o T0%
38 Loutsiona 89,0 5288 ki Virginia 918 295 53%
9 Minnesotn BE4 $283 -4.3% kL Tennessee 91.6 5.0 =t 3%
40 Kentucky 8.3 $283 £ P 40 Nebmska 89.5 248 -83%
4| Delaware 874 $277 =14.6% 41 Oklahoma 89.1 240 -1 8%
42 West Virginia B7.0 2273 0% 42 Loutsinna 83.9 216 156%
43 Florida 869 273 £.3% 41 Alsbama B88.] 219 -83%
4 DOklahoma 864 270 18 8% 44 Maine 873 203 -323%
45 Askansas 832 5246 4.3% 45 Hawasi 871 200 13.1%
46 I1daho BO.5 $227 -1.8% 46 Atkangas B8 194 222%
47 South Chakon 798 $221 -15.8% 41 North Dakota 865 187 -28 4%
48 New Jersey 770 s201 -8.8% 48 Mussissipp B4D 13.7 -10,1%
49 Maine 26 $169 -13 %% 49 Alstka 834 123 T.6%
50 Nevada 672 $131 9.3% 50 West Virginia 833 123 -328%
Research and development expenditures by universities per $100.000 gross Number of patents per 100,000 innovation warkers, 20116
domestic product, 2016
University or government-based R&D initiatives not only employ Patent activity signals an inventive economic base, which is key to wealih
researchers but provide technology transfer, spin off companies, and give and value creation in the innovation economy. The above table shows the
local businesses access 1o top talent and new knowledge. The above table number of patents awarded 1o individuals or companies in cach state per
shows the amount of rescarch and development expenditures performed at 100,000 innovation workers as defined by the metrics Physical Sciences
universities per $100,000 of gross domestic product and Engincering Workers, Technology and Technician Workers, and Other
Innovation Workers,
Source: National Science Foundation Source: U.S. Patent and Trademark Office
M'd“"eit Pd?"f"":':oao":‘gne- 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
Ll er o
State = LAy Rank State Per 100,000 Workers Rank
Michigan $504 [ Michigan o6 7
Wrsconsin $466 8 Wisconsin 613 16
Indiana $o6 18 Indiana 562 k.
Ohio $350 Ey 1dinois 535 i
Ithnois $302 i3 Ohio 510 23
L _— - - .
Michigan, 2013 - 2816 | Michigan, 2013 - 2016
[nis —vema] 1 [ e ——— e
[y © I . | [ —ne]
% 840 | " i E w| ] m ,
- -]
B 300 B ‘_"3 z % e = F
z 7 |
F . & | ! ’ i £ !
» | i -
{ I 420 Ry | o | lo
| i e i - o I‘“ precy e rond

50 Empowering Michigan Entrepreneurs



Empowering Michigan Entreprenaurs

PATENTS PER R&D DOLLAR UNIVERSITY LICENSES TO SMALL BUSINESSES
Patents per S1 mill. Change, 2013- Licenses per Change, 2013-
Rank State Scaore R&D 2016 (%) Rank State Score 100,000 Firms 2016 (%)
Sti-Siate Average LA () 9% 30-State Average a4
I Nevada 23t 1 154.4 4% | North Dakota 1973 992 -12.2%
2 Vermont 200.4 127.5 224% 2 Oregon 1657 677 106%
3 South Dakota 1259 623 30 5% 3 West Viegina 170 445 =25 0%
4 Minnesola 1231 98 59 4 New Hampshire 131 % 411 178 9%
5 Colorado 1231 598 90% 5 lowa 126 & 367 10 3%
6 Florida 1229 596 13% 6 Maryland 1257 3% 56%
7 New Mexico 1222 59.10 16.0% 7 Utah 120.5 313 4L 7%
8 South Carolina 1203 574 11% 8 Washinglon 1196 308 24.1%
] Arkansas maz 49.4 292% 9 Minnesata 118.0 291 0.6%
10 Oklahoma 110.6 439 -229% in Pennsylvama 178 289 -11. 7%
I Idaho 109.4 418 35.2% i AriZona "7 282 28.8%
12 Texas 108.7 41.2 =1.2% 12 Georgia 1154 268 -25.3%
13 Oregon 1083 46.8 120% (K] Montans 1149 263 -19.0%
14 Louisiana 108.0 46.6 104% 14 Michigan 1142 287 38.0%
15 Tennessee 107.1 458 13% 15 Massachusetis 1142 255 -49.9%
16 New Yack 106.6 454 -13.1% 16 Tenncswce HIK) 232 3.0%
17 Arizona 105.3 4.3 14.9% 17 MNorth Carslina (% ] 219 -20.8%
18 New Hampshire 105.1 440 18.2% 18 Florida 106.5 189 31.0%
12 Wisconsin 1044 434 -t 6% 19 Nebraska 106.2 186 -46.8%
0 Maine 1041 432 -154% 20 New Yok 104.8 174 -18.8%
21 Geocgia 10).6 427 -10 5% 21 Ohio 1023 152 -11.7%
2 Kentucky 1025 41.8 23.6% 22 Arkansas 101.6 146 -40.3%
23 Washington 10i.0 305 15% 23 Kansas 101.6 146 70.4%
24 Montana 100.7 402 -10.0% 24 Colorada 1000 132 -23.3%
25 Unsh 1004 40.0 4.3% 25 W 100.0 131 -1.9%
6 Wyoming 9.6 392 -0.T% 26 Texas 981 115 -25.5%
27 Minois 48 386 124% 27 Maine 910 105 30.2%
8 Californsa 584 82 <43% 28 New Jersey 96.5 100 -20.9%
29 Virgtnia 973 3713 B.2% 29 Ithnon 95.6 9 -40.5%
30 Dhio 91.0 370 -99% 30 Missour; 953 %0 -43.9%
31 Kansas M9 351 «19.6% 3] Virginia 942 BO -29.2%
32 Nebraska 939 343 8.6% 2 Lowsiana 934 3 =36.7%
33 Hawaii 937 341 333% 11 Alabama 2.8 68 55.6%
EL) Rhode lsland 936 3.0 -129% 34 Idaho 927 67 -66.9%
3= Michigan 919 334 1.7% kL) Indiana 92.5 66 =71.1%
36  North Cerolina 935 no 19% 36  Missasipp 923 63 -14.8%
37 New Jersey 9l 38 -19% 37 Rhode Island 220 61 -46.3%
38 Pennsylvania 85,1 300 2.2% kL] Hawaii 912 54 -28.2%
3% Indiana BE9 209 8.0% 39 Kentucky 907 50 49.0%
40 lowa B84 204 -17.7% 40 California 904 47 ~49.1%
41 Massachusetts BB3 203 8.2% 41 Delaware 90.1 44 -51.0%
42 Mississippi 846 26.) -11% 42 New Mexico 89.9 42 S0.0%
43 Connecticut 842 %58 -1.3% 43 South Dakota 894 38 -21.3%
44 West Virgimia 816 25.2 -14.0% 44 Oklahoma 885 30 -54.0%
45 Alnska 85 22 4.5% 45 South Carolina 88.) 26 -563%
4 North Dakota 822 24.0 -16.6% 46 Connecticut 874 20 -46.1%
47 Maryland BE1 11 G.6% 47 Vermont 864 12 -89.4%
48 Alabama 79.5 217 B7% 43 Nevada 858 6 1%
49 Missouri 76.8 193 223% (va)  Alaska (wa) (n/a) (niz)
50 Delsware 683 1.8 =37 7% (n/a) Wyonung (n/a) {n/a} {n'a)
Number of patents per $1 miflion research and development invesiment, Average number of license and aption relationships with startups and small
2016 businesses per 100,000 firms, 2016
Although patents issued relate to the level of research and innovation in a Academic knowledge that is primarily funded with tax dollars in the form of
region, the value derived from the innovations is also determined by the grants is converted back into more money and economic growth when the
effectiveness at obtaining these patents. The above table shows the number successful research is licensed to firms for commercialization. The above
of patents issued in the most recent year per $1 million of total research and table pives the three-year average number of license and option relationships
development investment in each state per 100,000 firms with less than 500 employecs
Source: US Patent and Trademark Office Source: Association of University Technology Managers
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
State Patents Rl.:;:) S1 mill. Rank State Litelue;“ m’mo.oou Rank
Wisconsin 434 19 Michigsn 2573 14
hinois 186 ek Ohto 1516 )
Ohia w0 30 Wisconsia 1313 25
Michigan 4 3 1llinois 929 29
Indiana 299 39 Indiana 655 35
Michigan, 2093 - 2016 Michigan, 2013 - 2014
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NSF PROPOSAL FUNDING RATE

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card - 2018 Edition

Change, 2013-

Rank Siate Score Funding Rate 2016 (%)
Fir-Nterte Average 235 1%

1 Rhode Island 147.2 38% 18.3%
2 Alaska 1252 % 14.8%
2 Oregon §25.2 31% 292%
3 Wisconsin 19 9% 11 5%
5 Calformia 1ns7 28% 7%
5 Hawan sz 28% 47 4%
5 Maryland 1s7 28% 73%
5 Minnesota sz 28% 3%
5 Montana sz 28% 2
5 Washington 157 28% 120%
1] Colorado t2e 27% 1235%
I Delaware t12e 7% 125%
13 Massachusens 1094 26% 10%
13 New Hampshire 109 4 26% 13 0%
15 Connecticut 1063 5% 8%
13 hinors 106 3 25% 3%
15 Maine 106 3 25% o0
15 New lersey 1063 25% 13 6%
15 Pennsylvana 1063 5% 12%
20 Georpga 1031 3% 13%
20 New Mexico R 24% 200%
20 New York 1031 24% 43%
0 Tenncssee 103 1 24% 92 1%
24 Indiana 100.0 23% 278%
24 Towa 100.0 23% 15.0%
4 Michigan 100.0 3% 9.5%
|24 NonhCarolina 100.0 23% 45%
| 28 Anzona %9 22% 0.0%
28 Utah 969 2% -83%
28 Virgima 959 22% 48%
3 Kentucky 97 21% 40.0%
3 Missouri 93.7 21% 5.0%
31 Ohie a7 21% 10.5%
M Idaho €06 20% 5.3%
34 Loutsiana 920.6 20% 0.0%
M Oklahoma 90.6 20% 13,3%
34 Texas 90.6 20% 11 1%
38 Nebraska 874 19% 00%
3 Arkansas B43 18% 0.0%
39 Florida 843 18% 1253%
9 Kansas 843 18% 5.5%
kL) Mississippi B4.3 18% 63.6%
29 South Carolina B43 18% -53%
19 Vermont 843 15% -25 0%
48 Alabama Bil 17% 133%
45 North Dakota 8L.1 1™ 41 7%
45 West Virginia BLL 1% 21.4%
43 Nevada %0 16% 6%
43 South Dakoin 780 ) -5 9%
48 Wyoming "o 15% .

Share of National Science Foundation proposals funded, 2016

The NSF 1s the premier source of rescarch grant funding in the U.S. Grant
topics closely correlate with Michigan's technical core competencies and
industrial strengths (e, Adv. Manufacturing, Materials & Electronics)
NSF lunding indicates strong academic and research institutions and a
stale’s interest and capacity to support technology-related business
development. The above table shows the rate of NSF proposals funded in
each state.
Source: National Science Foundation

Midwest Performance, 2016
Funding Rate
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State

Wisconsin
Ihinms
Indiana

Michigan

Ohic

4%

Fd¥EE

Michigan, 2013 - 2018
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029
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02
0.23
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Rank
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2013

4
15
23
14
31

UNIVERSITY ROYALTY/LICENSE INCOME

Rayalties per 51 Change, 2013-
Rank __ State Score mill. GDP 2016 (%)
So-Stare Averuge J2471 24.5%
H Massachusetts 2350 §14762 -23.8%
2 West Virginia 2294 51,4199 4%
3 New York 22138 $1,404 5 -1.3%
4 Tllinois 189.6 $1,025.8 5T%
5 Liah 1884 s10124 63%
L] New Jersey 1697 $826: 7 5 8%
7 Minnesoks 1521 $651 5 T4%
8 Peninsylvania 1293 34255 10.6%
9 Califorma 1251 33836 -4 1%
10 Wasconsin 1240 33723 -4T %
11 Michigan 1167 $199.6 117.9%
12 Texas H X 52891 44 0%
13 North Carolina P52 $2847 -18.9%
14 Missouri LIEY] 27181 2.4%
15 Maryland s £269.7 58.8%
16 Kansas [12.4 $2576 31.4%
17 Washington L3 $246.5 -47 9%
18 Tennessee 1.2 $245.1 20.1%
19 Oregon L4 $2217 69%
20 Chio 104 5 517191 9.
21 Florida 103 9 51725 240
2 Soulh Dakota 1021 31552 49%
23 Nebraska (] R] 51486 -57.0%
24 Nork Dakota 100.2 $136.1 58%
25 Mississippi 98 51321 976.5%
26 Alabama 2.0 51243 -13.3%
27 Indiana 984 51179 -16.1%
8 Louisiana 981 $11538 44 9%
29 Georgia 978 $1125$ -36.5%
k] lowa 96.4 $983 -663%
H Kentucky 555 $89.8 87.2%
2 Maine 855 589 5 0.5%
kx) Rhode Isiand 552 $86.3 B4%
k2] Colorado M5 $79.4 -62.0%
35 Arizona 54.2 $76.8 156.6%
36 New Hampahire 936 $20.4 B2 2%
37 Oklahoma 535 $69.0 266%
38 Vermon 9022 $367 0%
3% Virginia 92.0 $35.1 40%
40 Arkansas S1.8 $525 19.9%
41 New Mexico 9.4 £48.1 41 4%
42 Idahe 204 5382 552%
43 Montana 858 5231 -22.3%
44 South Carclina 83.6 5209 61 4%
45 Connecticut 879 S13E 21.6%
46 Hawaii 87.5 596 “1.3%
47 Delaware 875 59.4 ~163%
48 Nevada B7.0 $4.5 B26%
in/a) Alaska {n/a) {n/a) (nfa)
{r/a) Wyaming {n/n) {n/z} (na)
Average gross royalty and license income per 31 million gross domestic
product. 216

Research universitics can be themselves enteeprencurial by capturing the
value added from proprictary discoveries. The percent of a universitics
annual budget that is derived from royalty and licensing income is a key
measure of its successful wechnology transfer and links Lo entreprencurial
businesses and impact on the local economy. The above table shows the
three year average gross income per $1 million of gross domestic product.
Sounrce: Association of University Technology Managers

Midwest Performance, 2016

Roysltics per $1 mill.

State ey Rank
HIT T $1,0251 4
Wisconsin 53723 1o
Alichlgan $299.6 n
Ohio $1791 20
Indiana $H179 25/
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INDUSTRY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
Spending per Change, 2012- Spending per Change, 2012-
Raok State Score $100,000 GDIP 2015 (%) Rank State Score 3100.000 G_I:_ll’ 2015 (%)
S0-State Averuge SI644 Ji-State Average S8 Ii4%
1 Massachusetts 143.5 $4972 9.6% 1 Maryland 2500 $4,584.7 -2.3%
2 California 1433 $4,956 12.7% 2 New Meaco 2500 $,7958 13%
3 Washington 136.9 424 1.1% 3 Alsbama ns9 $22729 -18.1%
4 Delaware 135.6 $4,322 <3.2% 4 Virginta 1857 §1,5563 -15 6%
5 Michigan 1339 54,008 10% 5 Massachuseis 164 | $1,2486 =13 7%
6 Connecticut 129,0 3,777 10.4% 6 Colorado 1549 $1.1174 -18 6%
7 Oregon 1233 $3 308 11 4% ? Rhode tsland 1416 $926 6 <15 2%
8 New Hampshire 192 $2.969 -6 0% 8 Connecticut 1402 §906 5 -2 7%
9 New Jersey 1?7 $2.7194 {n/n) 9 Idaho 131.6 SEI2.6 5.6%
[ Idako 1635 $2.743 26 3% 10 Utah 131.0 $1753 2.1%
1 Unzh 142 $2.556 31 8% 11 Tennessee 1279 $732.1 -1 5%
12 Mhissours 116 $2342 =22 0% 12 Califorma 1198 36158 -27.2%
13 Minnesola ns3 $2311 24% 13 Atizona 116.2 $565.0 -37.8%
14 Arizona 198 52094 01% 14 Washington 1128 35302 -25.2%
15 Indiana 108 0 52043 -8 1% 15 Pennsylvania 133 §5228 -10.5%
16 Nonh Cazolina 107 5 51999 19 6% 16 New Hampshire i09.1 $463 1 -36.8%
17 llhinois 1052 S1.815 -109% 17 Misstssipps 109.0 $462.) =13.7%
18 Maryland 104 8 $1.776 15 5% 18 Missoun 107.5 $440.2 4.2%
19 Whsconsin 104.4 51,746 L 1% 19 Ohio 106.9 $431.9 =30.8%
20 Ohia 103.4 $1,666 4.2% 20 Alaska 04,3 $3944 51.0%
21 Kansas 103.3 51,651 -3.6% il Michigan 103.6 3841 ~27.5%
2 lown 1032 51,650 31.1% 22 North Carelina 103 4 53819 =12.9%
23 Pennsylvana 102.9 $1,623 =0,6% 23 Hawaii 103.3 53799 -28.0%
24 Colorndo 1025 51,585 3.2% 24 Texas 100.6 $3420 ~[2.5%
23 Rhode Istend 162.1 $1,557 50.2% 25 Montana 100.2 53364 -251%
26 New York 979 51,207 18.3% P35 Flonida 59.8 53302 T1%
27 Texas 97.6 $1,186 0.5% 27 lowa 995 $3258 =15 9%
23 Virginia 97.1 51,145 -14.1% 28 West Viginia 992 53222 =132%
9 Georgia 96,1 $1,057 14% » Tikinots %0 $319.6 5.3%
30 Vermont 950 $966 -50.2% 30 New York 9.0 33186 =12.3%
Ell Alabama M6 5939 123% 3l New Jersey 96.8 $2874 =31
32 Kentucky 927 $780 8.8% 32 Nevada 964 $2822 26.5%
33 South Carolina 925 $761 -31.6% 33 Vermont 957 52717 25.9%
34 Flonda 923 $144 54% 34 Oregon 94.6 $256.2 “20.2%
35 New Mexico N7 5698 T9% 35 Minnesota .1 52490 “24.1%
36 Maine 90.6 $606 0.7% 36 Oklshoma 916 $24211 -£.2%
k¥) Montana 903 £585 99. 7% 37 Maine 93.5 52409 =-18.9%
38 Nebraska 90.3 5582 -107% 38 Georgia 911 $2375 -8.0%
39 Tennessee 90.1 $562 4% 39 Wisconsin 929 23120 ~13.9%
40 Wyoming 89.6 $526 306.8% 40 South Carolina 922 2222 -M12%
41 Oklahoma 883 $420 338% 41 Indsana %08 $201.8 -17.8%
42 North Dakota 883 $420 -104% 42 Nebraska 5.0 51911 25 6%
43 South Dakota 873 $332 124% 43 Delaware 87.7 $1573 -i2.3%
44 West Vugima 871 5321 -374% 44 South Dakota 874 51541 5%
45 Nevada 87.0 5308 46 4% 43 Kentucky 87.4 $153.5 -11.8%
46 Hawaii 858 $296 -11.6% 46 North Dakota 869 $146.8 -12.5%
47 Arkansas 868 5262 A% 47 Wyonung B&O $1342 -28.6%
48 Missusippt 85.2 247 -243% 48 Kansas 857 $1294 21.2%
49 Louisiana 855 $187 10.6% 49 Lowsiana B4.1 $106.0 <18 5%
50 Alaska 851 £156 102.7% 50 Atkansas 829 $888 37

Industry research and development expenditures per $100,000 GDP, 2015 Federal research and development funding per $100,000 GDP, 2015

The fuits of local industry R&D investments often become evident only Over 70 percent of U.S. Patents are based on publicly funded research,
after many years, but they are essential to the long-lerm competitiveness Federal funds can provide opportunities for innovation where the private or
and provide spillover effects to smaller firms that might not have the academic sector support is lacking or where a public benefit 15 at stake. The
resources to conduct their own research. Industry R&D is also an indicator  level of federal research grants to a state is a strong indication ol its ability

of the prevalence of scientists and researchers in the state. The above 1oble to achieve robust entreprencurial dynamism. The above table shows total
shows total R&D performed by the industrial sector per $100,000 of GDP,  federal R&D funding per $100,000 of gross domestic product.

Source: National Science Foundation Source: National Science Foundation
Midwest Performance, 2015 Midwest Performance, 2015
Spending per $100,000 Spending per $100,000
Staie GDP Rank State Cor Rank
Michigan 54,098 5 Ohio 34319 1k
Indiana $2,0400 15 Michigan 53041 H |
hnas $1,815 17 Hlinos #3196 24
Wiscansin £1,746 19 Wisconsin 32120 ¥
Ohio 31,666 20 tndiana $201 8 41
Michigan, 2012. 2015 Michigan, 2012 - 2015 '
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ENTRPRENEURIAL PROGRAMS

Rank

SOO DD OO D de ke b= em

- - -JRT-TE- I - R I - B

19

[CRcRT]

19
19
19
19
19
19
19
19
19
1%
1%
1%
14
1%
19
19
19
19
19
192

2016 (Abs.)

4

Number of Change, 2013-
Sinte Score Programs
Si-State Average i
New Yok (n/a) 6
Texas (va) 6
Massachusetts na) 5
hmoss (n/a) 4
Utzh (n/a) 4
North Carohna (nfa) 3
Oklahoma (nfa) 3
Pennsylvania (n/a) 3
Califorma (nfa) F
Michigan {n/a) 2
Mussours (nfa) 2
Ohio (nfa) 2
Flonda (na) 1
Indiana in/a) 1
Towa (na) 1
Kansas (nfa) 1
Maryland (n/a) ]
Virgma (n/a) 1
Alabama {n/n) [i]
Alaska (n/n) 0
Anzona (nfa) o
Arknnsas {n/n) L}
Colorado {n/a) 0
Connecticut (n/a) ¢
Delaware (nfa) ¢
Georgia n/a) 4
Hawan (w/a) ¢
Idahe (n/a) o
Kentucky (n/a} ¢
Lousiana (nfa} o
Maune {n/a} 1]
Mnnesota {n/a) L]
Mussissippy {n/a} L]
Montana {n/a} 1]
Nebraska {n/a} 1]
Nevada {nfa} o
New Hampshire {n/a} L]
New Jersey {n/a} ]
New Bexico {n/a} 0
North Dakola {n/a} 0
Cregon {(na} [}
Rhirde Island (n/a} o
Sauth Carolina (n/a} o
South Dakon {naj 0
Tenhesice {n/a} 0
Vermont {nfa} o
Washinglon {nfa) o
West Virginia {n/aj o
Wesconsin {n/a) 0
Wyoming. {na) 0

Top 50 emtrepreneurial programs or curricula, 2016

CEC R R e - L - - R R - R R RN e R R =

A dynamic innovation economy does not only need workers with scientific
and tcchnical skills, but leaders and managers. Universitics and colleges

have seen the increasing need (o provide these future entreprencurs with the

right knowledge to survive in today's economy. The above table shows the

number of top 50 programs according to EntrePoint's Top Entreprencurship

Colleges. = Not included m subdriver driver calenlations
Source: Entreprencur Magazine
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Midwest Performance, 2016
State Number of Programs Rank
Hhinow 4 4
Michigan 2 9
Ohie & 9
Indiana 1 i3
Wisconsia 0 L

Michigan, 2013 - 2016
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FINANCIAL AND INSTITUTIONAL CAPITAL

Midwest Performance

2016 2014 2012

ohio ko LE S ) LT
lllinois ek LA LA
Michigan * = LA L
Wisconsin * LA L]
Indiana * = L]

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card = 2018 Editien

Rank State 2016 2014 2012
1 Massachuselts EhAhR kAR ok
2 Utah khddh hkhdk Ekkk
3 California Rhkkk  hkhkk P
4 Norih Carolina dhkk ko P
5 Rhode Island hhkk  dkkk ok
6 New York ) " .
7 Colorade Whk  kkk kkkkk
8 Virginia T T ek
9 Alabama LT P
10 Delaware LU T -
11 South Dakota LLLIR AT e
12 Chio LD 1T o
13 Connecticut TR T "
14 New Hampshire dkk ko "
15 Washington Wkk kkk Tk
16 Georgia P P
17 Maryland *n * .
18 New Mexico * * wh
19 Pennsylvania ok Ho hie
20 Texas h *h *hk
21 llinois ok " ke
22 Montana ok "k ok
23 Nevada ok * "
24 Tennessea wh ok o
a5 Oregon ek *u b
26 idaho e * *
27 Arizona ek sk "k
28 Florida e e "
29 Minnesota ok Wk i
30 New Jersey ek *h we
31 Missouri o * *
32 Michigan * * ok
33 Oklahoma * * e
34 Nebraska * e "
35 Vermont * " "
36 Mississippi * * *
37 Kentucky * * *
38 South Carolina * * *
39 Hawaii * * *
40 Kansas * * *
1 Wisconsin * *k wh
42 Indiana * * *k
43 Louisiana * * *
44 North Dakota * ek *
45 Maine * * ”
46 lowa * * *
47 Arkansas * * *
48 Wyoming » * *
49 West Virginia * * *
50 Alaska * % "
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SEED/EARLY STAGE VENTURE CAPITAL

EXPANSION/LATER STAGE VENTURE CAPITAL

Financing per 5 Change, 2013- Financing per $1 Change, 2013-

Rank Stale Score mill, Gk 2016 {%) Rank Stale Score mill. GDIY 2016 (%)
Si-Sturre Averape §3To 1294 8% S0-State A Svin &5 TH

2 Califortin 250.0 53,539 -129% 1 California 2300 $918 7L1%
1 Massachuscits 250.8 $2,726 -5 8% 2 Massachusetts 2500 $15,383 21
3 New York 1883 $1,243 14 7% a New York 2500 35,303 101.6%
4 Washingion 1752 51,082 =19 6% 4 Utah 2376 $4319 6.1%
5 LUitaly 1630 $931 27 1% L] Virgmia 178 1 $1363 9} 1%
6 Calerado 1458 $78 T f Washiagion 17?9 $1.729 14 2%
7 Connecticut 1347 3581 42.1% 1 Colorada 1742 $L721 08%
8 North Carolina 1334 $565 118.6% B Grorgal 1541 51.649 B7 6%
9 Maryland §324 5552 42 0% 1 Flaruda 1502 51.264 124 &%
10 Virginia 1289 $510 9.3% 10 Tllinois 1392 1,191 95.9%
1 Missouri 126.6 $481 138.5% 1 New Jersey 1368 5979 25 9%
12 Ilinois 125.7 $470 T0.2% 12 New Hampshire 1259 5933 29%
13 Oregon 1217 $420 59.1% 13 Newth Carolina 1229 $725 -13.0%
14 Minmesota 1213 455 34.5% 14 Anzona 1229 $668 =13.6%
15 Montana 121.2 4 60BD 7% 15 Minnesota 1220 5567 -3.9%
16 Nevoda 1150 375 1234.4% 16 Texas 1215 5651 =12.3%
17 Nebraska 1153 31 204 2% 17 Pennsylvania 1200 $641 -5.5%
18 Rhode 1siand 122 $303 73.5% 18 Oregon 1?9 $513 =23 %
19 Texas 17 5207 93.3% 19 Tennessee 1165 £573 51.6%
20 Alabama 110.1 3277 988.6% 20 Kentucky 1153 $346 1946 1%
21 Peninsylvania 106.7 £235 £.0% 21 Nevada 1112 $526 127.9%
22 Georgia 1.0 £201 9.4% 2 Michigan 110.7 S444 138.6%
2 Ohio 1e21 8178 314% 23 Musseuri 1051 5434 <76.5%
24 Delaware 1013 5169 634.3% 24 Maryland 1040 5328 -81.6%
25 Vermont 100.8 $162 -40.9% 25 Ohio 1011 $307 -51. 7%
26 Anzana 992 5142 43 2% 26 Wisconsin o8 9 §252 298.2%
27 Floauda 2991 3141 85.2% 27 Connecticut 862 $208 -61.6%
28 Indiana 982 $130 344.5% 28 Arkansas 053 $157 -82.9%
29 New Mexico 978 5126 44.2% 29 Delaware .6 si41 -95.7%
a0 Michigan 96.9 S+ -213% 30 Lauisiana 945 $126 224 1%
k]| New lersey 964 5108 0% 31 Indiana 97 5125 106.4%
az Tennessee 9652 $108 -46.8% 32 Montana 914 s$io 100 0%
»n Wisconain 542 $30 2.9% 33 Kansas 927 5103 -69.7%
3 South Carolina 97 $74 11.7% 34 New Mexico 924 $91 -254%
35 Hawaii 913 70 100.0% 35 lowa 893 585 -173%
36 Maine 5.0 $66 -6.1% 38 South Carolina B33 $25 -99,3%
k¥) Kansas 527 562 -74.8% 37 Alsbama 880D 56 -100.0%%
38 Louisiana 504 1 162.8% 37 Alnska BRD 0 0.0%
ki lawa 202 $3 -12.8% 37 Havait 88.0 0 0.0%
40 Kentucky 50.1 30 -58.7% 37 Iidaho 88.0 0 -100.0%
41 Oklshoma 50.0 $29 -36.0% 37 Maine B8.0 50 =100.0%
42 New Hampshire 883 57 -99.2% 37 Mississippi B8.0 $0 0.0%
43 Alaska 87.7 S0 0.0% 37 Nebraska 80 30 0%
43 Arkansas 877 $0 =100.0% 37 North Dakola B8.0 30 -100.0%
43 Idaho E77 S0 0.0% 37 Oklahoma 880 30 0.0%
43 Mussissippi B77 50 0o0% 37 Rhode Island E8.0 50 -100.0%
43 HNorth Dakota 817 50 0.0% 37 South Dakota 880 50 -100.0%
43 South Daketa 8717 50 0.0% 37 Vermen RO 50 0.0%
43 West Virginia 877 50 0.0% 37 West Virgina B8O 50 0%
43 Wyeming 877 $0 00% 7 Wyoming 88.0 s0 0.0%

Seed and early stage veniture capital financing per S mill. of gross

domestic product, 2016

Venlure capital is focused on high-risk, high-return investments. As an
indicator ol how new discoveries quickly find their way into innovations
and prototypes, atiention has turned to sced and stari-up financing. The
above table shows the total value of seed/startup and carly stage venture
capital funding for in-state projects per $100,000 of private GDP.

Source: PriceWaterhouseCoopers

Midwest Performance, 2016

Finamcing per $1 mill.
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Expansion/Later stage veniure capital financing per 8lanll of privare gross
domestic produci, 2016

Only about 3,000 U.S. small businesses per year receive venture capital,
and funding focuses largely on two sectors: information 1echnology and
health care. States with small business growth other than in these sectors
tend to score relatively low on this metric. The above table shows the total
value of expansion and later-stage venture capital funding for in-state
projects per $1mill. of private GDP.

Source: PricelWaterhouseCoopers

Midwest Performance, 2016
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IPO FINANCING SBIC FINANCING
J-year total per Change, 2013 Per $100,000 Small Change, 2013-
Rank Siate Score $100.000 GDP 2016 {%) Rank State Score Busi Payroll 1016 (%)
SihState Average s6.4 62 3% S0-Nate Average SI83 169.6%
1 Rhode Island 250.0 3506 100.0% 1 Utah 1573 5595 114%
2 Idsho 1963 £33.1 601.7% 2 Vermont 144.8 5498 363%
3 Connecticut 1750 $266 755 T 3 North Carolina 138.2 5447 -228%
4 Nevada 1641 $233 1030 2% 4 South Dekola 1348 $420 59
5 Colorado 140.5 5161 25% 5 Connecticut 1253 $H6 -352%
[ Massachusetts 132.6 $13.7 64.3% 6 Georgia 1252 $345 -5 9%
7 Texas 124.5 $113 318% 1 New Hampshire 1234 $31) 2533%
8 Pennsylvania 1244 s112 150.9% 8 Teanessee 1219 $320 -312%
9 Kansas 124.1 sl12 52.1% g Minnesota 1205 $317 -30 4%
10 New York LE 594 101.6% 1o Massachusetts 183 292 -39 1%
n Hawaii 1148 589 100.0% " Colorade 161 §275 -69 5%
12 California 1142 $8.1 -523% 12 South Carolina 1157 $272 1.
13 Oklshoma 112:7 $77 64.0% 13 Texas 148 $265 -464%
14 Michigan nLe 574 326.1% 14 Florda 1136 $2%6 A3 %
15 Tennessee 1112 $72 -58.8% 15 New York 119 $243 47 1%
16 Kentucky 110.6 $70 100.0% 16 Missouri 102 $229 -393%
17 Maryland 110.5 570 16.8% B? Cahforma 1094 5223 -9 2%
13 South Dakota 109.6 $6.7 5.0% 11 Pennsylvania 1092 222 -6 M
19 New Jersey 107.2 $5.0 -S18% 19 Hhnos 1087 $218 -54 5%
20 North Carolina 105.9 $56 -39.7% 20 Newlemsey 1056 194 -54.8%
21 Utah 105.5 $55 29.8% 2 Oregon 103.9 $180 -32.5%
2 Vermont 1049 $53 100.0% 22 Mississippi 10).6 $162 8479%
3 Minois 104.2 351 1.5% 23 Anzona 101.5 $162 ~45.2%
24 Wisconsin iol.a $4.1 -5.3% 24 Nevada 101.0 5158 247%
25 Georgin 100.6 540 1% 25 Idaho 1001 $151 6728.4%
26 New Hampahwe 594 $36 29% 26 Washington 999 5149 -21.0%
27 Ohio 98.7 $4 95.1% a1 Loussiana 99.8 5148 -58.4%
28 Virginia 58.0 532 -583% 23 Alsbama 993 S144 -58.2%
o Arizona 915 $11 -618% 29 Oklahoma 98.4 5138 -38.6%
30 Flonda 96.7 528 -46.6% 30 Nebraska 98.2 $136 111 8%
3l Nebraska 952 524 -48.3% 31 Virginia 97.6 $131 48.6%
32 North Dakota 94.6 $22 100.0% 32 Ohio 97.6 $131 -55.6%
33 Washington 91.7 $1.9 £2% a3 Wisconsin $15 $131 -64.5%
34 Missouri 929 51.7 9.6% 34 Indiana $6.0 sty ~46.6%
kL New Mesica 91.7 513 100.0% s Delaware 95.6 stis ~44.5%
35 Alsbama 912 st 100.0% k1] Rhade Isiand 951 s112 -B5.2%
31 lowa 907 $1.0 257% kY] Michigan 946 5108 -56.0%
38 Indana 831 $0.2 -97 0% a8 Towa 912 397 -48.0%
39 Louisiana B30 $0.2 -85 0% 19 Kansas 929 594 51.T%
40 Minnesota 879 $0.2 £0.5% 40 Maryland 887 562 -T1.9%
41 FART 874 $0.0 00% 4 Montana 883 559 2379.9%
4l Arkansas B74 $0.0 0.0% 4z Kentucky 883 559 -B1.9%
41 Delaware 874 $0.0 0.0% 4 Maine 86.0 $41 -83.8%
41 Maine 874 $0.0 0.0% 44 New Mexico B4.5 §29 -83.3%
41 Mississippi 874 $0.0 0.0% 45 Hawsii B30 $17 -33.5%
41 Montana 874 500 0.0% 46 Arlansas 829 $17 -§9.7%
41 Oregon 874 0.0 -100.0% 47 Alnskn 807 S0 100.0%
41 South Carolina 874 £0.0 -100.0% 48 North Dakota 80.7 50 -100.0%
41 West Virginia 874 50.0 0.0% 49 Wyoming 80.7 50 100.0%
1 Wyoming 874 $0.0 o0% 30 West Virgmia 807 50 =100.0%
Three-year total of initial public afferings per 3100.000 gross domestic Three-year total of SBIC financing per 5100000 of small business payrall,
product. 2016 20i6
An initial public offering (1PO) occurs when a firm decides to sell stocks to Small Business Investment Companies (SBIC) are privale investment
the general public. Companies that go public tend to have established a companies supported and regulated by the U.S. Small Business
good performance track record and therefore reflect successful new and/or Admunistration. Their aim is to create investment pools of risk capital in
improved products or processes. Although IPO numbers tend (o be small, local markets. One sign of entrepreneurial capital dynamics is the SBIC's
they provide a good indication of business growth. The above table shows level of financing. The above table shows SBIC funding over three vears in
IPOs accumulated over three years as a share ol the state's most recent each state relative to the annual payrolt of firms with < 500 employees
GDP. Source: Renaissance Capital Source: U'S. Small Business Association
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
3-Year Total per Per 5100,000 Small
Siste $100,000 GDP L Sise Business Payrall Ll
Michigan 574 14 1hlimnis 5218 19
Illinos $5.1 23 Ohto $131 33
Wisconsin $41 .t Wiscons:h $131 3
Ohio 534 k4 Indiana s119 34
Indiana 502 3 Michigan $108 a7
Wichigen; 3013 - 2016 Michigan, 2013 - 2018
; WS =] 0 (S ] !
L]
l . | [ N l we :s |
- i (. |
; "o » L] | -'i - ! |
b - — » | 13 ; 0 )
} 8 a | = e »
0 w | | !~ =
.15 e mu mn | 0 0
L | ™3 014 »is e

Michigan Entreprenaurship Score Card - 2018 Edition 57



Michigan Entrapransurship Score Card — 2018 Edition

SBIR FINANCING STTR FINANCING
Per 5100000 small Change, 2013 Per 100,004 smiatl Change, 2013
Rank  State Score business payeoll 2016 (%) Rank  Siste Score busines payroll 20156 (%)
Si-State Average 5i973 -13.2% St-State Average 524 H
i Massachusetts 1910 $305.3 -16.5% 1 New Mexice 184.3 $117 3%
2 New Hampshire 186.6 $772.5 8.6% 2 Massachusetts 1674 597 6%
3 MNew Menico 1604 $577.4 -5.3% 1 New Hampshire 1481 575 49
4 Colorado 157.2 $553,2 5.6% 4 Alabama 145 4 72 3%
5 Maryland 133 1 $5219 a7% 3 Virginia 1321 364 3%
6 Virgima 1434 $450 ¢ -11 8% [ Utah 1327 $57 4%
7 Alabama 1337 $3776 41 8% 7 Maryland 1308 355 1%
B Calfornin 1293 $345 1 =123% g Oregon 1302 $54 13%
9 Mantana 1249 $3128 18 3% 9 Delaware 1249 21} 3%
1 Delaware 1245 $309 1 15 8% 10 Arizona 1227 345 52%
11 Oregon 1158 5244 5 -19.2% I Montana 1200 $42 =16%
12 Ohio 157 $243.5 -11.5% 12 Connecticut 177 $40 %
13 Vermond 151 $239.6 A% 13 Colorado 176 $319 -35%
14 Utlah 144 $234.3 -8.9% 14 California 117.5 29 %
15 Rhode [sland 1y $223.1 -10.2% 15 North Carolina 1139 535 ™
16 Pennsylvania 24 52193 4.0% 16 Dhio 133 $34 4%
17 Arizana 112.4 $219.0 -19.5% 17 South Carolina 109.9 $30 9%
18 Hawaii 1R ] $214.4 -8.3% 18 Pennaylvania 1085 £29 43%
12 Nonh Carchina I $2128 -16.4% 19 Nebraskn 107.3 527 163%
20 Connecticut 114 2115 5.2% 20 Wyoning 108.6 $25 %
21 Washington 1069 5177 8 237% 21 Georga 1047 524 %
12 Michigsn 186.4 51740 9.3% 22 Kentucky 1035 523 -S6%
23 Minnescta 1010 5134 4 -13.6% 2 Washington 1028 522 1%
24 Keniucky 1009 $1331 8.7T% 24 Wiscongin 1013 521 o
25 New Jersey 1003 S132 4 -16.7% 25 Minnesota 100 L 19 -10%
6 New York 9.2 31208 -20.1% 26 New York .9 519 2%
27 Wisconsin 98.4 $114.5 -3L2% 27 Tthinois 99.4 518 -18%
28 Florida 919 S1109 -145% 28 New Jersey 9.1 si8 40%
2 Indana 97.8 51103 -127% 29 Michigan 958 sis 33%
30 Arkansas 977 $1098 222% 30 Indiana 98.6 517 43%
k]l Texas 916 $I089 -12.0% 31 Florida 955 514 -18%
32 South Carolina 967 51017 40.5% 32 Nevada 549 513 205%
33 Georgia 964 $1000 -2i.1% 33 Texas X7 313 -27%
34 1ilinois 95.6 $919 -12.5% 3 Rhode isiand o4 Si2 -AT%
34 Towa 947 $874 M 35 North Dakoin 915 st H%
36 Wyoming 942 3334 24.0% 36 Oklahoma 915 s ~18%
37 Missouri 840 $820 6.0% 37 South Dakota 925 $10 100%
38 Kansas 939 $508 316% 8 Tennessee 924 $i0 -54%
19 Tennessee 937 5794 -266% 39 Arkansas 922 $10 H6%
40 Nevada 918 $652 -324% 40 West Virginia 917 L] -16%
41 South Dlakota 916 $642 318% 41 Kansas 206 38 -61%
42 Maine 98 $58.3 -525% 42 lowa 896 $7 -47%
43 Oklahoma 90.6 $56.3 -38.3% 43 Maine 892 $5 %
44 [daho B9 3 $50% -673% 44 Missowr 88.1 141 5%
43 Nebraska BB.5 $412 -57 1% 45 Hawail 880 55 -13%
46 West Virginia B72 s34 -59.9% 45 1daho 873 LT} “15%
7 Alaska B5. $23.1 -51.5% 47 Louisana £6.4 53 B6%
48 Louisiana BSS 5193 -40.5% 48 Vermont 858 52 2%
49 North Dakota 853 $173 724% 49 Alaska 854 $2 100%
50 Mississippi 85, §152 -13.5% 50 Mississippi 848 9] S0%
Three-year total of SBIR financing per $100,000 of gross domestic product, Three-year tosal of STTR financing per 5100,000 of small business payroll.
2016 016
The federal Small Business [nnovation Rescarch program provides grants The federal Small Business Technology Transfer program provide grants to
10 small firms to conduct commercially viable R&D of breakthrough small firms to conduct commercially viable R&D of breakthrough
technology innovations, products, and processes. The above table gives the technology mnovations, products, and processes in collaboration with
total value of SBIR funding accumulated over three years in cach state rescearch universities and colleges, The table gives the total value of STTR
proporctional to the annual payroll of firms with less than 500 employees. funding sccumulated over three years reltive a state’s annual payroll of
firms with less than 500 employees.
Source: U.S. Small Business Administration Source: U.S. Small Business Adminisiration
Midwaest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
Per $100,000 Small Per $100,000 Small
S Business Payroll LILL] Hroie Business Payroll Rank
Ohio §243 5 12 Ohie $344 s
Mlichignn $174.0 2 Wiscanun $205 Rt ]
Wisconsip 51145 27 1llnors §181 27
Indiang $1104 20 Mlichigan $17.7 pL
hinois 5§93 9 34 Irnufanna 5174 n
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BANK COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL LENDING

Lending per 51,000 Change, 2013-
Rank State Score GDIr 2016 {%e)
ShStafe Avenage sivs.d 12%
1 Delaware 2500 $1,640.6 -14%
1 Nonh Carolina 2500 $178.2 -3.1%
1 Ohia 250.0 $403.5 -2.7%
1 Rhode Istand 2500 $385.3 -1.2%
1 Sauth Dakota 2500 $4,501.9 -3.2%
1 Utah 2500 $6831.0 5.1%
7 Alsbama 203.3 52645 5.8%
B Virginia 1343 5l144 9T
9 Mississippi 1318 $109.0 62.1%
10 Georgin 1292 §i03.2 -4.1%
11 Oklshoma 1200 $83.3 4.5%
12 [Mincis 1140 5702 1.7%
13 Hawan 1133 $68.5 -1.5%
14 Nebraska 1109 $61. 1.6%
i3 North Dakota 110.8 $63.2 -1.9%
t6 Missoun 1102 $61.7 6.1%
17 Momntana 1075 $56.0 0.5%
1] Connecticut 1046 3456 I6%
19 Arkansas 1034 $47.1 4.0%
20 Towa 101.0 $4652 2.5%
21 Texas 025 $452 +3I%
2 New York 1022 445 -2 %
23 Wisconsin 122 44 1.8%
24 Kansas 119 39 0.8%
25 Louisiana 1011 $42.1 150%
26 West Virginia 98.9 53712 i™
27 Tennessee 8.0 5354 £.6%
28 Pennsylvania 974 5340 -10%
29 California 96.5 320 -5.1%
30 Maine 94.8 $28.2 04%
31 Indiana 944 5274 -1.1%
32 Mimnesota 934 $25.3 -1.4%
3 New Mexico 925 $23.2 T4%
34 Massachusetts 920 $223 8.5%
35 Flonda 520 $22.2 2%
k] Kentucky 917 215 -3.6%
k¥) Nevada 907 5194 -3.2%
38 Wyoming 90,0 $179 11.4%
39 Orcgon 82.1 §160 11.0%
40 Vermont 887 §$149 £.7%
41 Washington 831 $13.6 «12.7%
42 Alaska 7.8 $13.2 254%
43 Michigan 37.a 513.1 S1%
4 South Carolina 471 $1s -8.4%
4% New Jersey 71 $IL8 -3.2%
46 Arizona 559 110 28 1%
47 New Hampshire 867 5103 -T.1%
48 idaho B&.6 5104 -9.4%
49 Colorda 86.1 393 -2.6%
50 Maryland 858 s8.8 -1.6%

Total bank lending to commercial and industrial customers per 1,000
gross domestic product, 2016
Commercial and industrial lending by banks forms the backbone of debt

financing to businesscs of various sizes and needs. Although the above data

is reported by bank headquarters, therefore states with fewer bank head
offices will not perform as well, a factor worth taking into account. The

adjacent table shows the total commercial and industrial lending per $1,000
of GDP. Source: Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation

Midwest Performance, 2016
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PRIVATE LENDING TO SMALL BUSINESSES

Lending per 1,000 Change, 2013-
Rank State Score Firms 26 (Va)
S0-State Average 344,035 -9 0%
1 Mississippi 141.2 565476 9.9%
2 North Carolina 1392 $64,257 —4.6%
k) Alabama 1316 $60,150 -10.5%
4 Tennessee 1254 $58,875 -0.1%
5 Maine 1251 $56472 -2.6%
5 Lowsisna 1249 $56,385 2.9%
7 South Dakota 1216 §55,671 -63.8%
g Montana 194 $53,2%0 -42 6%
9 North Dakota 178 $52,395 -431 9%
10 South Carolinia 167 $51,828
11 Texas 1161 $51,499
12 Oklahoma 1160 $51,442
13 Georgia 1151 £50,915
14 Idaha H2é $49,507
15 Virgimia 0B 6 $47.310
16 Michigan 107.6 $46,745
17 Alaska 107 4 $46.608
18 Peansylvama 106 B §46,296
19 West Virginis 1068 $46,291
N Indiana 106 2 $45,932
21 Nebraska 1059 $45,786
ek Delaware 1058 $45,708
23 Kentucky 1053 $45.461
24 Colarado 103 3 $44.307
28| Missour: 1602 $42 602
5l Connecticut 998 §42.769
hd Anzona 992 $42.038
23 Calhiforna 291 $41,989
29 Ohwo 923 6 541,721
30 Hawait 962 $40,345
3l Washington 95.6 $40,035
32 Wyoming 954 539,928
33 New Jersey 95.) $39,740
34 Masyland o %] 535,435
LH] Oregon 932 538,662
36 Tows 922 $38,144
a7 New Hampshire 0.7 $37.271
el Nevada 962 $37.015
a9 Massachusetts 894 $36,555
40 Florida 890 §36,56
41 lihnots 88.8 $36224
42 Kansas B58 334,533
43 Utah B55 $34,423
44 Minnesota 843 333,729
45 New Mexico B2.3 532,899
46 Arkansas B2.7 $32,827
47 Rh_nﬁlshnd 827 $32,802
48 Wisconain 799 $3),239
49 Vermont 797 $31.138
50 New York 59 525,082

Private loans 1o small businesses per 1.000 firms, 2016

While public programs are helpful, the bulk of small business lending for
startup and operation comes from private capital markets. Banks and
private credit institutions play a particularly important rele to finance
businesscs with [ess than 500 employees. The above table shows the total
value of private loans to small busincsses in each state in relation to the
total number of firms. Source: U S. Small Business Administration

Midwest Performance, 2016
State Lending per 1,000
Firms
Michigan 546,745
Indsana $45922
Ohio s41.721
[llinois $16,238
Wisconsin $11,739
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BUSINESS INCUBATORS
Ineubators per Change, 28 1-
Hank State Score 510.000 firms 1004 (%)
Si-Surte Averuge k& =2.7%
1 Oklahoma 180.5 &9 20.9%
2 Wisconsin 161.6 &0 -5.5%
3 Mussizsippa 1442 49 44 5%
4 Idaha 1158 44 40 4%
5 New Mexico 1328 43 22 5%
6 Loussiana 13113 42
7 West Virgima M2 42
8 Massachusetis 1246 38
9 Hawan 1207 36
10 Missouri 173 34
" Michigan 1153 kA
12 Maryland 1z7 32
13 Alsbama 109.5 3a
14 New Hampshire 108.8 29
15 Rentucky 1087 29
16 North Carclina 106.4 28
17 South Dakota 1059 28
18 Maine 1047 27
1% Virginia 104 4 27
20 Oregon 102.¢ 26
21 Kansas 102.2 26
22 WNorth Dakota 1018 6
23 lowa 101.6 26
24 Ohio 101.0 25
25 Arizona 100.2 25
26 South Cerolina 99.8 24
2 Pennsylvania 9.7 24
28 Colorado 984 24
29 New York 96.5 23
30 Washington 6.0 22
31 Montana o959 22
32 Vermom 953 22
33 Tennessee 950 22
34 indiana 93.7 21
35 Delaware 934 21
36 Utah 926 20
a7 Connecticut oL0 20
ki Nebraske 0.0 19
39 Minnesota 89.6 19
40 lilinows 89.2 14
41 Arkansas 819 I8
42 Grorga 86.7 17
43 California 865 17
44 Wyoming 86.1 ¥
45 Texas 847 I6
45 Flonda 843 16
47 Nevada 78.6 13
43 Rhode Island 783 12
49 Alaska 774 12
5] New Jersey 763 3]

Business incubators per 10.000 firms, 2014

A business incubator is an enterprise whose mission is to help build
promising Aedgling companies into successful businesses. Ofien sponsored
by government or nonprofit agencies, the facilities and services of business
incubalors give entreprencurs a head start on the way to being profitable,
thereby helping to build the local economy. The above table shows the
number of incubators per 10,000 firms in each state

Source: National Business Incubation Association

Midwest Performance, 2014
Incubaiors per 10,000
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GENERAL BUSINESS GROWTH

Midwest Performance

2016 2014 2012

filinois deke e hdek ko
Michigan ko h e Ak
Ohio il e s
Indiana e e ek "k
Wisconsin ek ek ok

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card - 2018 Edition

Rank State 2016 2014 2012
1 California T ] o,
2 New York i1l *HRNR .
3 Washington KhREN  kkkhn P,
4 Florida Wik h R o
5 Idaho Whkkk  wRhRE Rk
6 Oregon hickk *hk wen
7 Colorado "k P *h
8 Winois Wk . "k
9 Vermont harkk #oke .
10 Texas WkkEk  hkkdk *ehdn
11 Tennassee Wik rareran o
12 Hawaii Wk ok .
13 North Carolina hkk Wkdk .
14 Georgia Wk hhedk P
15 Michigan Wik Tk P
18 lowa bk Ak Wik
17 Minnesota el P P
18 New Jersey *hah P .
19 Nevada R Wk "o
20 Maine P e P
21 Arizona Wk P oy
22 Ohio Wk Wk *hk
23 Utah ok hik i
24 Massachusetts e ok "
25 South Dakota Wk Wk ke ok
26 South Carolina "ok *hk "
27 Indiana "ok - A
28 Virginia e P ak
29 Delaware ok P ~
30 Wisconsin *hk O e
3 Pennsylvania *hx ok dow
32 Arkansas *hd Wk *k
33 Nebraska ek hokh *kk
34 Maryland e P *
35 New Hampshire wk Wk *
36 Missouri ki . *
37 Montana *hh PN P
38 Connecticut wEn Wk *
39 Alabama whW Wk *
40 Kenlucky i 1T ronm
41 Oklahoma O WkRak W
42 Rhode Island *h ke *
43 Kansas R T i
44 Mississippi *n - "
45 North Dakota Rh O RRRER RERkR
46 Louisiana * " "
47 West Virginia * LT ok
48 New Mexico * " *
49 Alaska * wak "k
50 Wyoming * * *%
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GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT GROWTH MANUFACTURING CAPITAL INVESTMENT GROWTH
Change, 2013- Change, 201t3-
Rank Staie Score Growih Rate 2016 (Abs.) Rank State Score Growth Rate 2016 {Abs.}
Sik-State Averape 3.1% -0.4% H-State Average 3.5% 6.4%
1 Utsh 1209 58% L5% 1 Louisiana 1396 263% 163%
2 Californin 1195 5T% 15% Yy 134 Sk g
3 Washingon 1188 55% 1.5% ; g 2 oo
4 Delawnse 17.2 S4% 3.3% 4 Wyoming 1226 16.5% 12,7%
P Georgia HT1 Ti% 2% 5 Idaho 1164 13.0% -16.8%
6  Flonda 1159 $2% 26% S 134 124% g%
7 Oregon 1156 24 4'2% 7 Delaware Hns2 123% =15 5%
8 South Carofina 1132 0% Lsw 8 Florida 148 121% 10 5%
9 Tennessee 1 lz.l 28% 0.3% 9 Pennsylvama niz2 10 6% 50%
10 NonhCarclina 1105 47% 16% 10 Oklahoma 1o4 e Sk
1 Massachsetts 1098 16% 1.4% 11 New Jersey oo 92 BR%
12 Towa 108 9 45% .0 1% 12 Alabama 1089 8 6% 64%
3 Michigan 108.9 5% 0.8% 13 Virginta 108 6 B 4% 71%
14 Nevada 1085 1 5% 28% 14 Ohio 1088 B 4% 23%
1% Hawaii 1070 43% 1.3% 1% Cannectical 108 4 8 4% 45%
16 T 1059 37% 0.9% 16 West Virginia 103 4 81% 02%
17 New York 1650 1% 07% 17 Rhode 1sland 107 ¢ T5% sa%
18 Maryland 1047 11% L% 13 Texas 1063 71% 11%
19 New Hampshire IN.B 4.0% IIB% 19 Arkansas 105 & 67% 38%
20 Colorado 1643 0% 0% 2 Hawan 105 & 67% ~18%
21 Idaho 1038 40% 0T% 21 Colorado 104 7 6% 04%
2 Jidiana 1016 11% 04% 2 Sauth Dakota 104 3 60% 33%
3 Minneaota 1003 iy 09% FE Kentucky 100 & I9% -15 4%
24 Wisconsin 100.4 16% 0% 4 Mame 1004 gize il
25 Maine I00‘2 36% 2'4% 25 Anzona 100 1 3 6% M ™
26 Ohio 98 3 5% 7% 26 Maryland 999 4% 19 8%
27 Winois 9776 3'3% 0.1% n Massachuseits 995 3% -1 2%
28 Rbode Ialand 576 1% 14% . Habmida 992 30 20
29 Nebraska 960 329, -I-B% 29 Mussissippi 970 I 8% 103%
pep g ; 3 Minnzsota 959 1 1% 2 6%
;',) ,‘,’:,B’"'fmm o g;:’: ¥ :%% 31 North Dakosa 558 1% Er
i Renrl‘:ky o oot bn 74 32 Tennessee 955 09% 9%
31 South Dakota 92'4 2.8% 26% 33 lingis 651 o7% I 8%
34 Missouri 92'1 2‘7% 0."% L] North Carclisa 94 1 o1% 9 T%
38 Vermon 020 27% 0.2% 35 Uiah 538 -0 1% 6 5%
§ 0 1% 36 Vcrmt_)nt 934 {1 1% <[ 8%
¥ Albama 210 26t 03% 378 Wathinghon Lk 2% :0.5%
38 Connecticut 505 26% L% 3 Oregon A4 g% 2107
3 Montana 877 23% -18% A9 QN Hcvaia 12 g Vi
40 Akansas 850 10% 6% 40 B Wisconsin 870 S gi5:7%
1 Kansas BT 1 6% T 41 New Hampshire 864 4.4% -14 1%
42 Musmusipp TE L6t -10% A2 {8 Sauth Caralina 553 ) g223%
41 Texas 191 1 4% .5 9% 43 California B57 -4.8% =11.2%
4 NewMexco 60 Lot D 8% 44 Missouni 82 6% ~25.8%
45 West Vigginia 67 04% 0% 45 Georga B27 -6 5% =14.0%
A Louisiana a7 04% 01% 46 h_“‘""“ 4 5.0% -18.4%
47 North Dakota 194 0 7% 150% 47 Kansas 178 0% =30.5%
48 Oklaboma 9.4 0% 2 43 New Memco 1L $13.2% J,3%
10 Wyoming 157 2o BN 49 New York 694 -141% -48.6%
50 Alaska e Son oo 50 Indiana 665 -I158% S16%
Annnal growth in nominal gross domestic product. 2016, three-year Growih in nominal capital expenditures per production employee, 2016,
g P y ipital exp perp iploy
average. threc-year average
Ultimately, economic prosperity hinges on cconomic growth, and Manufacturing firms® investment in new capital cquipment ofien indicates
economic growth reflects the health of the overall economic system. Recent innovations and increased efMiciency and productivity. The above table
performance can often be a predictor of near-term trends. The above table shows the annual growth in nominal capital expenditures in manufacturing
shows the average of the last three year’s of annual growth in each state’s per production employee, nveraged over three years,
nominal gross domestic product.
Source: US. Bureau of Econontic Analysis Source: U S, Census Burean
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
State Growih Rate Rank State Growth Rate Ronk
Michigan 4.5% 13} Olue 84% 14
Ind:ana 3 7% o IElinors 07% 1
Waconsin 3 6% k2] Wisconsin -4 0% 40
Ohia 3 5% 26 Michigan =9,0% 46
lilinois 3% 27 Ind:ana =15 8% 50
Michigan, 2013 - 2018 i WMichigan, 2013 - 3018
bl = I T
D i) . i Is
4% it : .: 3
3 T z 173
i ! 13
m . -4 38
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FOREIGN BUSINESS EMPLOYMENT GROWTH EXPORT INTENSITY GROWTH
Change, 2012- Change, 2013-
Rank State Score Growth Rate S (Abs.) Rank __ State Score Growth Rate 2016 (Abs )
Jth-State Average Ja% -1 7% St-State Averoge -5 us -7 9%
1 Flonda 1400 184% 167% 1 Alzska 1647 24% 8%
2 Tenneasee 1297 t4.4% 13.2% 2 Kansas 127 6 -1 8% -19%
3 Arizona 1276 13.6% 11.3% 3 Mussoun 1269 -1 9% -5 9%
4 Oregon 1258 12.8% 11.2% 4 North Dakota 1251 -2 1% 28%
3 Mussisnppi 123.0 11.7% -15.9% 5 Arkansas 191 -28% 7%
6 New Jersey 1224 11.5% 120% 6 New York 161 -32% -5.5%
7 Meryland 121.7 11.2% 15i.8% 7 Calorado 1156 -32% -3 5%
8 Colorado 119.0 102% 11.3% B Flonida 147 -11% -7 6%
] Indwana 1181 98% 39% 9 Hawan 1145 =3123% -79%
1] Hhnois o 4% 74% 10 New Jersey 1126 -1 6% -4 T
1 New York 152 7% 114% 11 Oktahoma 1123 -1 6% -5 W
12 Michigan 1129 7.8% 2.8% 12 Arnzona 1112 -1 7% -76%
13 Kentucky 120 T4% 83% 13 Nevada 1110 3T -100%
14 Utah mo T0% 23% 14 Washmgton 109.4 -1 9% 10 4%
15 Vermont 108 4 60% 13% 15 California 1090 4 0% -7 5%
16 Maine 1078 58% =3 0% 16 Massachusetis 108 § -4 0% 6 1%
17 idaho 1076 iM% -4 17 South Carolma to§ 4 -4 0% -6 3%
18 Texas 1058 0% 41% 18 Vermont 05 8 -4 3% -19%
19 Calfornta 104 4 14% 13% 19 Oregon 144 -3 5% 19%
20 Washington 103 4 40% 13% 20 Lousiana 1.2 -3 5% 79%
3] Nevada 1028 ig% 6% 2] Mississipp 102.6 -t T 9 4%
22 Connecticut 1024 ie% 13% 22l Vitginia 1022 - % 7 3%
23 Missour: 1024 36% 1% 23 Indiana 2.1 -4 B% -6 8%
24 Minnescta 1021 35% -1 % 24 Rhode 1sland 1010 -4 9% T
25 Alabama 1017 34% 5 0% 25 New Mexico 100 1 -5 0% -8 5%
26 Wisconsin 981 20% 45% 26 Michigan 99,9 -5.0% -5.4%
27 Arkansas 9719 | 9% 5 6% 27 Georgia 984 5% 9%
28 West Virginia 9715 | 7% <140% 28 Month Carolina 9E % -5 2% -34%
29 Virginia 570 1 5% 26% 7 Ohito 974 -5 3% 9 1%
30 Geongia 9% 6 1 3% 29% 0 Wisconsin 972 -51% -8 0%
31 New Hampshire 961 1.2% 05% 3l Maryland %67 -54% -1 8%
1 Norh Carohna 961 12% 09% 12 New Hampshize 957 -5 5% -3 8%
33 Ohio 955 0.9% -13% k3] Delaware 956 -5 5% -12%
34 lowa La B 0.1% -81% 4 Connecticut 955 -5 5% -9.9%
s Oklahoma 929 0.1% 5% 35  Tenncasce 946 -5.6% -11.0%
36 Nebraska 92.0 <0.5% -1.6% 6 Alnbama 840 5% -12.5%
37 Pennsylvania 920 0.5% -15% 37 Maine 927 -5.8% £.7%
38 Montana 920 -0.5% -12.5% 38 Minnesota 2.1 359% D4%
9 Hawan 519 £0.3% =11.4% 39 Nebraska 91.2 S.0% -11.2%
40 Alsskn 90.5 -1.0% -4.9% 40 1llinois 902 £.1% -8.9%
4] South Carolina 88.1 =2.0% 2% 4] tdahe 88.0 4% 2.9%
42 Massachusetts 271 -2.4% 23% 42 Pennsylvania 8350 -54% ~10.9%
43 North Dakota 841 =1 6% £0.1% 43 Kentucky 875 -54% -10.7%
H South Dakota 823 “4.3% -203% 44 Texas B9 -5.7% -125%
45 Wyoming 795 -54% -24.0% a5 Montana 768 -1 T% -10.0%
45 Delaware 758 -.8% 0.7% 45 Wyoming 718 -8.2% -13.5%
47 Rhaode Island 735 -1.1% ~14.8% a7 South Dakota 698 -B.5% -12.3%
(n/m) Louisiana {n'a) (tv/a) =154% 43 Utsh 652 -B.5% -39%
(n/m) New Mexico (n/a) (n/a) -17.5% 49 West Vginia 647 0.1% -14.6%
(n/a) Kansas (n/a) (na) -220% 50 Towa 604 9.5% -11.9%

Growtlh in employment in foreign-owned firms as a percentage of total
employmen:. 2015

As the world's economy becomes increasingly interdependent, the impact
is not just increased trade. Large multinational firms locate production
facilities across the globe. Foreign investment can be an important source
of well-paying jobs. The above table gives o measurement of the year-to-
year growth in the percentage of workers in each state who work for bank
and non-bank, foreign-majority-owned companies.

Source. U.S. Bureau of Econonnc Analysis

Midwest Performance, 2015

State Growth Raje Rank
Indiana 9 8% 9
[ltinois 94% 10

Michigan 7.8% 12
Wisconsin 20 26
Ohio 09 1
Michigan, 2012 - 2018
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Growtlh in export value as a percentage of gross domestic product, 2016,
three-year average

Healthy trade is a hallmark of the global economy. States with a
manufacturing base that can produce for global demand are well positioned
for sustained growth. The above table shows the average over the last three
years in the one-year growth rate in the share of each state’s gross domestic
product that is accounted for by merchandise export income

Source: Brookings Institution

Midwest Performance, 2016

State Growth Rate Rank
Indiana - 8% 23
Michigan -5.0% 26
Ohio -5 M 29
Wisconsin -5 3% a0
tlhineis £ 1% A0

Michigan, 2013 - 2018
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EXPORT-RELATED JOBS LARGE BUSINESS PAYROLL GROWTH
Shave of Tatal Change, 2013- Change, 20(2-
Rank State Score Private Jobs 2016 (%) Rank Siate Score Growth Raie 2005 (Abs)
S0-Stase Averuge 26% JouMtale Average 33% -7 5%
| Hawaii 176.7 61% -63% 1 Califonia 1288 5.6% 1.5%
2 Washingtan 1372 43% T 3% 2 Utah 124.1 52% 1.0%
3 New York 1282 33% <64t 3 Fiorida 1236 32% 2%
4 Oregon 1244 3IT% -9 5% 4 Washingian 1220 51% 14%
5 Nevada 1227 3 6% -9 5% 5 Sauth Carolina 1227 51% 23%
6 Indiana 1225 36% -9 0% [} Calorado 1203 4% 1.6%
7 Califorma 1216 35% ~49% ? Georgia 1193 49% 21%
B Nebraska 1212 3% -133% B Delaware 1175 47 29%
g Massachuseits 1ne? 4% B 7% g North Carchina 1156 46% 22%
1o Illinors 149 3 2% -121% o Towa 1138 45% 04%
il Delavinre 1125 Il% -5 0% il Tennessee 1130 44% 03%
12 Connecticut 1107 30% -13 5% 12 Nebraska 1114 43% -1.2%
13 North Carclina 109.1 29% -10.2% 13 Idaho 1113 4.3% 1.7%
14 fowa 109.0 29% -227% 14 Mickigan 110.9 43% A%
15 Fiorida [Lo: 4] 2% -7.5% 15 Massachusetts 1082 4.1% Q1%
16 Michigan 107.9 2.9% =T4% 16 Hawan 1082 4 1% a6%
17 Kansus 106.6 28% -6.4% 17 MNevada 1979 41% 26%
18 New Jersey 1060 23% -59% 18 New York 1058 A% £43%
19 Wausconsin 1047 2% -11.1% 19 Minnesota 105.5 1% 04%
20 Texas 104.6 2% =11.0% 20 Texas 1050 18% 4%
21 Georgia 1038 A% -57% 2! Indiana 145 8% -0.8%
22 Minnesota 1022 26% -15.1% 22 Wisconsin 104.3 8% 02%
23 North Dakota 1009 5% -122% 2 New Hampshire 1019 18% 1.3%
24 South Daketa 1005 25% -28.5% 24 Ohia 1056 16% -1.1%
25 South Carclina 100.1 235% -8.1% 25 Pennsylvania 100.6 3.5% 0.0%
26 Ohio 95 25% -11.1% 26 Oregon 994 3.5% 05%
27 New Hampshire 955 25% -11.3% 27 Arizona 993 4% 0.5%
28 Tennessee 972 4% -8.9% 28 Alobama 98.6 4% 03%
29 Arizona 971 1% -5.0% 29 Maryland 973 1% 0.1%
30 Missouri 968 3% -30% 30 Rhode Istand 912 1% 1.0%
31 Arkansas 96.4 2% -4 9% k]| Missouri 971 31% 1.2%
32 Alabama 954 23% -10.4% 32 South Dakota 96.2 1% 23%
13 Pennsylvenia 954 3% -3 1% kx) Oklahoma M3 1% -1.6%
34 Virginia 9.7 2% B4% M New Jersey 932 0% 0.8%
33 Utah ne 2% =14 0% kH [ilinois 91 3% -0 7%
36 Maryland 936 22% S0 36 Arkansas 931 30% -0 T%
7 Colorado 914 22% 9.4% 37 Vignia 95 0% 0%
38 RKemucky 934 22% 14 % 28 Maine 920 29% 1.5%
39 Louisiana 25 4 21% -12.3% a9 Kentucky 892 2% -1 5%
40 idaho e 20% -132% 40 Maontana 839 2% -28%
4] Mississippi 88.5 19% -1L1% 41 North Dakota 876 2.6% =14 9%
42 Rhode 1sland B62 1 8% =109% 42 Vermont B63 2% 0.9%
43 West Virginia B43 1L.7% =172% 43 Kansas B4S 20%
44 Oklahoma 8312 1.7% =157% 44 Conneciicut BL& I 4%
45 Wyoming 811 1% 25 6% 44 Misssupm 715 -l 1%
46 Vermont 81.7 1 6% -15% 46 New Mexico 662 -1 B%
47 Alaska Bi1 1.5% -11.6% 47 West Virginia 649 -2 6%
48 New Mexco 75 14% -12.0% 43 Lournarn 501 -01% -4
49 Maine 769 14% -2.9% 49 Wyoming 401 -0 T -3 5%
50 Montana 739 1.3% =203% 50 Alaska 92 -1.3% -10.8%

FPercent of private industry jobs that are export related, 2016

International business activity exposes the state to the woes ol exchange
rate fluctuations, but it can also be a substantial contributor to a state’s
workforce. The above table shows the percent of private industry jobs that
are related 1o the export of manufactured products and services.

Source: US. International Trade Administration

Midwest Performance, 2016

Stare of Tolal Private
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State Jolss Rank
Indiana 6% &
Nllimots 3% m

Michigan 2.9% 16
‘Wisconsin 2 M 19
Olac 2 5% 26
Michigan, 3013 - 2016
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Growth in total nominal payroll of firms with 300 or more employees,
2013, three-year average.
While new businesses are key to sustained growth, older, established large
firms tend to pay high wages and offer strong benefits packages. Further,
large businesses are invariably the customers of small businesses. As they
grow, so does the whole localiregional economy. The above table shows
annual growth in the total payroll of firms with 500 or more employces,
averaged over three years.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Midwest Performance, 2015

State

Michigan
Indiana
Wisconsin
Ohio
Iliincis

Growth Rate
43%

Michigan, 2012 - 2015

SRk ——Vedu|

Empowering Michigan Entrepreneaurs



BUILDING PERMITS GROWTH

Change, 2013-

Rank Siate Seore Lrowih Rate 2016 {Abs.}
JO-State Average 5. 78 -98%

i New York i36.4 201% 21%
2 Nevada 122.9 154% -5.3%
3 lino 1204 14.5% 6.1%
4 Alaskn 1188 13.9% 96%
5 Tennessee 117.5 13.4% -0.9%
[ ldaho 116.6 13.0% “14.4%
7 Kentucky 114.6 123% 79%
8 Greorgia 1116 11.2% -171%
9 Utah 1115 11.2% -1.3%
10 Wisconsn 1113 15.1% 1.8%
11 Arizona 110.8 10.9% -17.0%
12 New Hampshire 110.6 10.8% B 6%
13 Missouri 110.5 10.8% 2. M™%
14 Colorado 1104 10.8% 23 0%
15 Rhode Isiand 108.2 9.9% 7.9%
16 [owz 1069 9.5% 3 5%
17 Fionida 106.1 92% -21.2%
13 Michigan 105.5 9.0% =51.9%
19 Washington 150 88% -1.5%
20 Oregen 103.7 83% -20.7%
21 Alebama 103 4 B.2% 53%
22 South Carolina 1025 75% -12.1%
x) California 1019 T.6% =14.8%
24 Vermont 1oe.6 T1% 2.5%
25 Arkansas 100.2 7.0% 4.6%
26 Minnesota 998 6.8% =13 7%
27 Kansas 98.2 6.3% =11.0%
28 Maine 96.1 5.5% 0.7%
29 Hawau 96 1 55% 05%
30 Delaware 958 5 4% -L 1%
3 North Corolina 942 48% -10 9%
32 Ohio 934 45% -9 2%
33 New Jersey 918 9% -13 6%
k2 Maossachuseus 915 1% -154%
33 Pennsylvania 90 29% -2 6%
36 Scuth Dakota 264 19% 21 %
37 Texas 863 19% «162%
1B Nebraska 845 12% -109%
39 Connecticut 841 11% =13 4%
40 Indiana 240 10% -10 5%
41 Louisiana 26 0 %% -6 0%
42 Montana 222 04% =36 8%
43 Measissipp 820 03% 8 8%
44 West Virginia 801 -0 4% -4 3%
45 Virginta 781 -1 1% =15 0%
46 New Mexieo 761 -1 9% 4 5%
47 Maryland 759 -20% =14 5%
48 Oklahoma 07 -3 9% =223%
49 Wyoming 566 -9 0% B 2%
50 North Eakota 157 -24.2% ~64 5%

Growili in number of new privately owned housing units per 100,000

residents, 2016, three-year average

Building permits are seen as an early indicator for the health of the housing
market, a sector that tends to be one of the first to respond 1o fluctuations in

the econotmy. The construction of new privately owned housing is a good
indicator of general confidence in the market. The above table shows the
three-year average in the annual growth in the number of permits for new
privately owned housing units per 100,000 residents in a state

Source: U'S. Census Bureau

Midwest Performance, 2016

State Growth Rate Rank
linois 14 5% 3
Wisconsin 1% 10
Michigan 9.0% 18
Ohio 4 5% sl
[ndsana 1 0% 40
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Michigan, 2013 - 2018
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FORTUNE 500 HEADQUARTERS

Change. 24132016

Rank  State Score Number of lirms {Abs.}
So-State Average M [1]

1 Celifornin 2500 53 0
I New Yok 2500 54 o
3 Texas 2446 50 -
4 Tliinois 200.6 36 3
5 COhio 166 0 25 o
6 Virginaa 1597 23 1
7 New fersey 1535 k] o
7 Pennsylvacia 153 5 k] c
9 Conneeticut 140 8 k]
9 Minnesota 140 13 H
1 Flonda 140.9 17 I
11 ; 140.9 17 [
1 Michigan 140,29 17 -3
14 Massachusetts 1283 13 1
15 North Carolina 1252 12 -1
16 Tenneasee 122.0 11 1
17 Colorado 118.9 10 1
17 Missoun 118.9 10 [
17 Washington itdo 16 1
0 Wisconsin it57 9 =1
21 Indians 1094 7 o
22 Arkansas 106.3 6 =1
23 Oklahoma 183.1 5 1
24 Arizona 100.0 4 =i
F2) Maryland 1000 4 1}
24 Nebraska 100.0 4 -l
3 Rbode Island 100.0 4 1
28 lowa [ ] 3 1
28 Kentucky 6.9 3 2
30 Delaware 9.7 2 a
30 Ildaha 93.7 2 |
30 Kansas 937 2 t
30 Louisiana 93.7 2 o
30 Nevada 93.7 2 2
30 Oregon 937 2 o
36 Alabama 2906 1 4]
37 Alaska a7.4 1] [1]
37 Hawan a74 1) 1]
37 Maine B74 1] 0
37 Missiasippi 874 ] 0
37 Montana B7.4 1] 0
37 New Hampshire 874 Q o
37 New Mexica E74 o o
37 North Dakota B7.4 4] o
37 South Carclina 874 4] =1
37 South Dakota 874 o )
37 Utsh B74 4] -l
37 Vermont 87.4 [} 4]
37 West Virginia B74 0 a
37 Wyoming 87.4 o] )

Total number of Fortune 500 headguarters, 2016

At the top of the large-firm pyramid are the Fortune 500 corporations, who
typically employ large numbers of well-educated, well-compensated
workers. They often provide business for large numbers of local suppliers.
They also tend to be philanthropic stewards for their local communities.
The above table shows the total number of Fortune 300 companies that

were headquartered in each state
Source: Fortune Magazine

Midwest Performance, 2016

State Number of firms
[lhnois 36
Ohio 25
Michigan 17
Wisconsin g
Indiana 7

o

Michigan, 2013 - 2016
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PRIVATE BUSINESS PROFIT GROWTH RENEWABLE ENERGY
Change, 2012- Share in Totsl Chnnge, 2013-
Rank State Score Growih Hate 1018 (Al Runk Siate Score Generation 2016 (%)
F-Nigre Averspe .95 ~2.7% Ji-State Averuge 2. 6% N8N
1 Towa 1254 44% 1. 7% | Vermont 2500 99.1% 28.0%
2 Wisconsin 1236 £1% -01% 2 Idaho 2192 8.2% 21%
3 Tennessee 185 3.5% 0.8% 3 Washington 2180 77.5% 1%
4 Nebraska 1166 3.3% -4.5% 4 South Dakota 2119 73.9% 10.7%
5 Michigan 1160 32% ~431% 5 Oregon 2074 71.3% 24%
6 South Carolina 127 32% 21% 3 Manine (959 MM 75%
7 Indiana 1148 31% 1.9% 7 Mortana 160 1 44 1% 10%
8 Delaware 1143 i 29% 8 Calilatnia 1529 397 31 M
9 Penasylvania 1133 2% 2% 9 Towa L5014 39 1% 3%
10 North Carclina 1133 29% 21% 10 Fansas 135.4 29.8% 521%
1 Washington 127 2.8% 0% n Alaskn 1349 29.5% 17.5%
12 West Virginia 109.1 24% -0.2% 12 Oklahoma 1344 293% 575%
13 Geocgia 108.9 24% 0.9% 13 North Dakota 1299 26.7% 26.5%
14 Arkanszs 108.7 24% -1.2% 14 New York 126.6 4. 5.0%
15 Califernia 1070 2.2% 0% 15 Colorado 1220 21% BT
16 Florida 106.6 2.1% 2.2% 16 Minnesota 121.7 21.9% 8.4%
17 Uteh 106.5 21% -1.0% 17 Nevada 215 21.8% 24.6%
18 Ohic 1055 2.0% -4 1% 18 New Hampshire £33 16.9% 73%
1] Minnesota 104.6 19% 2T 1% Hawaii 1088 14.5% 23 1%
H Oklahoma 104.3 19% -6.2% 20 New Mexico 107.6 13.8% B31%
28 New Hampshire 1039 18% -0.8% 2] Texas 107.1 13.5% 33.0%
22 Hawai 1039 18% -0.4% 22 Nebraska 106.3 13.0% 61.4%
23 New York 1033 1.7% =1 % 2 Wyoming 037 11.5% 17.3%
24 Missouri 1023 1.6% 0.4% 24 Arizona §024 10.7% 4609%
25 Maryland 100.8 1.4% -1.3% 23 Tennessee 100.8 9.5% ~A2.0%
2 1lhnots 99.2 1.3% -2 9% 26 Wisconsin 99.2 9% 13.6%
27 Colorado 99.0 1.2% -1.0% 27 Massachusents o986 8.6% 157
28 Virginia 98.4 12% =1.3% 28 Utah 983 24% 48 7%
29 Kentucky 977 1% -3.3% 29 Arkansas 980 2% 16.5%
30 Maine 975 11% 03% k1] North Carolina 97.5 8.0% 1.6%
3 New Jersey 975 1.0% -0.4% 31 Michigan 973 7.8% 18.9%
32 Rhode Island 56.8 1.0% 0.0% 32 Alebama 96.3 13% -30.6%
33 South Dakota 939 0.6% -5.1% n Maryland 96.2 7.2% -13%
34 1daho 934 0.6% <3 1% kL) Georgia 95.2 6.6% 6.0%
35 Connecticut 924 0.4% 3.0% a5 1llinots .2 6.0% 177%
36 Arizonn 92.0 04% -1.8% 36 Virginia M2 6.0% 11.5%
n Montana 918 CA% £6.3% 37 Indiana 919 5.9% 51 9%
38 Alabama 50.8 0% -5.3% k] Kentucky 923 4.5% 2%
9 Massachusetts 90 4 0.2% -1.9% 39 South Carolina 920 4.8% -160%
40 Vermont 894 1% -3.0% 40 West Virgima 207 3.0% -20%
41 Nevada 837 -0.6% -2.6% 41 Pennsylvania 90.4 39% 59%
42 Kansas 829 4™ -6.7% 42 Rhode Istand on3 3.8% 3129%
43 Texas B1.B -0 8% -8.5% 43 Louisiana 902 3.7% -1 2%
H Mississippr 203 =l % -3 5% 44 Missouri BR4 33% 256%
45 Oregon 782 -1 2% 294% 43 Connecticut B9.0 3% 3%
46 New Mexico 716 -1 3% -5 46 Mississippi B9 24% -11.6%
a7 Wyoming 559 =) G 52% 47 New Jersey 879 24% 2%
48 North Dakola 522 -3 3% 20 7% 43 Ohio 874 2.1% 14.3%
49 Lowssana 415 -53% 11 0% 49 Florida §74 21% A2%
50 Alaska =65 11.3% =152% 50 Delawnre 8562 1.4% 38%

Growth in private indnstry gross operating surplus per worker, 2013,
three year average.

Giross operating surplus per employee is a good proxy for private sector
profitability. It includes business income of private domestic enterprises;,
net interest & miscellaneous payments; business net current transfer
payments, capital consumption allowances; consumption of fixed capital;
current surplus/deficit of government eaterprises. The above table shows
the three-year average of the annual growth rate per worker

Source: US Bureau of Economic Anahsis

Midwest Performance, 2015

State Growth Rate Rask
Wisconsin 4 1% 24
Michigan 31% 5

Ind:ana 3 1% T

Ohio 207 i3

Hhinois 1 3% 6

Michlgan, 2012 - 2013

S Rank —Vahsm
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Renewable energy net generation per 1000 MwH of toial net eleciricity
generation, 2016

With the continuing depletion of natural energy resources and increasing
environmental concerns, investments in renewable energy have to be a pant
of every state, region and country's long-term economic strategy. The
above lable shows the share of renewable energy resources in the 1otal net
clectric-power gencration in cach state.

Source: U S. Energy Information Adnunistration

Midwest Performance, 2016
Share in Tolal

Siate Hank
Generation
Wisconsin 29 26
Michigan 7.3% 31
Ines 6 0% 35
Indiana 50% kX
Ohio 2 1% 48
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GREEN INDUSTRIES

Change, 2013~

Rank State Score Share ol All Establ. 2016 (%)
S0-Srate Average T 2%

1 Colorado 1385 S4% 6.0%
2 Idaho 1321 2.0% L4%
3 Utah 131.% 9.0% Z6%
4 Vermont 1208 8.9% -0.5%
5 Nerth Carolina {254 8.6% 3%
& Flotida 1225 8.4% 04%
7 Maryland 1217 34% 1.4%
B North Dakota 11B3 81% 4.6%
-4 Cregon 1178 31% 24%
10 Nhnois 1126 78% 13%
] Texas 1123 7% 12%
12 South Carolina 12 T 49%
11 Montana 19 T 9%
14 Maine 1083 7 5% 11%
15 Alabama 1069 74% 41%
16 Arkansas 1067 T74% 4 5%
17 Anzona 106 1 7% -9 0%
13 New Hampshare 1056 T3% 08%
19 Indiana 105 4 13% 4%
20 Loutsiana 1042 T2% 17%
21 South Dakota 140 T2% 9 4%
22 Geotga 1021 7 1% 35%
23 Kansas 1013 T0% 28%
3 New Mexico 1067 T0% 2
p Mississippr 1002 7 0% -0.5%
26 Wyoming 998 59% -1 2%
27 Virgina 995 69% - 3%
28 Tennessee 976 658% 39%
& Minnesoln 915 a8% 17%
0 Massachusetts 972 6 8% -16%
3t Delaware 970 6B% 1 ™%
32 Washington 945 6.6% 23.4%
33 Michigan 944 6.6% -11%
34 Ohio 941 66% 1.0%
35 Nevada 8 6.6% 1%
36 Rhode Island 90.7 64% 5.3%
7 New Jersey 903 63% 2.5%
k}) Nebraska 90.3 63% §4%
35 Pennsylvania e8.9 62% 21%
40 Hawait gg8.3 62% 24%
41 Connecticut g0 62% -24%
42 Alaska B2.6 6.1% 1.1%
43 lowa B1.5 6.1% 49%
44 Oklahoma B7.0 6.1% 20%
45 Kentucky B19 5.9% 1.6%
46 West Virginia 798 5.6% 6.1%
47 California 785 56% -T1%
48 'Waconsin 781 35% 0.3%
49 Missouri 749 53% 0.4%
50 New York Mo 53% 06%

Share of establishments in green-related industries, 2016

The green economy s expected to be onc of the next strong growth scctors

nationwide and globally. The higher the price of fossil fuels the more
attractive alternative technologies become. This metric focuses on
businesses engaged primarily in creating green technology, see Appendix

for more detail. The table above shows such green industries as a share of

all industries, measured by number of establishments

Source 'S, Bureau of Labor Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2016

State

linos
Indiana
Michigan
Ohio
Wisconsin

Share of Eclabbg hvnaniy
i3 ¢ 2

Share of

Establishments

78%
¥
6.6%
6 6%
5 5%

Michigan, 2013 - 2018

A Ak, )
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-

iy mid

L0

ik

10
19

34
48
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EDUCATION

Information, knowledge, and ideas are critical
assets for success in the innovation economy.
Having a strong human capital base is a
necessary, but not sufficient condition for
success. States, or even countries, may be
endowed with a well-educated population, but
lack some other necessary conditions, such as a
free enterprise system that cultivates creativity
and entrepreneurship. Nevertheless, those states
and countries performing well in the innovation
economy present strong scores in human capital
assets. Those falling short in economic progress
but possessing abundant human capital can use
this attribute to their advantage. For example,
countries such as Ireland, Australia, and India are
capitalizing on respective strong human capital
assets as means to economic progress.

Comprised of sub-drivers K-12 Education and
Postsecondary Education, the Education Driver
seeks to measure the human capital base of a
state.

Midwest Performance

2016 2014 2012
Indiana ki ERKE *hk
Wisconsin *hwk Rk hadh
Ohio LI _hhw P
Iingis e Akk adh
Michigan Wk Ahk e

Rank State 2016 2014 2012
1 Massachusetts hhkhk  khkkk  hkhkk
2 Rhode Island RRkRA kRkRE RAARR
3 Delaware T Wik PP
4 Indiana e ek ke P
5 Colorado Ak WAk Ak
6 Connecticut Ly - P,
7 Pennsylvania AL EhkR -,
8 New Hampshire RRRE RRRRE ——
9 Wisconsin AL L] EhAR T
10 New York *k ek "ok e
" Maryland Ahhk khkk kkkAk
12 Ohio ke ki Ty
13 Washington hkws hhke "ok
14 North Caralina Hhkk R e dokkok
15 Maine *hhh khdk *h
16 Virginia LT ko P
17 North Dakota ek LT PP
18 lowa T T P
19 Montana *ik Ak h P
20 New Jersey *hk Bk -
21 Vermont L3113 T Wk
22 Utah *edk Wik Wk
23 Georgia hkw ok P
24 Minnesota dek e P Wk
25 California ok PO *
26 Missouri *hk F— o
27 llinois *hk Wik Wik
28 Nebraska *hk kkkk kA
29 Kansas *hk kdk .
30 Arizona ik Wik ek
31 Michigan whn Wk "ok
32 South Dakota w W N
33 Hawali " *h P
34 Texas L] T e
35 South Carolina e ek A
36 Alabama Ll i "
37 Kentucky e wak "
as Wyoming i ik Ak
39 Florida ok ko P
40 Tennessee *k ek "
41 Oregon Ak i e
42 Idaho wh *hk "
43 Louisiana * * *
44 Arkansas * Eaw "
45 Nevada *n * -
46 Arkansas LA " "
47 West Virginia o] wi P
43 New Mexico Ll "o
49 Louisiana *h "
50 Mississippi * - .
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K-12 EDUCATION

Midwest Performance

2016 2014 2012

Wisconsin ke de ke Wk hek ke
Indiana i Wk .
Ohio ik P ki
Hlinois ik ko ik
Michigan "k ek "k

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card — 2018 Edlilion

Empowering Michigan Entrepraneurs

Rank State 2016 2014 2012
1 Massachuselts LI I L T T
2 New Hampshire Rikdn  dkhkk ke Rdk
3 Connecticut ERAEE REARR Rkkw
4 Vermont Ahdhk KRNAR RRkAN
5 New Jersey RhhRR kRARk Rk kAR
6 Virginia e 1L W
7 Maryland ek de e L2221 ok k
8 Wisconsin etk ek .
9 Minnesota ko PR Nk
10 Pennsylvania whhk Wik P
11 Kansas 1T P "k
12 Maine *hdkk Ahkk PPN
13 Indiana hkkk Wik P
14 lowa ek T Rk
15 Colorado *kk *hk Wik
16 Washington hik . wohdek
17 Ohio *ek T Wik
18 Nebraska Wik Wiew "k
19 Rhode Island L] "ok ke
20 New York whn whw PO
21 Montana Wi Whn o
22 Missouri Wk Wi o
23 Delaware *hw —. P
24 Kentucky W nh e
25 North Carolina dedek *hek W
26 North Dakota ek ke ]
27 Wah Wik ok *hw
28 Minois Wik 1T, P
29 South Dakota Wik o P
30 Texas Wk " P
3 Michigan hek "o "
32 Florida Wk Tk Wik
33 Tennessee "l "h "
34 Oregon " *h .
35 Wyaming " *h .
36 Idaho Wk ke -
37 Georgia *h wh wi
38 California ek Wk AT
39 Hawaii L *h e
40 Arkansas *h Wk "
41 West Virginia L sk *w
42 South Carolina ok ek .
43 Arizona Ll dede "
44 Alaska ok "k "
45 Alabama *i Wk *
46 Nevada * * "
47 Oklahoma * Wi ke
48 Louisiana * *

49 Mississippi > "

50 New Mexico * *
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ADVANCED PLACEMENT SCORE PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION RATE

Share of Eligible Change, 2013- Change, 2013-
Rank State Score Studenis 2016 (%) Rank Siate Score Graduation Rate 2016 (%)
Si-Stare Avenige 12 Ths 34.1% Jik-Sicthe Average 84.0% 3.3%
i Maryland 135.2 69.2% S1LA% 1 fowa 1195 91 3% 18%
2 Connecticut 126.6 60.2% t9.8% 2 New Jersey 1154 90.1% 1%
k| Massachuserts 125.4 59.0% 20.3% 3 West Virgima 1144 B9 8% 10.3%
4 Virginia 1250 58.5% 11.6% 4 Nebraska 1127 B9.3% 0.9%
5 [ilinows 119.7 529% 26.6% 5 Texas 1123 89.1% 1.3%
[ New Jersey 119.4 52.6% 21% 6 Missouri 117 890% 319%
7 Florida 1192 2% 10.0% 7 Kentucky a4 88.6% 29%
] New York 1154 48 4% B4% B Tenncssee Hog B8 5% 25%
9 California 11412 47 1% 123% 9 Mew Hampshire 108.) B3 2% 10%
10 Geargia 137 16 6% 27 1% 9 Wisconsin 1091 832% 02%
1 Vermaent 11035 43 2% 13 9% 1 Vermont 107.4 87.7% 13%
12 Texas 1087 413% 289% 12 Maryland 070 87.6% 3%
13 Colorado 108 & 41 2% 19 1%, 3 Massachussing 1067 87.5% 29
14 Delaware 108 2 40 8% 16 5% I3 North Dekota 1067 87.5% 0%
15 Wizconsim 1075 40 1% 28 9% Is Connecticut 1064 87.4% 2%
16 Washington 106 3 Jo oY M i6 Alabama 1054 87.1% 59%
17 Rhode Island 1063 38 8% 3T 17 Atkansos 1050 87.0% 25%
18 Narth Carolina 1060 38 4% 14 4% 7 Maine 105.0 87.0% 0.7%
19 Pennsylvania 1037 36 1% 324% 19 Indiana 1044 86.8% 0.2%
20 Minnesota 102 % 5% 15 5% 20 Virginia 104.0 86.7% 26%
21 Ot 1031 I54% 203%% 21 Pennsylvana 1020 85 1% 0.1%
2 Hawau 1031 I54% 29%% 2 North Carolina 1] B ] 859% 4 1%
23 hlaine 1023 MHe% F4% pal Kansas 1007 85 ™ 0.0%
4 Utah 1al 4 N 14 7% 24 Montana 100.3 856% 1.4%
25 Kentucky 1001 I24% 20% 25 Delaware 100.0 85.5% 63%
6 New Hampshare 97 31 9% 21 9% 25 Ilinois 1000 85.5% 2.8%
n South Carolina 993 31 4% 16 4% 27 Utzh w0 B5.2% 2™
b1} Michigan 98.5 30.5% 17.9% 28 South Dakota 916 8194 15%
9 Nevada 979 299% 33 1% 29 Ohio 93 83 5% 17%
Ll Indiana 978 29%% 26 2% 30 Calfornia 96 830% %
3l Anzona 945 264% N6k 3l Rhode Island 909 82 8% 3%
a2 Arkansas 94.0 258% 150% 32 Hawau 90 6 2 71% 04%
RX] Tennessee 93,0 24 8% 239% 11 Souh Carclina 903 82 6% 64%
34 Oregon 920 23 7% 23 M Missiszppi 893 823% 90%
3 Iduha 91.6 23 3% 41. ™ 35 Minnesota 85O 82 2% 3ot
3 Missouri 90.3 220% 272% 36 Oklahoma 859 81 6% -38%
7 Alnbama 90.2 21 8% 25.6% 37 Flanda 819 30 7% 6T
38 Oklshoma 871 186% 61% 38 New York 829 80 4% 17%
9 West Virginia 871 185% 306% 3 Wyoming 8l 6 80 0% 3 6%
40 South Dakota 870 18.5% 154% 4 1daho B35 79 7% (n/a)
41 Alaska 869 182% 239% 40 Michizgam 80.5 79.7% 3.5%
42 Kansas 868 182% 28.6% 40 Washington 805 79 M 4%
43 Nebraska 86.3 178% 2]18% 43 Arnzona Ta9 79 5% 6 1%
44 lowa 863 17.% 111% H Georgia 735 79 4% 10 7%
45 Montany 861 17 5% 12.5% 35 Colorado e 78 26%
46 New Mexico Bi6 16.0% 13.7% 46 Lowsiana 76 78 6% 6 9%
47 Lowisiana Ba4 157% 51.4% at Alaska 685 75 1% 6.0%
48 North Dakota 831 143% 384% 48 Oregon 64.1 74.8% B.9%
49 Wyoming BlL9 13.0% 269% 49 Nevada 60.1 T3.6% 41%
50 Mississippi 780 90% 6l 6% 5000.0%  New Mexico 5136 1% 71.0% 1.0%
Passing AP test scores per eligible student. 2016 Public lugh school graduation rare. 2016
The Advanced Placement (AP) exams assess students’ mastery over The number of students whao stay in school and successfully receive their
college-level subject matier in a wide variety of subjects. A score of three high school diploma within four years is an important indicator of
or higher out of five typically allows a student to eam college credit in that performance for a siate’s K-12 education system. High school completion
subject. The AP program allows high school students 10 1ake and earn 15 a vital credential for finding and retaining employment. 1t is also an
credits on multiple subject tests. The above table shows the number of AP imporant prerequisite for postsecondary schooling, which provides the
tests completed with “passing™ scores (3+) per student in 1ith and 12th additional education needed to thrive in today's innovation and technology-
arade [t should be noted that a relatively small share of students take AP based economy. See Appendix for the methodology of this metric.
tests. Source: The College Board Source: National Center for Education Siatistics
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
Siste Sh.;:;:l::m' Rank State Graduniion Rale Rank
Ilinors 52 5% i Wisconsin HH 2% L]
Wisconsin 40 1% 1% Indiana 86 8% T
Ohio 15 4% 21 Ilhnos 85 5% 25
Michigan 0.5% 28 Ohio 83 5% g
Indiana 29 8% n Michigan 79.7% 40
[ Michigan, 2013 . 2016 , Michigan, 2011 - 2018 |
| 2 e 1 B ek —vhm] '
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% i | 13
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SAT PERFORMANCE
Actual Less Change, 2013-
Rank State Score Predicled Score 2016 (Abs.)
Su-Stale Average o8 ma}
t Minnesota 1240 584 (n/a)
2 Massachusetts 1240 584 (n/a)
3 Wisconsin 1222 544 (n/a)
4 Vermont 121.4 527 (n/a)
5 Virginia 1180 450 (na)
6 Caolorado 1174 437 (n/a)
7 Kansas 1164 41.5 (na)
8 Missouri 1133 344 (nfa)
9 Montana 1127 331 (n/a)
10 Oregon 1106 285 (nfa)
1 Kentueky 1105 285 (va)
12 Tennessee 1083 212 (n/a}
13 Hawaii 106.4 189 (va}
14 Washington 1056 17.1 (nfa)
15 Arizona 1053 165 {n'z)
16 Nebraska 1053 16.4 {nfa)
1? New Hampshire 1050 158 {n/a}
18 Indisna 104.8 153 {nfa)
19 Pennsylvana 1042 14.0 {n/a}
20 lowa 1036 126 {nfa)
21 Rhaode Island 1023 97 (na}
2 North Carolina toL8 8.6 {nfa}
23 Nevada 1017 84 {na)
24 Connecticut 1011 69 {n/a}
25 Maryland 100.7 6.2 {n/a)
2% New Jersey 99.3 30 (n'a)
27 Utah 986 1.4 (nfa)
P} Ohio 56.6 3.1 (nfa)
- New York 96.5 34 (nfa)
30 Alaska 95.1 64 (n/a)
31 North Dakow 95.1 6.4 (n/a)
2 Wyoming 950 £.6 (n/a)
33 South Carclina 947 =73 (nva)
kL] Georgia 931 -10§ (n/n}
35 Cahfornia 92 | =131 (n/n)
36 New Mexico 894 =193 (nval
37 Misstasipp 889 =204 (val
38 Loutsiana 888 =208 (nal
39 South Dakota 828 -206 (nfa)
40 Maine 869 ~248 (nal
41 Flonda 860 269 (n/a}
42 Arkansas 852 286 (na}
43 Michigan as5.0 =2%.1 {n/a)
44 ldako 833 =329 (n/n)
45 Delawate 810 381 (n/a}
46 Texas 803 396 {n/a}
47 Alabama B3 Sk ] {w/a)
48 llhnois 78 -542 {n/a)
49 West Yirginia 75 571 {n/a)
50 Ollshoma 368 =1313 {nfa)

Average SAT score relative 1o predicted score. 2016
The Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT) is the standardized test most
frequently taken by high school seniors and gauges their likely success in
college. In states where fewer students take the SAT, those who do choose
to take it are more likely to be students who would score well. To correct
for this bias, atl 50 states” average SAT scores are compared (o a score

predicted by a participation-based formula. A positive score implics betier-

than-predicted performance. 2016 started with a new test system

Source- The College Board

Midwest Performance, 2016

Actual less Predicted

State

Wisconnin
ladiana
Ohaz
Mlichigan
lnos

Score

544
153
31
-29.1
542
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ACT SCORE
Actusl Less Change, 2013-
Rank State Score Predicted Score 2016 (Abs.)
Si--Staie Averdge N -2 48 =119
1 New Hampahire 1269 2.06 076
2 Mussachnisetts 1263 195 033
3 Connecticut 125.0 173 0.21
4 Maine 119.1 073 026
5 New York 1184 061 026
6 Delaware 117.8 030 016
6 Michigan i17.8 250 340
8 Rhode Island 117.1 039 026
9 New Jersey 116.5 028 £17
10 Virginia 1158 016 0.15
1 Peansylvania i152 005 -0.07
12 Muaryland 114.5 -0.06 024
12 Vermont 1145 .06 -0.51
14 California 1093 -096 055
15 Indiana 167 9 -119 {024
16 1dahoe 106 0 <153 =101
17 Ohio 140 -1 86 -102
18 fown 1033 -1.98 =146
18 Washington 1033 -1 98 2
20 Oregon [ Lixir) =209 093
20 South Dakota 1027 209 <136
22 Kansas 1020 =111 «136
23 Minnesota 1007 =143 <288
24 Georgn 100 ¢ =2 55 -0 52
24 Ithnows 1000 -2 55 <041
24 Nebraskn 100 0 -2 53 -138
2l Colorado 960 123 -0 B8
28 Texas 953 M -153
29 Wisconsin 940 -3 57 «3 06
0 Missourt 9113 «3 69 -26}
10 West Virgunia 911 <3 69 -1 5%
32 Montana 927 -3.80 -242
2 North Dakota 927 <380 -1.56
32 Utah 927 =3.80 -L77
35 Wyoming 920 192 091
36 Kentucky 50.7 ~4.15 -0.93
37 Alaskn B9} -4.38 278
37 Florida B93 438 -1.16
37 Tennessee 89.3 -4.38 -1.05
40 Arizona 88.6 149 =127
40 New Mexico 886 449 -160
42 Louisians 873 472 -1.39
43 Arkansas B6.6 -4.84 =2.27
43 Oklahoma 86.6 -4.84 =292
45 Alsbama 853 =507 =272
46 North Carclina 846 -518 -0.98
47 Hawan 839 -530 -2.62
43 South Carolina 819 -5.65 =329
49 Misissippi 81.2 -576 -1.78
50 Nevada 758 -6.69 =532

Average ACT score relative to predicted score, 2016
Like the SAT. the American College Test (ACT) is a widely-accepted
standardized collepe entrance exam. The ACT is common in many states
where SAT participation is low, so it is impottant to consider it in the same
way that the SAT is considered and correct for any participation bias. This
metric corrects for the bias by comparing the stales’ mean scores to a score
predicted by a participation-based formula. A positive score implics
performance above the predicied.

Source: ACT

Midwest Performance, 2016

Siate

Michigan
Indiana
Chia
lltinois
Wisconsin

Actual less Predicied

Score
0.50
-1 19
-1 86
-255
-3 57

o

Qy (SR ——Vas|

Michigan, 2013 - 2018

25
-0
-13

T0
-3
30
38
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NAEP MATHEMATICS NAEP READING
*% “Prolicient” or Change, 2011 % "Proficient” or Change, 2011-
Rank State Score Above 2018 {Abs.} Ronk Siate Score Above 2015 {Abs.)
S)-State dverage 329% Jt-Stutte Average 315%
| New Hampshire 133.7 48.7% 3% l Massachusctis 1322 43 2% ~4 8%
2 Masanchuarria 124.0 443% 20% 2 Connecticut 1268 41.4% -2 1%
3 Minnescia 1228 43 28% 3 Vermont 1244 40.6% -1.9%
4 New Jersey 119.8 42.4% 2.6% 4 New Hampshire £23.6 403% 1.2%
] Kansas 119.6 A2.3% 1.5% 5 New Jersey 121.2 39.6% -4.9%
6 Vermont 167 a10% 22% 6 Pennsylvania 118 36.4% 3.10%
7 Woshington 116.1 H0.7% 42% 7 Minnesota L7 364% -0.6%
] Wisconsin 1142 399% 15% 8 Moniana to.6 6% 3.0%
9 South Dakota 113.5 39.6% -2.6% 9 Maine (3141 359% 04%
10 Pennsylvama 119 388% 02% 10 Virgima 109.3 35 6% =1.9%
[ }] Connecticut 1.2 J85% =1.9% n Colorado 108.2 5% 4.3%
12 Colorado 1091 376% 4% 12 North Dakota 1078 351% 0 1%
13 Ohia 1087 374% 16% 13 lowa 1078 51% 2 1%
] Indiana 1078 370% 6 0% 14 Kansas 106 8 34 8% 7%
15 Nanh Dakota 106 5 36 4% 03% 15 Nebraska e 7 ™ -0 8%
16 Mantana 166 0 36 2% 22% 16 Oho 1059 345% -10%
17 Alaine 105 3 360% 15% 17 Wisconsin 1050 M42% -03%
18 lowa 1053 35 8% 42% 18 Washngion 104 4 0% -15%
19 Wyaming 1051 358% 53% 19 Wyoming 1018 338% 2%
20 Virginia 1640 35 3% 32% 2 Indiana 1034 336% 11%
20 Nonh Carolina 183 5 350% 13% 2l Maryland 101 ¢ 311% £ 4%
) Maryland 100 6 337% 00% 2 South Dakota 1013 329% 01%
7 Alaskn 100 3 33 6% 6% n Few York 110 ‘ 328% 2 2%
2 Nebraska 1002 33 5% I6% B Rhade Fsland 1007 32 7% -13%
_35  Temm 100.1 335% 25% 25 Utah 1001 32 5% -15%
% Utah %9 334% 21% 26 Missoun 999 3T5% -2 0%
27 Flarida 1 299 12¢% 2 illinors 998 324% -1 1%
28 Delaware 98 | 2% 34% 28 Idaho 998 324% -11%
= Idsho 980 6% 14% 29 Kentucky 977 31 7% -38%
n lilinois 519 325% 23% 30 Delaware %6 & 314% 3%
k1 Onregon 94 323% 03% 3 North Carolina o957 31 1% =1 4%
31 Michigan 96.1 31.7% 0.7% 32 Oregon 912 30 % 13%
3 Missoun 951 2% 2 3% 33 Flonida 926 300% 25%
M Mew York 948 1% o1 0% 34 Michigan 9.0 29.8% 1%
35 Rhode Istand 925 0 1% 57% 35 Georgia 870 28 % -18%
36 South Carolina 874 278% 10% 36 Oklahoms 86 281% 11%
37 Hawail 859 276% 82% 37 Texas 864 28 0% 0 5%
38 Kentucky 85.0 27.2% 3% 38 Alaska 854 27 7% -0 8%
39 Georga 85.6 27.0% 19% 39 Weat Vieginia 845 273% 18%
40 Oklahoma 855 26 9% 22% 40 Arkansas 843 27)% -1 T
41 Arkansas 846 26.5% 20% 41 Tenneasee 838 27 1% D&%
42 Nevada K] 259% 2% 42 South Carolina 792 25 6% -1.9%
43 Arizona 830 25 8% 6.6% 43 Alabama 78R 25 4% -3 1%
4 Tenncssee 8235 B.6% T 4% 44 Anzony M9 242% -2.8%
45 West Virginia 813 25.0% 5.9% 45 Nevada 23 213% 2.2%
46 California 719 215% 1.6% 48 Hawaii 0.6 227% -3.8%
47 Alnbama 0.5 201% 2.8% 47 California 630 21 23%
48 New Mexico 05 20.1% 3.6% 43 New Mexico 66.5 21.4% A 1%
49 Louvisiana 9.6 197% 2.1% 49 Lowszana 622 199% 2.6%
50 Mississippi 647 17.5% 52% 50 Mississipp: 596 19.1% 24%
Percemt of £ and 8" graders scored "praficient” and above in Percent of £* and 8" graders scored "proficient™ and abowe in reading
mathematics. 2015 2045
The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEF) is an The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) testing
achicvemnent testing program in a variety of subjects administered program’s unsclective nature makes it a lnghly desirable metric for
intermitiently to the nation’s 4th, 8th, and 12th graders by the U.S comparing achievement and studying educational progress. The above table
Department of Education. NAEP seores reflect the achicvement of students shows averages of the percentages of fourth- and eighth-grade students
of all social, economic, and educational backgrounds. The above table who scored at least “proficient” on the NAEP Reading Assessments
shows fourth- and eight-graders’ average of rates of proficiency on the
NAEP Math Assessment. Sowrce: Mational Center for Education Statistics Source: National Cemter for Education Statistics
Midwest Performance, 2015 Midwest Performance, 2015
" " % "Pea "
X PO remails -
Wisconsin 399% ] Qluo 34 5% 16
Ohio 37 4% 12 Wisconsin 34 2% 7
Indiana 370% 14 Indiana 33e% m
thinois 325% 3 IHhinois 324% m
Michigan IL% 32 Michigan 29.8% H
l Mighigan, 2011 - 2018 Michigan, 2012 - 2018
L v 1 A% (e e — e 1 |
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! <14 . ! i wo |
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POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

Midwest Performance

2016 2014 2012

Indiana dedrdr s bk
Ohio ok sk ok hkh
Wisconsin ki e e L3 2]
lllinois bl * e
Michigan L 2] e ke s

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card — 2018 Edition

Rank  State 2016 2014 2012
1 Rhode Island WhEhk  whkkR RkkkR
2 Delaware Wk ke PPN ok
K] Indiana hddek TS ke
4 Colorado *hdn Ahk ARk
5 New York ik * wkk
6 Massachusetts ok ek Tk
7 North Carolina wiew ke Tk
8 Pennsylvania ok dekke i h
9 Ohio ek ko Wk
10 North Dakota dhw LT T
1 Georgia *hh o Wk
12 Wisconsin *hh P P
13 Califarnia *hh Wik "
14 Arizona *kk khk Tk
15 Washington *hk kk "
16 Marytand hhk ik ke
17 Montana *kk Wk P
18 Alabama hick e *heh
19 Maine Wk TR e e
20 Utah L W "k
2 Connecticut "k ol Wk
22 lowa Wik a— PR,
23 Hawaii Wik ik Wi
24 South Carolina L1 ww s
25 New Hampshire " *hh whk
26 Ninois LL " **
27 Louisiana ke *h "
28 Michigan e kW *Hwh
29 Missauri " - "
30 Nebraska i dew ek
3 Virginia b ok e
32 South Dakota i i fedn
33 Wyoming *% *hk "h
34 Nevada ok hk *
35 Taxas *h ke e
36 Oregon *i *k ok
37 Tennessee * *h "
a8 Florida * P "k
39 Minnesota * "k *deh
40 Idaho * *k h
41 Kansas e *oh .
42 New Mexico * " W
43 Kentucky * " e
44 Alaska * ek Wk
45 Oklahoma * e .
46 Arkansas " " W
47 New Jersey > " R
48 Mississippi * n ok
49 Vermont * i "
50 West Virginia * " P
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4Y+ TECH CREDENTIALS PRE-BA TECH CREDENTIALS
Percent of BA Change, 2013~ %5 of AS Deprees Change, 2002-
Rawok State Score degrees and above 205 (Ya) Rank Stae Score and Equivalent 2018 (%)
Sii-Steste Average 18.5% H 4% S-St Average 2L.7% 3.6%
1 Maryland 1447 259% 16.2% 1 Wyoming 1643 43 8% 15.0%
2 Wyoming 1327 2).9% 4.3% 2 Lowsaana 1429 6.2 69%
3 Washinglon 1259 2.7% 25 % 3 Kentucky 1255 300% 16 6%
4 Montany 1235 22.3% 89% 4 North Dakota 1239 29 4% 06%
5 Colerada 187 21 5% 73% 5 Georgia 1231 29 1% -17%
6 Michigan 116.7 11.1% 1.9% 6 South Dakota 1226 20 1% =5 9%
1 Pennsylvania 116 5 21 1% 14 5% 7 Nevada 1220 28 7 65 0%
8 New Jersey 116 5 21 1% 113% 8 1linois 1205 282% 124%
9 Alaska 147 20 %% 76% 9 Alabama 1159 27 6% 18 3%
I South Dakota 122 20 4% 3% 1 Colorado 1169 26 %% 1B 6%
1] Wisconsin mo 202% 122% (R] Nebraskn 1158 26 5% 46%
12 North Dakota 103 20 1% 16% 12 Wisconsin 1524 25 3% 130%
13 Indsana 1099 200% 13 4% 13 Washinglon 104 246% 95%
14 Massachuseits 1093 19 9% 149% 14 Oklahema 1099 24 4% 8%
15 Texas 108 & 19 8% 12 8% 15 Mame 109 6 24 3% 14 8%
16 Georgia 108 5 19 8% 120% 17 South Carelina 109 6 24 3% 21%
17 North Corolina 1082 19 8% 10 1% 17 Texas 1057 2% 9 7%
18 Idaho 108 2 19 8% 14 1% I8 Tennessee 1054 228% | 7%
19 Cabfornia 1077 19 7% 10:9% 19 Pennsylvania 1052 127 -5 4%
20 New Mexico 067 19 5% 6 5% 20 Montana 148 22 6% -5 B%
21 South Carolina 1042 19.1% 16 2% 21 Arkansas 1029 219% 24%
2 Mane 1033 18 9% 53% 22 Ohucs 1026 21 8% 32%
23 Ohio 00 5 18 5% 144% 23 Idaho 1026 21 8% 148%
2 Utah 100 5 18 5% 99% | Anzona 1021 21 6% 05%
2% Delaware 100 1 18.4% 237% 25 North Casolina 100 2 209% -1.5%
2 Oklahoma 999 18 4% 658% 26 Wost Virgina 998 20 8% 6%
2 Louisiana 98 18 3% 1 0% 27 Misaianpm 998 208% 28 8%
28 New York 998 18 3% 17 2% 28 Vurginia 997 208% 03%
29 Conneeticut 992 18 2% 11 2% 29 Calfomia 578 20.1% 111%
] Alabama 991 18 2% 12 4% 30 Michigan 978 200% 9.1%
3 Vugima 976 18 0% 55% 3 Indiana 912 199% -16 1%
2 Vermont 96.9 17.9% 96% 32 Oregon 969 19.8% 144%
33 Hiineis 846 17.5% 132% 3 Missouri 958 19.4% 58%
34 Kansas 915 17.3% 59% M4 New Hampshire 95| 19.2% I5%
35 Rhode island 926 17.2% 56% 35 Alaskn 95,0 19.1% 209%
kT Missouri 92.5 17.1% 7% 36 lows 943 I5E% 14.4%
37 Flenida 920 17.0% 137% ” Delsware 935 18.6% 244%
el Nevada 9043 168% 18 5% 38 Minnesota 93.2 18.5% 20%
9 Mississippi 90.2 16 7% 0% 39 Rhode Island 928 18.3% 20.1%
40 Oregon 884 16.4% 26% 40 Kansas 90.2 17.4% 10.7%
41 Towa 869 16 2% 8.5% 41 New Mexico 896 17.2% -1 1%
42 Hawaii 866 16 1% 305% 42 Massachusetts 894 17.1% 2.0%
43 Askansas 811 15.2% 42% 43 Maryland BS.6 L5 M 3%
44 Nebraska 758 15.0% 136% 44 Cannecticut B1.S 14.3% 9%
45 New Hampshire 794 14 9% 38% 45 Florida 8.6 [3.3% 153%
46 Tennessee 790 §4.9% 9% 46 Utah 78.5 13.2% 9.5%
47 Arizona 785 14.8% 10.6% 47 Hawaii 778 13.0% -21.4%
48 Minnesota 2 i4.6% 48% 48 New York 773 12.8% 9.4%
49 West Virginia 756 143% 10.8% 49 New Jersey 79 L1.9% 3%
50 Kentucky 7. 14.0% B.I% 50 Vermont 668 9.0% -189%
Percemt of bachelor's and above degreesicertificates earned in technology- Percent of less than four year degrees and certificates earned in
related fields, 2015 technology-related fields, 2015
A highly-skilled workforce is only as useful as it is able to match the skills Technology support occupations such as technicians that require an
requircd by the innovation cconomy, the ability to create or invent new Associate degree or less are predicted to expenence exceptional
products and processes. The above table provides the percent of students employment growth at relatively high wages all over the U.S |, making the
with a bachelor's, graduate degree, first professional degree or related process of innovation and technological progress more efficient. The above
certificates who graduated in a field relevant to techi-based economic table shows the percent less than four years pre- baccalaureate fvocational
development. See Appendix for more detail, awards and certificates in technology related fields. See Appendix,
Source: National Center for Education Statistics Source: National Center for Education Staiistics
Midwest Performance, 2015 Midwest Performance, 2015
% of BA+ % of <4Y Degrees &
LI Degrees & Certilicales Rank St Cerilficates Rl
Michigan 21.2% 6 lnois 8 2% 3
Wisconsin 20 2% 1] Wisconsin 25 3% 12
Indiana 20 0% 13 Ohio 21 ¥ £h
Ohio 18 5% 13 Michigan 20.0% 30
lineis 17 5% Ekl tndiana 19 9% 31
Michigan, 2012 - 2018 Michigan, 2012 - 2048 |
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4Y KNOWLEDGE DEGREES EX. TECH FIELDS COLLEGE MIGRATION
Percent of All Change, 2012- Change, 2010-
Rank State Score Degrees 2015 (%) Rank State Score Net Studend Inflow 2014 (Abs.)
S0-Seare Average 18.6%¢ -31% Si-Stare Averuge 2066 424
1 New Hampshtre 156.3 2.8% 14.4% 1 Arizona 153.2 20,541 3,3%
2 Delaware 131.2 24 -1.6% 2 Pertnsylvania 142.5 16,955 «2,322
3 Rhode Island 1248 LAY -34% 3 Towa 1294 12,539 1,134
4 Nebraska 1229 0% ~4.6% 4 West Virginia 1201 9,396 2,093
5 Irdiana 121% 27% -8 1% 5 Massachusents 119.2 9,089 729
6 Utah 1202 22 5% 66% ] Alshama 118.5 B,BGI 1,525
7 Anzona 171 21 8% =21 3% 7 Indiana V1Bt B727 421
8 Massachusetts 1168 21 8% -1.5% 8 New York 113.4 7,130 2,812
3 Alabama 161 21 6% 1 4% 9 Utah 3l 7,048 706
10 New York 131 21 0% -4 0% 10 Virginma L10.6 6,213 -316
1 Missour: 127 09 6 T 1l Flonda 1106 6,156 4,227
12 South Carolina 118 207% -4 1% 12 Rhoede Island [19.4 6,144 450
13 Maryland 1116 207% -5 4% 13 South Carolina 1094 5815 1,323
14 Oklnhoma 109 5 20 3% G 8% 14 Kansas 1093 5,753 3412
15 Connecticut 108 6 201% 1% 15 Oklahoma 107.1 5,037 1,268
16 Celorado 108 0 2000 0T% 16 Ohio 1059 4,611 Kip.)
17 Pennsylvania 1677 19 9% 30% 17 Oregon 105.4 4,462 923
13 Michigan 1016 19.9% -6.9% 18 North Carolina 1052 1375 172
12 Wisconsin 1673 198% 01% 12 Missour: 1049 4,285 275
20 Geotgia 1069 19 7% -0 6% 20 Californa 104.5 4,157 4,851
21 Norh Dakola 1056 195% -6 2% 21 New Hampshire 1024 3438 3,113
22 Ohio 1040 19 1% -6 8% 22 Kentucky 22 3.360 1,166
23 Hlinois 1023 18 8% -15 5% 23 Vermont 100 5 2808 168
2 Flonda 1001 18 6% 10 2% 24 North Dakota 1005 2803 482
25! lowa 101 0 18 5% -10 6% 25 Arkansas 100 ) 2,664 515
26 New Jorsay 990 18 1% 2% 26 Wisconsin 999 2,603 1.265
7 hlinnesota 987 18 1% -52% 27 Mississipm 99 7 2,535 1.541
28 West Virginia 978 179% -23% 28 Delaware 972 1,683 622
Fy Texas 969 17 7% «0 8% puic] South Dakota 962 1353 =36
30 Hawan 966 17 6% -6 6% 30 Montana 960 1.282 47
3l Kansas 958§ 17 5% <2 6% n Nebraskn 953 1,062 507
32 Virgima 956 17 4% 14% 32 [daho 952 1.016 722
kil South Dakota 938 17 1% -1 8% 33 Tennessee 930 962 567
4 North Carolina 931 169% -0 9% kL] Lowsiana 948 BE9 <330
35 Alaska 920 16 7% 2% 35 Wyomng 944 54 «344
36 [daho 9l 6 16 6% <3 9% 36 Maine €Nne 570 1,076
37 Califorma 913 16 3% 3 8% 37 Colorado 939 564 -2.534
38 Montana 907 16 4% 02% M Michigan 93.6 484 2302
39 Tennessee 907 16 4% 53% 39 New Mexico 925 96 -870
40 Nevada 88.1 15.9% -152% 40 Alaskn 892 996 394
41 Kentucky 859 15.6% -12.0% EH Hawan 877 -1.514 -203
42 Vermont 6.9 15.6% 0.6% 42 Nevada 861 ~2.035 167
43 Mississippt 86.2 15.5% 9. 7% a3 Washington B26 -3,231 S14
£ ) Maine 85.8 15.4% 0.8% a4 Minnesota 788 -1.513 2,005
45 Washungton 848 15.2% -2.0% 15 Georpa 769 -5.152 -5.049
46 Oregon 236 15.0% 0.8% 46 Connecticul 66 +5,249 458
47 Lousiana 815 14.3% £.9% 47 Texas 680 8,155 214
43 Arkansas 798 14.2% -3.8% 48 Maryland 672 8422 876
49 New Mexico 8.3 13.9% -8.2% 49 Tilinots 428 =1§,623 5,651
30 Wyenung 346 9.0% =1 6% 50 New Jersey 58 -29.101 443

Percent of degrees earned in quasi-science and guasi-techmical fields, 2015
Many more gencral educational programs directly or indirectly contribute

to the innovation economy such as management, economics, science
teachers, etc. The above table shows these other innovation economy
degreces as a percent of all degrees A full description of ficlds chosen is
given in the Methodology section of the Appendix.

Source: Natignal Center for Education Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2015

Siate Percent of All Degrees
Indiana 2™
Michigan 19.9%
Wisconsin 19 8%
Ohio 19 1%
Hlinons 18 8%
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Net in-migration of first-time freshmen, 2014
A net student inflow into a state te atiend college signals a perception of
guality of o state’s higher education institutions and helps reduce pressure
on the tax rolls and keep in-state tuition increases in-line. The above table,
based on Fall enrollments and updates every two vears, shows the
difTference between the number of students who migrated into a state’s
schools and those who migrated out over one year. States with positive
figures were net receivers of students.

Source: National Center for Education Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2014
State Nel Studeni Inflow
Indhana 8.727
Ohio 4611
Wisconsin 2603
Michigan 434
[nois -16623
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U.S. NEWS TOP UNDERGRADUATE PROGRAMS

U.S. NEWS TOP GRADUATE PROGRAMS

Change, 1013 Ranked Graduate Chamnge, 2013-
Rank State Score Ranked Colleges 2016 (%) Rank State Score P'rograms 2016 {*:)
$0-Sate Average [3 0.2% S0-Seate Averuge 30 35 1%
1 Rhode Island 1921 33 ~l6.6T% 1 Rhode Island 154.3 108 -14%
& Mame 1387 17 4 17% 2 Maryland 135.6 80 12%
3 North Dakota 1334 15 0 0% 2 Massachusetis 135.6 B0 19.0%
4 lowa 1318 15 4 07% 4 Connecticut 1315 L] 24.2%
5 Colorado 1300 14 | BE% 5 Indiana 1224 &0 $B%
6 Monlana 1290 14 $11% 6 LUtah 1181 54 49 5%
7 Indiana 1244 12 031% *? Michigan 1168 52 23.2%
8 Massachuseits 1221 1) 0 64% 8 New Jersey 154 50 17
9 Connecticut L9l 1 1.22% 9 Ihnas 148 49 64%
9 Hawait {191 I 0.53% ¢ Mew Yoik 134 47 JB%
11 North Carolina 116.5 10 1.33% 11 Notth Carolina nz7 46 76%
12 Vermont {159 10 4.76% 11 Wiscontim 7 16 212%
13 Delaware 1120 .} -0.76% 13 Colorado o7 43 440%
14 New York 1095 8 -0.03% 4 Washington R[] 42 &%
15 Michigan 109.1 ? 0.071% 15 Cakfornia 1094 a5 -0 3%
16 New Jersey 1082 7 0.43% 16 Anzona 108 7 40 B 6%
i7 Whashington 108.0 7 -121% 17 Minnesola 107 4 38 35 5%
18 Maryland 106.7 7 0.00% 17 Pennsylvama 1074 38 5 8%
18 Sauth Carolina 106.7 7 2.72% 19 Towa 106 7 37 13%
20 Minnesota 1031 6 -1.11% 19 Texas 1067 37 24 1%
21 Virginta 102.9 -] 0.63% 2] Ovegon 104.0 kx| 59.5%
22 Oregon 102.2 5 3.54% o] Virginia 103.4 32 1%
pal Pennsylvania 102.1 5 0.62% 23 Georgia 1020 30 209%
24 Otio 101 1 5 027% 23 Missouri 102.0 30 33.9%
.25 Nebmska 101.0 5 0.00% 25 Tennessee 101.3 29 30.5%
26 California 99.0 4 -0.95% 26 Delaware 547 25 0%
27 South Dakota 987 4 0.00% 26 Ohio 98.7 25 362%
28 Alabama %8.0 4 -0.05% 28 Kansas 973 x) 51.8%
oy Missowrt 959 3 0.20% 29 Nebraska 56.6 i Epdi
0 Oklahama 952 3 138% 29 New Hampshire 56.6 n 14.4%
3 Tennessee M5 k] -0,92% 3 Alabama 56.0 21 61.0%
32 [ihnos M3 3 -0.05% 2 Florida 540 18 209%
3 Texas 94.2 k] 2.00E-02 32 Kentucky 4.0 1B 2150%
34 Utah 4.0 3 0.02% M North Dekota 920 15 100.0%
35 Massissippa 934 k| 2.50% M South Carolina 2.0 13 250.0%
5 New Mexico 934 ] 0.00% k] New Mexico 20.6 13 203%
37 West Virginia 932 2 al7% 37 Hawaii 893 11 15.5%
s ‘Wisconsin 931 2 123% 37 Loutsiana 893 11 40.8%
39 Qeorgia 929 2 -0.62% 37 Oklahoma 89.3 1] 123, ™%
40 Arkansas 918 2 -1.92% 40 Vermom BR.6 10 100.0%
41 Florida 91.0 2 0 T 41 Arkansas 859 6 56.0%
42 Lowisiana 503 2 009% 42 Mississipp: 85.2 5 95.0%
43 Kertucky 897 i -LA1% 43 West Virginia 832 2 100.0%
44 Alaska 853 t 0.00% 44 Alaska 819 1} 0.0%
44 Arizona B33 ] 0.00% 44 Idaho 819 0 00%
44 I1daho B53 o 0.00% 44 Maine 819 1] o0
44 Katsas 853 o 0.00% 44 Montana BlL9 o 00%
44 Nevada 353 0 0.00% 44 Nevada BlL9 ] o0%
44 New Hampshire 85.3 0 0.00% 44 South Dakota 819 ] 0.0%
44 Wyamimg B53 o 0.00% 4 Wyoming 818 1] 0.0%

Number of undergraduate programs ranked in top 20 percent in LS News
Graduate School Report per {00 educational institutions, 2016

No uniform “exit exams” exist through which o compare students” post-
graduate knowledge and assess the quality of higher education instilutions
L'S. News and World Report magazine publishes one of the more popular
guides on U1.S. Colleges. The above table gives the number of
undergraduate programs in each state ranked in the top 20 percent both at
the national and regional level.

Source: US. News and World Report Magazine

Midwest Performance, 2016
Top Colleges per 100
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Number of graduate programs ranked in top categories in U S, News

Graduate School Report per 100 educational institutions, 20116

Judging the quality of graduate institutions and their programs is just as
problematic as attempting to gauge the guality of undergraduate programs
The above table shows the count of graduate and first-professional schoals

that were ranked top-tier relative to the number of postsecondary

educational institutions

Source: LS. News and World Report Magazine

Midwest Performance, 2016

Top Proprams per 100
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TWO-YEAR COLLEGE TUITION GROWTH

Empowering Michigan Entreprenaurs

FOUR-YEAR COLLEGE COSTS GROWTH

Growih Rate Change, 2013. Growth Rate Change, 2013-

Rank State Scaore Differential 2016 {Abs.} Rank State Score Differential 2006 (Abs.)
F0-State Average 0.5% =.6% S0-Srate Average 0.3% =2 8%

1 Georgia 1478 -11.0% 203% 1 Delaware 180.3 -9.2% 54%
2 Delaware 1342 -18% T1% 2 New York 148.7 1.0%
3 New York 17 -5.4% 28% 3 Hawaii 1418 1%
4 Colorado 1219 -5.0% 28% 4 Californa 1367 29%
5 Hawan 120.4 46% 55% 5 Ohio 1327 -0 7%
[ Ohic 1194 -4 4% 28% & Washington 1307 16%
7 llhinos 1142 -312% +26% 7 Ihinois 1286 -1 8%
8 Wisconsin 142 -32% 142% 8 North Carclina 1259 2 1%
9 Calforma m?7 -16% 5 5% 9 Alaska 1233 -1 8%
[V} Lowsiana m?7 -26% =3 4% 10 Indiana 121 4 1.7%
n Noith Carolina 1095 -2 1% 1% 11 Nevada 190 1 0%
12 Ransas 1080 -1 7% 5% 12 Maine 1173 -3 5%
13 Indiana 1076 -1 6% 25% 13 Flonda 157 3%
14 Rhode Island 106 8 -1 5% 20% 14 New Jersey nieé 3 2%
15 Minnesota 1067 -l 4% 0 5% 15 Utah T | 06%
16 Morth Dakota 104 4 -09% 49% 16 Anzona 1091 5%
17 Monlana 1028 -0 5% 12% 17 Connecticut 1082 0 1% -3 B%
18 New Hampshare 1028 -0 5% -1 8% 18 Wisconsin 1977 o0 -1 3%
19 Maine 162 5 03% -26% 19 Montana 1076 0% 04%
20 Massours 101 8 -03% 20% 20 Colorado 106 4 0.1% 3 5%
21 Arkansas 1014 -02% 3 1% 21 Massachusetts 1061 02% 13%
e Nevada 1013 02 3 1% pe] tdaha 1042 0 4% 0™
3 Connecticwt 1011 -0 1% 12% 23 Rhode [sland 1028 0 6% D%
24 New Jersey 100 9 0 1% -38% u Greorgia 1024 06% 1.2%
25 Tennessee 100 7 00% -5.3% 25 Louisiana 100.1 0.9% 0.6%
26 Anzona 993 03% 0 6% 26 Missouri 99.9 1.0% -8.0%
a7 New Mexico 981 0 6% 2 0% 7 Moryland 994 L% -L.0%
28 Alabama 974 a7 =T 3% 28 lowa 988 11% 1.1%
29 Wiah 968 9% 2 5% 9 Tennessee 972 1.3% -4.2%
0 Washingion 955 1.2% -6 5% 30 Texas 969 1.3% L%
3l Massachusers 953 1.2% 2 1% 3l Minnesota 96,7 1.4% -6.3%
32 Oregon 953 12% 3 6% 32 Pennsylvania 96.4 14% 04%
33 Vermont 908 23% 1% 3 Kentucky 95.9 1.5% -2.5%
34 Texas 0.7 23% 12% 34 New Mexico 959 1.5% -4
35 Maryland 897 23% 39 35 South Cerolina 95.8 1.5% =5.1%
36 Vitgima 895 2.6% 42% 36 Michigan 4.7 L.6% ~4.7%
31 Idaho B3.9 2 24% 37 New Hampshire .7 1.6% -1.4%
38 South Carolina B8.2 2.9% -5.5% k} ] Arkansas 4.0 1.7% 4%
39 Pennsylvania 873 3% -B.7T% 39 Missssippt 918 1L.T% -29%
40 Nebraska 87.0 3% 1% 40 South Dakata s 1.8% -B.1%
41 Missiasippi Bi3 3.5% -14 8% 41 North Dakota 94 1.B% -19%
42 Flonda 79.5 49% -1.4% 42 Nebraska 919 1.8% -2.3%
42 South Dakmia 783 52% 5.1% 43 Oregon 5038 2.1% -9.5%
4+ West Virginia 79 5% -5.6% 44 Alsbama 89.0 23% -6.3%
45 Kentucky 767 5.6% -1.3% 45 Wyoming 88.6 24% -5.2%
48 lowa 750 59% -11.4% 46 Vermont 828 11% -1.9%
47 Wyoming T4.6 6.0% 11 7% 47 Virginia 304 34% -5.9%
48 Michigan T0.7 £9% -10.7% 48 Kansas 768 1.9% -122%
49 Oklshoma 619 E5% “15.8% 49 West Virginia 656 53% -124%
50 Alaska 62.3 B -183% 50 Oklshoma 636 5% ~18.0%

Growth in average tuition at public wo-year institutions of higher
education relative 1o median household income growith, 2016

Since higher education is key to higher pay and economic advancement in
the innovation economy, access to education is crucial 1o a state’s
cconomic development. As education costs continue 1o increase at rates
two 1o three times that of inflation, cost remains an imporiant determinant
of access. The above table shows the differential between the yearly growth
in average yeaely tuition charge for a full-time student at a public two-year
college relative to the growth in real median household income

Source: National Center for Education Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2016

Siate Yearly Tuition Rank
Obio 4 4% 6
Mlinots <3 2% 7
Wisconsin <3 2% 8
Indeana -1 6% 13
Michigan 6.9% 48

Michigan, 2013 - 2018
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Growih in total tuition, fees, room. board at public four-year institutions of
higher education relative 1o median household income growih, 2016

Cost is a key determinant of access to the opporunitics afforded by a
college education. In the case ol undergraduate degrees, the price of room
and board, books and incidental expenses all contribute to the bottom line
that students and their families must pay. The table above shows the
differential between the yearly growth in the cost of one year of full-time
education at a four-year public college or university relative to the growth
in real median houschold income.

Source: National Center for Education Siatistics

Midwest Performance, 2016

Staie Yearty Costs Rank
Ohio 3% 5
hnos -2 M 7
Indiana =1.8% 10
Wisconsin 0% 18
Michigan 1.6% 36
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WORKFORCE PREPAREDNESS

States can have excellent Education scores, yet
still lack in Workforce Preparedness. In such
cases, the education system is not in tune with
the demands of the work place or better
opportunities can be found elsewhere and the
educated move out of state (brain drain),
Research indicates that Workforce Preparedness
is closely correlated with entreprenesurial
dynamism, and hence economic prosperity and
growth. For illustration, studies repeatedly show
strong positive correlation between bachelor
degree attainment in the workforce and state per
capita income growth. This driver attempts to
measure both formal educational attainment and
skill levels of the incumbent workforce.

Midwest Performance

2016 2014 2012
Michigan e etk Hwn
Minois akok ek Ao
Ohio L o o
Wisconsin L Ll o
Indiana o o "k

Rank State 2016 2014 2012
1 Maryland Bhkkh AWRAR kkkRk
2 Massachusetts ko Ll dedddk
3 Virginia RRAER RERAR kRkR
4 Arizona dkdkkk  dekdkekdk Ak
5 Washington L T T
6 Utah LR whEe e
7 California RRkhR  kRRRE Rk
8 Colorado WRARR  kRERE RRRRR
8 Minnesota khhw Ahdk kdk
10 New Jersey sk Ak "hkek
1 Connecticut ek T ek
12 New Hampshire ke hehk Wk
13 Michigan wkkk FrTT Wk
14 fllinois ok ek ek
15 New York Ak ok P
16 Texas Ak kK ke
17 Oregon ok T hik
18 Kansas ke Edn whr
19 New Mexico ok ok wr
20 Georgia whe whx .
21 Idaho L] "k Ek
22 Florida ek ok o
23 Missouri deede ek ok
24 Morth Carolina ki "k *k
25 Rhode Island h " *i
26 lowa *k ek rerrs
27 Alaska e ek P
28 Mebraska Wi " *
29 Ohio Wk Wk .
K] Delaware wh . P
Kl Vermont i " *n
32 South Carolina w "h .
33 Wisconsin *i e w
34 Alabama *¥ Wi "
35 Pennsylvania hd " "k
36 Tennessee i w *
37 Morth Dakola e "k "
38 Indiana ek hk ek
39 Oklahoma wh " *u
40 West Virginia *a * e
a1 Kentucky * " T
42 Maine * * *
43 Hawaii * " *
44 South Dakota * * *
45 Wyoming * * *
46 Montana w* * *
47 Lauisiana * * *
48 Mississippi * N *
49 Nevada * * *
50 Arkansas " " *
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HIGH SCHOOL ONLY DIPLOMA ATTAINMENT* POST-SECONDARY PRE-BA ATTAINMENT
Percent of 2%-and- Change, 2413- % of Population 25 Change, 2013.
Rank State Score older Populstion 2016 {%) Rank State Score vears and ofder 2016 (%)
S-Srate Average 27 4% -1 9% 5t-State Average 29 7h =1 7%
1 Minnesota 124.1 21 4% -1.9% 1 North Dakota 1264 36.1% 1%
2 Arizona 120.6 22.3% -B.6% 2 Idaho 1250 I5T% 4 8%
3 Virginia 120.1 22.5% -11.3% 3 Wyoming 1237 a5.4% -2.1%
4 Califormia 119.4 22.6% 3% 4 Massissipp 1214 34.8% 10.8%
5 Massachusetts 117.0 23.3% 5% 5 Utah 1212 34.8% 4.7%
6 Colorado 116.5 4% 134% 6 fowa 1206 34.6% 39%
7 Nebraska 1164 BA% 2.5% 7 South Dakota 116.5 31.6% -4.1%
] New York 1ne.1 23.5% -B.5% 8 Wisconsin 1154 31.4% -0.8%
9 Washington 114.4 24.0% 0.3% 9 Nebraska 1138 330% -4.3%
10 Kansas 129 1A% 44% 10 New Mexico 113.5 329% 17.7%
] Maryland 15 24.5% 1.7% 11 Michigan 1135 329% -£9%
12 Oregon 1120 24.6% -4.5% 12 Arizona 1129 327% 5T%
13 Utzh 110.9 245% 11% 13 Nevada 1124 32.6% 13%
14 Tems 1nos 24.9% -7.6% 14 Montana 114 324% 4%
15 1llinos. 112.0 25.1% -1.6% 15 Minnesota 1110 23% -£.6%
16 Idaho 1099 25.2% -1.0% 16 Oregon 1102 321% 2T%
17 Connecticut 109.2 253% 13% 17 Kansas 1098 32.0% 0.5%
18 North Dakota 108.0 25.7% 29% i8 Hawaii 108.7 L% 18%
19 Rhade Island 107.3 25.8% 1.4% 19 South Caroling 1069 312% 5 7%
20 lowa 106.3 26.1% -121% 20 Alaska 1046 307% 64%
2 North Carolina 105.0 262% 21 Alabama 1027 302% o
2 Montana 103 8 268% 2 Arkansas 1024 301% 3%
23 New Jersey 103 4 269% 23 Florida o1 7 300% -4 (%
24 Georga 101 5 274% 24 Nonh Carolina 101§ 299% 12%
28 AMichigan 100.6 27.6% 25 Ohio 100 7 297% 01%
26 New Hampshire 99 4 279% 26 Loussiana 993 294% 58%
2y New Mexico 991 280% 27 Mssoun 990 29 3% -8 1%
28 South Carolina 96 & 287% 28 Texas 986 29 2% 21%
29 South Dakota 963 28 8% 9 Californaa 9523 29 1% 2 1%
30 Vermont 9% 0 28 8% 0 Remueky 98 1 29 1% T1%
31 Wisconstn 941 293 3 Washington 919 29 0% -T0%
R Flonida 542 2913% n Maine 96 5 2% 20%
33 Missoun 937 294% kx} Georgi 954 284% -16%
34 Hawai 919 299% 34 Oklahoma 49 283% -11.4%
35 Tennessee 859 30 4% EH Tennessee 6 282% -1 6%
36 Missisuppr 889 30T 36 Itlinos 943 28 1% -1 %
37 Alaska 868 33% 37 Colorada 927 7M™ -3 8%
8 Alabama 86 1 3% 38 Indiana 916 27 5% -138%
¥ Rentucky 860 31 5% 39 Virgimia 897 7% 13%
40 Lowsiana 859 1 5% 40 New Hampshire 893 26 9% -1 ™
4 Maine B85S 31 6% 41 West Virgnia 871 263% 4.0%
42 Oklahoma 854 31 6% 42 Maryland 860 26.0% 1.2%
43 Nevada B52 3T 4 Rhode Island B44 28 T% 2.1%
4 Wyaming Bag 31 8% 44 Pennsylvania 827 252% -1.0%
45 Pennsylvania 817 2.1% 45 Delaware 822 25.1% 8%
46 Arknraas 2029 323% 4% Connecticut BO.B 24.8% -3.3%
47 Ohio 824 324% 47 New York .2 23.4% 3%
48 Indiana 809 328% 48 Vermont 763 23.6% 6.5%
49 Detaware 79.5 32.2% 49 New Jersey 26 22.7% 2.8%
50 West Virginia &7 3T.1% -24% 50 Massachusetts 685 21 ™% -73%
Percent of [6-and-older labor force holding only a high-school diploma, Percent af 16-and-older labor force with an associate degree or equivalent
2016 or some college antainment, 2016
A high school diploma is the minimum required education for 1oday's Many mistakenly focus exclusively on bachelor degree attainment s a
econemy and, increasingly, even a diploma is becoming insufficient. Real measure of a state’s human capital quality. In facl, some of the most critical
wages of those without a diploma have been declining precipitously for the occupations for industry success lie in the often fust-growing mid-level
last three decades. The above table shows the percentage of each state's catepories like highly-skilled tradesmen, technicians, etc. This metric
adult population that has earned a high school diploma or the equivalent measures those with post high school, pre-bachelor formal education and
{but not above). ™ Not included in subdriver/'driver calculations training= including partial college atiendance, as a percentage of the adult
Saurce: US Census Bureau workforce. Source: U 5. Census Burean
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
% of 16-and-older % of 16-and-older
— Labor Force L SERE Labor Force L
liknois 25 1% 15 Wiscensin 4% 8
Michigan 27.6% 25 Michigan 31.9% 1
Wisconsin 293% al Ohio 29T 23
Ohio 3T4% 47 1inais 1% 36
Indiasta 328% 48 Indiana 275% 38
= — S
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BACHELOR'S DEGREE ATTAINMENT PHYSICAL SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING WORKERS
% of 25-and-oller Change, 2013- Percent of Change, 2013-
Rank Siate Seore Population 2086 {%) Rank Staie Score Occupations 2016 (%)
J0-State Averuge 339% I I% Sir-Steste Avvruge IR e 253%
1 Massachuseits 149.7 49.1% 76% 1 Maryland 149.0 347% M 1%
2 New Jersey 1334 43 7% 87% 2 Michigan 1403 117% 29.8%
3 New York 1329 43.6% 10,1% 3 Massachusetts 1298 280% 10.3%
4 Maryland 1320 43.3% 20% 4 Colorado 1287 2719% ™
13 Connecticut 130.8 429% 18% 5 Washingion 1258 2 66% 57%
6 Colorado 1284 42.1% 03% 6 Calilornia 1206 24T 15 9%
7 Vermont 1284 421% 121% 7 Virginaa 1198 244% 30 4%
8 Virginia 1279 41 9% 1% B Utah 1192 242% 3123%
9 New Hampshre 1208 6% 312% 9 Connecticut 1149 2% 2%
1o Minnesota 191 150% 61% 10 Minnesota 1134 222% 38 1%
n Hinoss 1184 IBE% 59% ] Alabama 1121 218% 242%
12 Rhbode tsland 181 T 48% 12 Anzona oS 212% 31 9%
12 Washington 1i66 3% 6 8% 13 New Jersey wa? 209% 259%
14 Cahforma 1095 I58% 36% 14 Oregon 1094 208% 541%
15 Pennsylvania 108 0 354% 78% 15 Rhode Island 108 8 206% 321%
16 Oiegon 1059 6% 44% 16 Wisconsin 108 5 205% a5T7%
17 Kansas 1054 34 5% -1 6% 17 New Meuca 108 1 201% 23 9%
18 Grorgia 146 2% -1 B% 18 Nimeis 1078 202% 400%
19 Nebraska 104 4 342% 82% 19 Pennsylvania 107 2 0 19 4%
0 North Carclina 1042 34 1% 11 4% 20 South Carolina 1031 193% A 4%
2l Montana 103 1 3% B 3% 21 Georgia 1049 1.92% 45 0%
22 Maine 101 6 312% 59% 22 New Hampshare 1045 191% 299%
23 Missoun 1013 33 1% 6 6% ek Ohio 45 1 50% 46 1%
24 Michigan 01,1 3% 7.6% 24 Texas 1042 1 89% 13 7%
25 Havan 101.0 310% 41% 25 Missouri 1006 LI7% 28.0%
26 Delaware 9.0 324% -29% 26 Aloska 95 4 1.73% A%
27 Texas o989 323% 12.0% 27 North Carolina 985 1.70% 23 1%
28 Nonh Dakota o8 8 323% 0.1% 28 Kansas 972 L65% 282%
29 Florida 98.8 23% 2% 29 Indiana 964 1.62% 6T
30 Tennessce o8 7 323% 6.8% 0 Idaho 96.0 1.61% 223%
n Alasin 973 31 B% 1.6% 3 Nebraska 257 1.59% 351%
2 Towa 06.6 31 6% 102% 2 Tennessee 1 1L34% 19.3%
X South Carolina 956 31.2% 2% 33 Delaware 938 1.53% 35 %
34 Anzona 94,3 308% 10% 34 Oklahoma 918 1.46% 133%
BE] Utah 943 30.8% 61% 35 Hawan 912 1.44% 26.6%
36 Kenucky 942 308% 12.5% 15 New York 912 1.44% 94%
37 Ohio 930 30.4% 9.5% 37 Vetmont 902 1.40% $22%
38 Indiana 922 30.1% 16 8% 38 Maine 202 1.40% 35.0%
k1] South Daknta 921 301% 92% 39 Fiorida 893 13T% 235%
40 Oklshoma 90.2 29.5% 13.3% 40 Montana 885 134% 104%
43 Tdsho L1 B 9.6% 41 North Dakota B7.9 132% 457%
42 New Mexco B1.8 287% »9.3% 42 West Virginia 878 L32% 565%
43 Wisconsin 87.5 286% 34% 43 Kentucky 870 1.29% 25 6%
44 West Virginia 858 280% =3 0% 44 Towa 863 1.26% 27.4%
4% Alabama B57 28 0% -1.3% 45 Louvisiana 854 L23% T4%
46 Loursiana 849 21 7% 00% 46 South Dakota 852 1.22% 37.0%
47 Arkansas 825 269% B7T% 47 Arkansas 82 119% 19.7%
48 Wyoming 802 252% 21.7% 44 Wyoming i26 [.14% £.5%
49 Nevada T4 251% 78% 49 Nevada 816 1. t10% 62.4%
50 Mississippi 743 4.2% =14.8% 50 Mississippi 812 |.08% 26.1%
Percent of [6-and-older lnbor force holding a bachelor's degree or higher, Percent of plysical sciences and engineering occupations, 2016
M6 Researchers and skilled scientific workers are an integral part of the
No state ¢an hope to transition into the innovation economy without a innovation economy and can be a key asset in attracting high-value added
ready and plentiful stock of college graduates. A lack of them also industries with the promise of a highly-skilled workforce. Equally essential
suppresses overall state income and wages, as the average income for those is the retention of skilled college praduates, avoiding a “brain drain,” and
without a college degree has been sluggish or worse in recent decades. The being able to attract out-of-state workers. The above table provides the
adyacent table shows the percentage of the adult population that holds m percentage of workers in physical sciences and enginecring occupations
least a bachelor's degrec or the equivalent that require at least a bachelor's degree. Sce Appendix for more detail.
Source: US. Census Bureau Sowrce: US Bureau of Labor Siatistics
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
% of 16-and-older State Percent of Gecupations Rank
State Iabor force Rank
alolil Michigan 2% b1
[ 3B 8% 1l Wiseorsia S T
Michigan 3% 14 hnois 20 13
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TECHNOLOGY AND TECHNICIAN WORKERS INNOVATION WORKERS OUTSIDE HIGH TECH EMPL.
Percent of Change, 2013~ Percent of Change, 2013-
Rank State Score Occupations 2016 (%) —Rank __State Score Occupations 2016 (*)
Sth-State Average 3.33% 11.6% St-State Average i 80%6 7.4%
1 Virginia 146 1 5 58 _3.4% 1 Massachusetts 141.5 15.28% 1IL.™%
2 Washington 1412 533% _5.6% 2 lilinows 126.6 13.63% 16.6%
3 Colorado 1326 4.89% 40% 3 Connecticut 1257 13.5)% 59%
4 Massachusetts 1325 4389% 4.5% 4 Maryland 121.3 13.04% 19%
5 Maryland 1216 4.64% 1.2% 5 Ula!'l : 121.0 13.00% 22.5%
6 Califormia 1o 121% 78% 6 California 1207 1297% B.6%
? Delaware 1183 116% 8 7% 7 Minnesota 1204 12.94% 38%
8 Texas 179 1 14% 773% 8 Weashington 119.7 12.56% 14.3%
9 Minnesata 7o 110% 10 1% ¢ Colorada 1i9;5 12.83% 5,6%
10 Arizona 166 4 08% O 10 Virginia 1184 12711% 15%
11 Utah 1130 3 904 49% n Oregon 1162 1247% 18.1%
12 New Jersey 11722 3 854 6% 12 New York 1151 12.35% 9%
13 North Carahina e 384% 26% 13 Georgn 1se 1233% 7%
¥ Georgia 1111 181" 44% 14 Arnzena 135 1217 12.1%
15 Missours 1072 3 60%% 44% 15 New Jersey 1o 118%% IT™
16 Connecticut 105 5 351% .59, 1] Delaware 1074 11.48% T
17 New Hampshure 105 4 351% 30% i7 New Hampshire 1044 1 15% a6t
18 Pennsylvamia 1049 349% -D6% 18 Hawan 103 4 11 04% 46%
19 Ohto 1043 3454 -10% 19 Rhode [stand 1024 10 93% $4%
20 Michigan 183.6 342% 61% 200 lewa 121 10 90% 9 5%
2 Kansas 103 % 341% 1 1% 21 Idahe 1016 10 B4% 153%
2 Wisconsin 103 2 340% 1 7% 2 Oklahoma 1606 1073% 1%
23 New York 1029 338% 86% 23 Mame 1004 1971% T0%
24 Vermont 1006 3a7e, I8 5% 2 Tenncssce 1003 10 69% 10 4%
2% Nebraska 1000 3 24% - 8% 25 North Carolina 1000 10 66% 107%
26 linois 1000 323% 6 7% 26 Nebraska 1000 10 86% 18.4%
27 Rhode Island 978 112% 0.5% 27 Missouri 995 10 61% 05%
28 Orcgon 969 3108% «1.0% 24 Wisconsin 981 10 12% 78%
29 Tennessee 968 107% 1. % 29 Ohio 977 041% 3 5%
30 South Carolina 96.6 1.06% 53% 30 Michigan 97.5 10.38% 4.3%
3 Oklshoma 9.5 1.06% 26% 3 Ransas 96 5 1027% 9 5%
2 Florda 96.4 3.05% 292% 2 Alaska 96.0 10.22% 0.7%
13 1daho 945 297% 1.6% 33 Mew Mexica 95.5 10.16% 51%
34 NewMexico 945 295% -1.4% 34 Flonda 944 1004% CEr5
35 Alshama 915 291% -13.0% 35 Vermont 917 9.96% 2.3%
16 Alaska 08 297% 5.1% a6 Arkantas 932 991% 10.5%
37 indians 50.4 275% 0% 37 Texas 93¢ 9.89% L.4%
38 Sowth Dakoin k] 2.74% 21% 36 FPeansylvanin 52.5 982% 24%
35 Mnine 50.1 273% 9% 39 Indiana 1.3 9.69% 1L6%
40 fowa B9.7 271% 4 5% 40 South Carolina B30 244% 13.4%
] West Vuginia B3 266% 56% 41 North Dekota 868 9.20% s8%
42 Kentucky 887 266% 22% 42 Newada 864 9.14% 5.0%
43 Arkansas 848 246% -4.1% 43 Kentucky 86.3 9.14% 9%
a4 hontana 84.5 235% -5.1% 44 Mississippi 80.7 BSI% 11.4%
45 North Dakota B35 2.40% 1% 45 Albama 19.6 839% 63%
46 Wyoming 804 2.24% -2 6% 46 Montana 739 831% 53%
47 Mussiasippi 726 215% S9% 47 Louisiana 75 8.27% 5.0%
48 Nevada 77 210% 10.3% 48 South Dakota 779 B21% 29%
49 Hawan 759 201% o™ 49 Weat Virginia 749 786% 6T
] I rvininna T4 1o RT-RTTS 50 Wyoming k) 7.76% 01%
Percent of workers in technology and technician occupations, 2016 Percent of workers m quasi-science and quasi-tecluical occupations, 2016
The number of technologists and technicians is an indicator of a state's There are many support and quasi-technical occupations that are building
support network for the innovation economy and its ability to put ideas into blocks of an innovative state, such as managers and teachers. They might
practice. The above table shows the percentage ol workers in technology be less essential to high-tech enterprises but are important sources of
and technician occupations that require an associate’s degree or entrepreneurial talent. The above table shows these other innovation
postsecondary vocational certification. Sce Appendix for more detail economy workers as a percent of all workers. See Appendix for more
detail
Source: US. Bureau of Labor Siatistics Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
State Percent of Qecupations Rank State Percent af Occupstions Rank
Ohia 15% 19 1l:nois 13 6% &
Michigan LR 20 Wikconsin 10 5% 28
Wisconsin 3 4% 28 Ohao 104% 29
Illinows 32% 26 Michigan 104% 30
Indiana 3% 37 Indiana 97% 39
Michigan, 2013 - 2018 | | Michigan, 2013 . 2018
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HIGH-TECH MANUFACTURING EMPLOYMENT HIGH-TECH SERVICES EMPLOYMENT
% of Total MEg, Change, 2813. % of Total Services Change, 2013
Ronk State Score Emplovment 2006 {%) Rank Siate Score Employment 2016 (%)
Sil-Strte Averugy 34 5% -1.5% Jo-Kate Average 68% 123
1 Michigan 1343 502% -L1% 1 Virginia 1583 138% 4%
2 Washingion 1334 495% -3.6% 2 Maryland 1433 11.9% 03%
k] Connecticut 128.3 47.7% -1.9% 3 Washington 141.4 11.7%
4 Arizona 1245 46.0% -8.0% 4 Colorndo 140.9 11.6%
5 Kangas 1174 $3.0% -4.0% 5 Massachusctts 1391 114%
3 California 1154 421% 24% [ California 126 0 9 7%
7 Kentucky 114.5 41.7% 19% T New Mexico 1228 93%
8 Texas 1132 41.2% 25% ] Unah 122 5 93%
) Massachusetts 1129 41.0% -1.5% 9 New Jersey 1189 B 8%
10 Indiang 1129 41.0% 0.5% n Texas 1160 B 4%
11 Ohio 108.1 39.0% A% 11 Georgia 1159 B4%
12 Maryland 107.2 38.6% 1% 12 Michigan 1158 34%
13 Missoun 1067 384% 82% 13 North Cacolina 1414 78%
14 New Hampshire 106.1 38.1% -19% [E] Mlinon 079 T4%
15 Oklahoma 1044 314% -1.8% 15 Kansas 184 6 70%
16 Lousiana 1042 31.% -4 1% 16 New Hampshire 104 5 70%
17 South Carolina 141 3T 1.4% 17 Minnesota 1033 6.8%
18 Tennessce 104.1 3.% 2.8% 18 Alsbama 102 & 6%
19 North Dakota 103 8 371% 1.6% 19 Connectici 1027 67%
20 West Virgina 1033 36.9% 26% 20 Missouri 1023 6™
21 Floruda 1025 36 6% -194% 21 Florida 1015 6.6%
cr) Vermoni 1023 36 5% -6 4% 22 Pennsylvania 101.4 66%
23 Alabama 1o 9 359%% 3% 23 Alnska 1011 6.5%
7} lowa 1009 359% -13% 24 New York 101.0 6.5%
25 Oregon 10010 35 5% 03% 25 Arizona 100.0 6.4%
26 New Jetsey 939 35 5% -59% 26 Oregon 978 51%
27 Colorado 287 350% -1 8% 27 South Carolina 9712 6.0%
ki1 New York 980 34 6% 24% 28 Idaho 967 6.0%
0 Virgima 964 339% 6 1% 29 DOhio 96.3 59%
30 Hhinois 951 334% 29% 30 Rhode liland 9.0 59%
3 Messissippt 94 6 332% 02% 31 Wisconsin 955 5.8%
2 Idaho 939 329% -12% 32 Nebraska 95.5 5.8%
n Utah 935 32 7% 08% 33 Delaware 85.5 58%
34 Maine 924 323% 1% 34 Vermont 9.0 56%
as Minnesola 913 31 8% -0 1% 35 Tennessee 929 55%
6 Rhode Island 909 31 6% 51% 36 North Dakota o216 53%
17 New Mewco 891 30 8% 18 1% 37 Momana 913 53%
i3 North Carolina 882 304% 4 7% 38 Indizna 834 49%
Ja Wyomeny 869 209% -4 M 39 Kenucky 88.2 49%
44 South Dakola 863 296% 0 7% 40 Oklahoma 87.7 18%
Ll Nebraska 835 284% - 6% 4l Louisiana B&.6 4%
42 Wisconsin 816 276% -24% 42 Maine 851 45%
43 Pennsylvana 801 270% ~45% 43 lowa B42 4.4%
44 Geotyia 789 264% -12% 44 Wyoming 84.0 4.3%
45 Delaware 765 25 4% -6 9% 45 Hawaiz 833 43%
46 Atkansass 65.1 20.5% 08% 46 West Virginia B23 4.1%
47 Nevada 578 174% -43% 47 South Dakota 811 10%
4 Montana 565 168% 3% 48 Nevada 781 36%
49 Hawait 402 98% 51% 49 Mississippi 765 34% 4 4%
%% of Total Mfg. Change, 2413. {n/n) Arknnsas {n/a} in/a) (n/a)
Percent of total covered manufacturing employment in high-tech Percent of total covered service-providing employment in high-tech service
manufucturing industries, 2016 industries, 2016
Advanced manufacturing describes a high value-added application of Information technology has been important in creating new approaches to
information to industrial production. The greater efTiciency that results and industrial production, but it spawned a revolution in many services
higher skill levels required typically yield higher wages, Additionally, a industries even carlicr. Moreover, most information technology firms are
work{orce skilled in advanced manufacturing techniques helps attract categorized as services. Thus, the share of services employment in high-
similar employers. The above table gives the percentage of each state’s tech areas 1s an imporant indicator of an innovation economy base. The
maaufacturing workers that are employed in high-technology above table pives the percentage of each state’s service-providing workers
manufacturing industrics. See Appendix for more detail. that are employed in hagh-technology service industries. See Appendix.
Source: US. Burean of Labor Statistics Source: U.S. Burean of Labar Statistics
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
State ‘AEnl'Tolal Mig Rank Stame % of Total Services Hank
mployment Employment
Michigan 502% I Michigan 14% 12
Indiana 41 0% I Winois T4% I+
Ohia 390% 1 Ohio 59% 29
llinois 3 4% M Wisconsin 8% 3
Wisconsin 27 6% 42 Indiana 19% 33
1 i 1
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ADULT EDUCATION SKILLED IMMIGRANTS
Change, 1M 1- Percent of Change, 2013-
Rank State Score Fercent 2015 (Ye) Rank State Score Pepulation 2016 (o)
So-Stare dveruge 2 4% -15.0% S0-State Averuge 1.5% 343%
1 Arizona 2137 6.23% 34 5% 1 New Jersey 1833 5.6% 23 4%
2 Utsh 2093 6.071% 30.2% 2 California 161.7 4.5% 1%
a New Hampshire 1848 5.15% 156.9% 3 New York 1569 4% 1.6%
4 Minnesota 1589 4 18% -13 3% 4 Connectrout 1450 3% 46 5%
5 West Virginia 1517 414% -51% 5 Maryland 144 5 35% 94%
6 Idaho 1348 328% 17 0% 6 Flanda 1410 3% 2%
7 lowa 1335 3% -55 6% ? Massachusens 135 30% 122%
8 New Mexico 1286 3 05% -7 5% 8 Nlinois 1343 29% 31 8%
9 Colorado 1280 3.00% 22.1% 9 Hawau 1330 29% 237%
10 Kansas 124.0 2.83% =L1% 1 Washinglan 1379 26% 33 0%
1 Virginia 123.0 2.84% =12.9% 13 Vitgima 1277 26% -2 9%
12 Nebraska 119.5 271% -15.0% 12 Nevada 1234 23% -8 4%
13 Maryland 1160 2.58% -16.1% 13 Rhode laland 1204 22% 43 5%
14 hineis 1187 257% 21.0% 14 Arizona 1193 21% 326%
15 Alsska 1147 2.53% -118% 15 Teas 1167 20% 28.4%
18 Missoun 1132 247% 29.1% 18 Georgia 1101 16% 26.8%
17 Califocnia 130 247% -14.2% 17 Pennsylvania 109.t 16% 335%
18 Oregon 1098 234% 3% 13 Delaware 107.6 1.5% 1.8%
19 Massachusests 1.2 232% B.5% 19 North Carolina 107.3 15% 613%
20 Alshama 109.2 232% 209% 20 Oregon 167.2 15% 0.5%
21 Delaware 1052 217% -41% 21 Michigan 1046 13% -6.6%
2 Vermont 103.2 2,10% -1 7% 2 Colorado 104.2 1.3% 34.7%
23 Wyoming 102.5 20™% -240% 23 New Hampahire 101.4 1% 20.5%
24 Rentucky 1023 206% -10.6% 24 Minnesota 100.8 L% 10.7%
25 Indiana 101.0 201% -30.0% 25 South Carolina 100.4 LI% 34.4%
26  Texas 9.0 194% -19.1% 26 Utsh 99.6 1.0% 76.1%
27 North Bakota 98.5 192% -19.5% 27 New Mexico 994 1.0% 176%
28 Flonda 943 192% <21.9% 28 Alaska 9.6 1.0% 203%
29 South Dakiota 983 191% -49% 29 Tennessee 9716 09% 53.5%
30 Washington 982 191% -20.0% a0 Ohio 954 0.8% 23.6%
31 Wisconsin 98.1 E91% =244% 31 Vermont 253 0.8% 21 8%
32 North Carclina 979 1 30% =25.1% 2 Indana 953 0E% 449%
3 Oklshoma 972 1.88% 220% 13 Idaho 93. 0.7% 50.7%
kT Georgis 96.7 1.85% -29.5% b1 Oklahoma 937 0% 51.2%
35 Hawari 957 182% -16.6% 15 Missouri 937 0% 16.5%
36 Maine 957 1.82% -15.1% 36 fowa 9316 0.7% 32.6%
37 Michigan 956 151% 34.0% 37 Kansas 922 0.6% -12.6%
38 New York 95.4 1.81% -13.4% 38 Wasconsin 921 0.6% 65.5%
k) Ohio 945 1.77% -303% 39 Maine 0.4 0.5% <A.0%
40 Arkansas 914 1719% 2B.4% 40 Kentucky 90,3 0.5% 21 1%
41 Connecticut 925 170% -105% 41 Alshama 298 0.5% 30.5%
42 Misstasippi 924 1.69% 25.2% 42 Montana 895 05% 126.6%
LX) Rhode Island 887 1.56% -16.4% 43 Louvistana 887 0.4% 23 4%
] Nevada 883 1.54% -25.4% 44 Nebraskz 885 04% -74%
a5 Pennsylvaria 87.5 151% -17.0% 4% Arkansas e8] 0.4% 68.4%
a6 Loustiana 873 1.30% 20.2% 46 North Dakola B30 0.4% 8.2%
47 Tennessee 87.1 1.49% -28.6% 47 West Virginia 817 0.4% 53.1%
48 Montana 87.1 1.49% -163% 48 South Dakota B2.1 0.4% 255.6%
49  SouthCerolina 856 1.44% 23.5% 49 Wyoming 871 03% 175.2%
50 New Jersey 85.3 143% -20.9% 50 Mississippi B34 0.2% 6.8%
Pastsecondary enrethnent of 30-year-olds and above fo a siate's above-3{) Permanent or temporary foreign-born residents with a bachelor 's degree
population, 2015 or higher as a percent of the total population. 206
Continuous skill development and knowledge acceual, or “lifelong Silicon Valley has proven that highly skilled foreign workers can be an
learning,” is an important component of tnnovation economies. The needs integral part of an innovation network. With states facing inevitable
of employers are changing too quickly for workers to rely on past demographic shifis, the ability to atiract well-educated workers from other
education. Adult college enrollment will be an important source of lifelong countries becomes increasingly relevant In recent years, this has become
learning. This figure is a ratio of postsecondary enrollment of 30-year-olds all the more critical due to federal curtattment of the entry quota for holders
and above 10 a state’s above-30 population, published every two years. of HIB visas.
Source: National Center for Education Statistics Source. U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
Midwest Perforrnance' 2015 Midwest Pel'fom‘lal'lce. 2016
State Perceat Rank State Percent of Population Rank
hinois 14 Ulinois 29% B
Indiana 25 Michigan 1.3% pil
Wisconsin H Ohea 0% 0
Michigan 3 Indiana o g gs
Ohwo 19 Wisconsin 06% kL]
i Michigan, 2012 - 2015 Michigan, 2013 - 2018
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BUSINESS COSTS*

While national monetary policies must keep a
close watch on inflation trends on a near-term
basis, long-term national and global trends would
appear to be disinflationary due in large part to
global overcapacity. Productive-capacity
investments made during the boom times of the
1990s, along with a global shift to free enterprise
economics, have combined to put downward
pressure on prices for standardized products and
services. The result is that many businesses have
lost their pricing power. Their response is to
improve productivity and to control costs, Doing
both requires innovation and tight financial
management.

Some argue that business costs are no longer as
important a factor in location and expansion
decisions as in previous decades. To the
contrary, intense competition forces businesses
to routinely consider lower cost areas in which to
operate, including overseas locations, while
concurrently investing in new technologies and
methods to improve productivity, thus lowering
costs at current locations. The Business Costs
Driver is based on 10 metrics, weighted according
to their relative importance in the “typical
business” cost equation.

Midwest Performance

2016 2014 2012
Indiana hk ek P
Ohio "k ek ek
llinois i e T
Michigan ok ik Wik
Wisconsin ol o .k

* Metrics are given unequal weights in the calculation of this
dniver grade. Weighting is 57 percent unit labor costs; 6
parcent business taxes: 6 percent stale business {ax
structure, 12 percent industrial rents; 7 percent energy costs:
2.5 percent worker's compensation premiums; 2.5 percent
worker's compeansalion costs: 5 percent healthcare
premiums; 1 percent unemployment insurance costs and 1
percent unemployment insurance tax siructure. See Data
Sources appendix for more details.

Rank State 2016 2014 2012
1 Wyoming hkdkh  RRRAR hkRkk
2 South Dakota T I T Y L
3 Tennessee LAl *hRr P
4 Louisiana LA L RRAR hRRH
5 Mississippi Wl LTy T,
<] Texas hak e e
7 West Virginia Lt ek ki
8 lowa dekd e e dedokk
9 Indiana *wh Whk Ak
10 Oklahoma *hh Wik ekhk
1 Arkansas ek vk P
12 North Carolina whh ok i "k
13 Nebraska dokk ok S
14 Nevada ki WhRR  RRARR
15 Connecticut kak W e
16 Ohio LT Y [T1] *hk
17 Washington "k How P
18 Idaho hhk i .
19 Montana ke . ek
20 Kansas wikk wohk ek
21 New Mexico Wik doew T
22 Hawaii L wh i
23 South Carolina Wik e P
24 Virginia Wik "k *hk
25 Utah *k L e
26 Nlinois ek T P
27 Alabama o hke wn
28 Kentucky * Sk whw
29 North Dakota *h Ve wihw
30 Oregon L *h T
<] Michigan *h kW Wk
32 Georgia *h * -
A3 Missouri *h o whn
34 Delaware L Yo ek
35 New York *h *h oh
36 Pennsylvania *h *h *h
37 Wisconsin o ok ok
38 Minnesota * *h el
38 Colorado ek ek "
40 Arizona ok ok whw
a1 Maryland wH wh *n
42 New Jersey *h *h *n
43 Florida LA *h o
44 California ok ek o
45 Rhode Island * ek o
46 Maine * " .
47 Alaska * " "
48 Vermont * * -
49 New Hampshire * i .
50 Massachusetis * " a.
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UNIT LABOR COSTS ENERGY COSTS
Change, 2013- Change, 2013~
Rank Siate Score Index 2016 (%) Rank Siate Score Per kilowaithour 2016 {%}
St)-State Average 0.0% I0-State Averuge Silugd 16%
1 Wyoming 1441 90.8 -03% 1 Oktshoma 1254 50063 -4.4%
2 South Dakota 135.0 92.7 1.5% 2 Washington 1242 50064 TI1%
3 Tennessce 1322 934 -1.1% 3 Texas 1193 50 068 -1 %
4 Hawaii 123.6 95.2 ~L6% 4 Loutsiana 118.8 30.068 -8.1%
5 Lousiana 122.5 955 0D2% 5 Nevada 1178 50,069 =11 1%
6 Mitsissippt 1212 957 0.1% [ Idako 114.5 $0.072 6.3%
7 Connecticut 1185 96 3 -0 5% § Arkansas 114.5 $0.072 L%
B West Virginia 1181 96 4 -l 1% [} Virginia 1133 0072 -1.0%
g Texas nr? 965 00 9 North Carolina 1104 50.075 -1.8%
10 Towa nis 975 03% L] Oregon 1102 $0.075 13%
1] Washinglon 1091 98 4 0 5% i1 Utah 109.4 $0.075 63%
12 Nebraska 108 1 985 1 0% 12 lowa 1084 $0.076 B.3%
13 Nevada 1073 o8 7 24% 13 Kentucky 1083 $0.076 72%
14 Ohio 1064 989 L 3% 14 Mortana 1082 $0.076 1.9%
15 Indsana 106 4 98 9 o %y 15 Mississipps 107.5 $0.077 H.6%
16 Moentana 1051 992 0 16 lhincds 1064 $0.078 103%
17 New York 1049 993 1 1% 17 New Mexico 1060 $0.073 1.2%
18 Arkansas 1040 994 0 4% 18 Georgia 1056 $0.078 -3.8%
19 New Mexico 103 8 99§ 42% 19 Tennessee 104.1 s0079 -2.6%
2 Oklahoma 1038 w8 06% 20 West Virgimia 1038 50080 10.3%
21 Kansas 103 4 996 -0 9% 2] Pennsylvenia 102.3 $0.081 ~0.5%
22 North Carclina 103 0 997 -0 8% 22 Wyoming 1001 $0082 8.9%
n Calfornta 102 6 998 -10% 23 South Carolina 100.3 6082 10%
24 New Jersey 100 4 1002 -0 5% 24 Missour: 1007 $0.082 B35%
25 Idaho 100 O 100.1 13% 25 Anzona 100.0 $0.082 -0.2%
26 Morih Dakota 989 1005 [ 26 Nebraska 100.0 Se082 28%
27 Alaska 983 1007 =1 2% 27 Florida 893 $0083 -2.4%
28 South Carclina 982 1007 -0 8% 28 Ohio 56,9 $0.085 B.9%
29 1itinois 971 100.9 0.3% 28 Coloado %9 $0.08% -1.5%
30 Pennsylvania 944 1015 0% 30 Indiana 96.7 $0.085 4.2%
H Alsbama 940 10L.6 1L4% 31 North Dakota 957 $0.086 10.4%
32 Kentucky 9.7 1017 0.8% 2 South Dakota 946 $0 086 10.8%
33 Virginia 93.7 1017 -0.7% 2 Alabama 95.6 $0.086 4.2%
M Michigan 93.2 1018 4% M Minnesola 950 $0.086 51%
k-] Rhode Island 932 101.8 1.7% s Michigan 9.9 50,088 -5.5%
36 Maryland 903 102.4 0 8% 35 Kansas 902 $0.000 52%
ky) Utsh 90.3 102.4 03% 37 Delaware B8 $0.09] 24%
38 Wisconsin 90.2 102.4 -1.2% 3s Wisconsin 88.1 $0.091 0.1
k) Oregon 898 102.5 -1.0% 39 Maryland B4.0 50.094 -0.8%
40 Minnesota 882 1028 6% 40 New York T3 $0.102 -£.6%
41 Vermont 875 103.0 02% 41 Maine 696 $0,.105 4.8%
42 Georgia B3l 103.1 0.0% 42 New Jersey 604 $0 112 -10%
43 Colorado 849 103.6 0.5% 43 Vermont 47 50124 -2 9%
4 Maine B4.7 103.6 -04% 44 New Hampskare RIR} $0134 T 4%
45 Missowmi B45 103.6 14% 45 California 299 $0 135 53%
46 Arizona 8.0 103.8 C.1% 46 Rhode 1sland 208 $0 142 14 6%
47 Florida 837 103.8 0.1% 47 Connecticut 194 $0 143 4 8%
48 New Hampshire Bl.4 1043 1.2% 48 Massachusetts 166 S0 145 5%
49 Massachusetts 14.5 i058 -0 49 Alnska -7 50,164 44%
{n/a) Delaware {na) {n/n) {n/a) 50 Hawaii -500 $0.227 =29 1%

Unit labor cost index, 2016

The single largest cost affecting most employers is labor The real cost of
labor, however, is not the simple hourly wage, but the cost per unit of
output. If the labor force is sufficiently productive, high wages do not mean
high unit labor costs. The measure of unit labor costs is derived both from
the total value of output and from the total cost of labor. Higher values
mean more expensive kabor per unit of output, and a value of 100 is equal
to the U.S. average. It is adjusted for the industry mix in each state

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis

Midwest Performance, 2016

State Index Rank
Ohio 99 14
lndiana 99 15
Ilinos 101 29
Michigan 102 M
Wisconsin 102 38

Michigan, 2011 - 2018
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Average indusirial and commercial energy price per kilowait-hour, 2016
Although of less imporiance than labor, health insurance, and taxes, energy
costs are nonetheless a core concern of employers. Like the other metrics in
this section, energy prices arc also highly variable across states. The above
table shows the average industrial and commercial energy costs per
kilowatt-hour.

Source: Energy Information Administration

Midwest Performance, 2016

State Per Kilowatt Hour Rank
1hinots 50078 16
Ohic SO 085 28
Indiana $0 085 39
Michigan So.088 35
Wisconsin $6 091 kL]

Michigan, 2013 - 2016
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WORKERS' COMPENSATION COSTS WORKERS' COMPENSATION PREMIUMS
Rate per $100 ol Change, 201 1- Henefits per $100 o7 Chsnge, 2011-
Rank State Score Payroll 2015 (%) Rank State Score Covered Wiages 2015 (%)
JouNtate dverage Sta2 -4 V% Si-Strie Average S0.86 =f3.0%
1 North Dakota 131.0 5089 -11.9% 1 Texas 1287 $0.31 -28%
2 [ndiana 1258 $1.05 -9.5% 2 Indinna 121.0 $0.45 -22%
3 Arkansas 125.5 51.06 -10.9% 3 Arknnsas 1194 $0.48 4%
4 West Virginia 1203 §1.22 21.3% 4 Utah 1188 3049 -1 T%
3 Virgina 119.6 s1.24 3% 5 Massachuscits 1182 $0.50 2%
5 Utsh 1187 §1.27 -5.9% ] Virginia 1177 $0.51 -i2%
7 Oregon 1183 $1.28 -i9.0% ¥/ Michigan 116.0 50.54 -21%
] Massachuseits 1180 §1.29 -5B% B Tennessee 1149 50.56 2™
9 Nevada 117.4 $1.31 -1.5% 2 Anzona 1122 $0.61 =14%
1 Kansas 1141 51.4] -8.A% 10 Nevada 1116 $0.62 =18%
1l Texas 1128 5145 9.4% 10 Kansas 1116 $0.62 24%
1 Ohio 1128 5145 -21.2% 12 Colorado 1105 5064 “20%
13 Maryland 1.2 51,50 -107% 13 South Dakota 108.8 $067 %
13 Arizona 1.2 51.50 -6 8% 14 North Carolina 108 3 $068 3%
15 Kentucky 1es $1.52 22.4% 14 New Hampshire 1083 $0.68 -13%
16 Colorado 1093 51.56 9% 16 Rhode Island 1072 5070 -18%
1" Michigan 1089 51,87 -9.2% 16 Geargia 1072 5070 -26%
18 Florida 1060 $1.66 -BE% 18 Minnesota 106.6 5071 -13%
19 South Dakota 157 $1.67 -126% 18 Maryland 1061 $0.72 Ee )
19 Nebraska 105,7 $1.67 -2.3% 20 Oregon 104 4 075 -20%
21 Tennessee 054 $1 68 <16 8% 20 Ihnois 104 4 $0 75 -27%
22 Misszauippi 1047 $170 141% 28 Nebraskn 028 $078 ~10%
23 Idaho 1018 5179 <11 4% ap) Maissoun 1028 S0 78 H%
24 Georgia 101 5 $1 80 -43% 24 Ohio 1017 $0 80 20%
25 _ Ponnsylvan 100 2 $1 84 -14 4% 25 Alabama 1006 $0 82 -12%
i Alabama %98 i 8l 6 1% % North Dakota %94 $0 84 1%
n lowa 95 5186 2 1% 2% Connecticut 94 $0 84 W
28 Wynming 92 $187 75% 28 Mississippi 978 5087 -E%
£fd North Carolina 979 stol 0 5% 28 Lowsiana 978 087 -19%
L] Minnesota 979 s191 5% 0 Kentucky %67 $089 1%
n New Mexico 96 $192 1% 3o Flonda 967 $089 =15%
n Missouns 96 $i92 18 5% 32 lowa 939 $094 18%
33 South Carolina 969 $194 9% 33 Wisconsin 923 $0 96 =%
3N New Hampshure 963 $196 -18 3% 33 New Jersey 98 5096 %
3 Hawan 93 $196 18 1% 35 New York 923 097 5%
36 Washengtan 959 5197 -66% 36 Mew Mexico n? $0 98 8%
37 Vermont 943 5102 4% 36 Maine 917 $0 98 -15%
37 Maine 943 5202 9 B% 38 Delaware ol 2 S0 -6%
kL Wisconsin B $206 - 2% 39 Pennsylvama B89 5103 -8%
40 Monlana 97 $210 -160% au Idaho 878 $1 05 -5%
41 Leuisiana 914 21 4% 41 Flawau 85 6 $i o9 1%
az Rhode Island BE § $220 106% 42 Oklshoma 823 51.15 2%
43 Oklahoma 875 5213 19 5% 4 South Carolina 818 5116 -15%
43 lincis 87 % $213 21 2% 44 Vermont 812 $1.17 =1%
EH Delaware 846 $232 31 1% 45 California T84 5122 -12%
45 Connecticut 0.9 $274 B4% 46 Alaskn 718 $1.34 =1T%
46 Alaska 0.9 $2.74 9.0 47 Washingion 68.5 $1.40 ~14%
48 New York 680 $283 04% 48 Wyoming 679 $1.41 %
49 New Jersey 65.1 $252 6.6% 49 Montans 615 $1.49 -10%
30 Califoriia 4.7 $1.24 11.0% 50 West Virginia 602 $1.55 =15%
Average workers® compensation rate paid per $100 of payrell. 2015 Average workers' compensatian benefits paid per 3100 of covered wages.
Workers' compensation and uncmployment insurance costs are largely 015
reflected in unit labor costs. When firms evaluate state and local taxes, they A state’s worker's compensation benefits struciure drives the premium
frequently lump in compensation and unemployment insurance costs schedule for business, alongside other policy considerations. While this
However, businesses do take these factors into account separately when measure is a cost to the state, it dircctly affects employer costs if the
making relocation and expansion decisions and are therefore shown program is to maintain solvency. There is definite correlation between this
separately in this report. The table shows a state's average workers' metric and the Workers” Compensation Premiums metric. The table shows
compensation rate paid per $100 of payroll, published every two years. a state’s average workers' benefits rate paid per $100 of covered wages
Source: Oregon Department af Consumer & Business Services Source: National Academy of Social Insurance
Midwest Performance, 2015 Midwest Performance, 2015
Benelits per 5100 of
State R"e!!’:;r:lllm L Rank Biate Covered Wages UL
Indiana $1 05 2 Indana 3045 2
Ohio 8145 1" Michigan Lot 2
Michigsa $1.57 1 Winars S0g3 al
Wisconsin $206 39 Oluo 30 £0 2
Hlinois $223 43 Wisconsin 30 56 n
Michigan, 2012 - 2015 | Michigan, 2012 - 1048 1
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UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE COSTS UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE TAX STRUCTURE
Change, 2013- Change. 2013«
Rank State Score Ruie 2006 (Y} Rank State Seore Index 2016 {%)
SimStare Average 2.08% -29.5% J-Stare Average 300 G.4%
1 Utsh 119.7 030% -53.6% 1 Oklehoma i34.1 648 6.5%
2 Soith Dakota 118.7 0.76% -28.3% 2 Flonda 126.5 614 2T
3 Mississippi 118.6 0.77% -50.3% 3 Delaware 122.0 5% -3.1%
4 Oklshoma 7.4 0.84% 62.2% 3 Chio 1198 584 0.5%
5 New Hampshire 116.8 0.88% -54.8% 5 Mississippi 17 575 0%
[ Hawaii 1151 0.98% -59.8% [ North Carclina 173 573 -1.0%
7 Montana 1133 1.09% -394% 7 Missouri 5162 568 0.59%
B WNebraska nx7 1.13% =33 1% 8 Nebraska 1157 5,66 £0.2%
8 Kansas n2z 1.13% -57.8% 9 Louisiana 153 564 -54%
10 Tennesses 112.2 1.16% -52.7% 10 Indiana 1150 5,63 2.2%
1" Idaho 113 1.21% -48.7% 1t Arizora 1148 562 7%
12 Washington 1108 1.24% -32.6% 12 Kansas 113.3 535 -4.3%
13 Wyoming 109.9 1.30% -57.5% 13 Texas 12.0 554 0.5%
14 Minnesota 109.2 1.34% -464% 14 Alsbama 108 544 6.9%
15 North Dakota 107.6 1.44% 27.4% 15 California 1092 537 -32%
16 Florida 107.2 1.46% 57 9% 15 Nonh Dakota 1092 537 -13%
17 South Crrolina 1064 1.51% 40.6% 17 New Mexico 1090 536 -6 3%
18 Louisiana 105.8 1.55% -16.2% 18 Washington 1070 s21 1%
19 Alabama 104.8 L61% $3.3% 19 Montana 106 3 524 £8%
20 lowa 104.6 1.62% -23.2% 20 Vermont 106 1 52 22%
21 North Carolina 103.6 1.63% 27.0% 21 Connecticut 1052 519 4%
22 Delavare 103.5 1.69% -38.1% 2 Utah 1040 sS4 0%
23 Missouri 1010 1.84% -18.6% 23 Tennessee 1025 507 12%
24 Virginia 1007 1.86% -35.4% 24 Hawmn 1011 501 6 6%
25 Georgia 100.5 1.87% -267% 25 New Jersey 100 2 497 3%
26 Alaska 99.5 1.53% 42.0% 26 Maryland 998 495 1%
27 Nevada 958 1.57% -113% 27 West Virginia 993 493 -4 1%
28 Maine 91,9 203% -347% 28 Minnesota 98 0 487 15%
29 Colorado 91.5 205% -226% 29 Alaska 96 9 482 36%
30 Arkansas 97.0 2.08% -36.2% 30 Arkansas 966 481 2%
N Oregon 94.7 20% -27.9% 30 Wyoming 96 6 481 4 6%
32 Indiana %46 2.2% -26.2% 12 New York 96 4 480 -5 5%
3 Texas 938 2.28% -20.3% 32 Oregon 96 4 480 -1 8%
34 Arizona | 232% -1.3% N lowa 957 477 21%
35 New Jersey 928 234% -262% 35 Georgia 942 470 S6%
36 New Mexico 91.9 2.39% 46.6% 35 Wisconsin 942 470 S5 2%
37 Ohio 91,8 240% -140% 17 South Carolina 933 466 04%
a8 Maryland LY 252 -352% 18 lihnois 921 46l 38%
19 Wisconsin 893 255% -35 8% 38 Virginia 921 461 43%
40 Massachuseus 570 269% -324% 10 South Dakota 912 457 27%
41 West Virginia 834 219% -8 2% 4 New Hampshire 508 455 123%
42 Kentucky 819 300% -120% 42 Colorado 899 451 0 4%
4 1llinais 806 308% -120% 43 Maine BS54 431 -4 9%
44 Rhode Island 750 342% -105% 43 Nevadn 854 4.1 2.0%
45 New Yoik 740 348% -232% 45 Pennsylvania B4.1 426 28.3%
46 Michigan 24 3.58% ~31.1% 46 Idaha 800 407 AB%
47 Connecticut 699 373% =10 1% 47 Michigan ™ M -1.3%
48 Vermont 695 375% -1 6% 48 Kentucky 46 383 28%
49 California 551 4.63% 9.9% 49 Massachusetts 704 364 0%
50 Pennsylvania 352 5.84% =11.5% 50 Rhode [stand 63.2 in =5
Average employer contributions as a percentage of taxable wages, 2016 Tax Foundation Unemployment Insurance Tax Index, 2016
The Tax Foundation in its annual State Unemployment Insurance Tax
Unemployment insurance costs are another major labor cost factor that is Index scores states higher that have fewer the distortions, a simpler tax
ofien only evaluated in combination with compensation costs. However, structure, a broader base and lower rates, with a maximum score of 10. The
businesses do take these factors into account separately when making Unemployment Insurance Tax [ndex is made up of two sub-indexes - the
relocation and expansion decisions. The above table shows the average unemployment insurance tax rale sub-index and the tax base sub-index. See
unemployment insurance rate paid by the employer in each state paid on Appendix for more detail
taxable wages Source. Tax Foundation
Source: U.S. Department of Labor
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
State Rale Rank State Index Rank
Indinea 223% 32 Ohio $B4 4
Ohio 240% 7 Indiasa 563 10
Wisconsin 255 39 Wisconsin 470 35
[[FERE 3 08% 43 [linots 461 38
Michigan 3.50% 46 Michigan 394 47
Michigan, 2013 - 2018 Michigah, 2013 - 2018
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STATE BUSINESS TAX STRUCTURE

BUSINESS TAX BURDEN
Change, 2013-
Rank Stnie Score Percest 2016 (%}
J-State Average 4.7% -18%
1 Connecticut 123.1 15% 29%
1 Michigan 123.1 35% -7.9%
1 Missouri 123.1 15% 0.0%
4 North Carolina 1200 16% 9%
5 Indiana 1185 1% 00%
5 Oregon 1189 1% 12 1%
5 Lhah 1189 1% 0.0%
8 Georgia 1168 18% 2T
9 Chia 126 40% 24%
9 Virginia 126 40% 53%
n Louisiana 110.5 4.1% T
1 Maryland 110.5 4.1% T9%
11 Muoasachusetts 110.5 4.1% 5%
14 Alabama 108.4 4.2% -6.7%
14 California 108.4 42% -6 TV
14 Oklahoma 108.4 4.2% -10.6%
17 Colorado 106.3 4.3% =10.4%
17 Idaho 106.3 +3% -6.5%
19 Delaware 1042 44% 23%
19 lowa 104.2 4.4% -6.4%
9 Tennessee 1042 44% - 3%
19 Wisconsin 1042 4.4% -2.2%
23 Minnesota 1021 4.5% 22%
23 Wyoming 1021 4.5% 8%
25 Arkansas 100.0 4.6% 95%
25 New Hampahire 100.0 4.6% 4.5%
25 Pennsylvania 100.0 4.6% 0.0%
28 Alaska 919 4T -60.8%
28 Florida 919 4™ -14.5%
28 Kentucky 979 4% 00%
28 South Carclina 9189 4.7% -2.i%
28 South Dakots 979 4 7% 44%
28 Texns 579 4.M% -6.0%
kL) Arizona 558 4.8% 55%
34 Hlinpis 958 4.8% -4 0%
M Nebraska 5.8 4.8% 116%
a7 hansas 916 5 0% 64%
EL ] Montana 895 5l% -5 6%
kL Rhode Island B74 51% -1 9%
40 Nevada 853 53% -1 9%
40 New Jersey 853 53% I9%
42 Washington Bl 55% 100%
43 Hawan 748 58% =79%
43 New York THE 58% 00%
45 West Virginia 727 59% -1 %
46 Mississipp1 4 6.3% -§ 6%
47 New Mexico 621 6.4% -30%
43 Maine 36.0 6% 4%
49 North Dakota 49.7 T0% -29.3%
50 Vermont 39.2 15% 14%

State and local business taxes per dollar of private economic activity, 2016
Taxes, typically highly varied across states, are a key component of siates’

compelitive positions, especially for businesses. A business-friendly tax

policy helps to attract firms. The measure for business taxes is taken from a

study prepared by Emnst & Young for the Council on State Taxation, The

above 1able shows the share of state and local business taxes in proportion
to total business revenue for the most current fiscal year as represented by

gross domestic praduct
Source: Ernst & Young

Midwest Performance, 2016

Perceni of Privale

State GDP Rank
Michigan 3.5% 1
Indiara 3T 5
Ohwa 10% 9
Wiscoman 14% 19
[[[[ESTH] 4 B 34
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Change, 2013-
Rank Siate Score Index 2016 (%)
J0-Niaie Averapy 520 1) 9%
1 South Dakota 1849 10.00 0.0
1 Wyoeming 1849 1008 0.0%
3 Utah 6% 605 17%
4 North Caralina 157 598 21 3%
3 Missoun 153 596 -1 2%
& New York 127 581 122%
& Virgma 1Hx? 581 -14%
.1 Michigan "Ly 5.76 -0.5%
8 Oklaboma Hie 576 21%
10 Georga Hi4 573 -12%
13 Hawan ey 5N -12%
12 Mussiszipp el 561 -1 6%
13 Moniana 1090 5359 iT
14 Alabama W79 551 84%
14 Sowh Carolina 107 9 553 -02%
16 North [akola 107 6 551 54%
17 West Visgina 167 4 550 4 0%
18 Celorado 106 4 544 3 6%
19 Arizona 1062 543 4 8%
L] Flanda 1062 543 -1 5%
a Maryland 106 ¢ 542 -0 7%
21 Tennessee 106 0 542 0%%
et ] Indiana 1034 537 17%
24 idaho 031 515 -0%%
25 New Mesico 1007 S T4
26 Nlingis 99.3 5.0} 21.2%
27 Alaska 986 499 <0.6%
28 Kentucky 979 495 -1.6%
29 Nebraska 974 492 54%
2% Wisconsin 974 492 29%
3 Rhode Island 969 439 10.6%
32 Connecticut 9.7 438 4%
3 Califorma 957 482 -1.6%
4 Nevada 950 478 -52.2%
34 Oregon 950 478 6%
k] Massachusetis 9l 473 -1.0%
i Vermont 928 4.65 4™
k1] Kansas 9l 4.61 02%
e Arkansas 919 4.60 0.0%
40 Loaisiana ST 4.59 -132%
41 Mane %04 451 19%
42 New Jersey e 449 £7%
43 Minnesota Ba3 439 0%
44 Pennsylvania BAS 419 2.8%
45 Washington BO S kR ] <23.0%
46 Ohio 802 in -24.5%
47 New Hampshire 86 38 23%
48 Jowa 73 175 05%
49 Texns 1 345 -25.2%
30 Delaware 604 277 -11.8%

Tax Foundation Corporaie Tax index, 2016

The Tax Foundation in its annual State Business Tax Climate Index
evaluates that the fewer the distortions, the simpler the ax structure, the
broader the base and the lower the rates, the higher the index score, with a
maximom of 10. The Corporate Tax Index is made up of two sub-indexes -
the tax rate sub-index and the tax base sub-index. See Appendix for more
detail.

Source: Tax Foundation

Midwest Performance, 2016

State Index Rank
Michigan 576 ]
Indiana 527 23
Idino:s 503 ]
Wiscensin 492 i)
Ohe 392 A6

Michigan, 2013 - 2018

Empowering Michigan Entreprenesurs



METRO INDUSTRIAL RENTS
Avg indusirtal rent Change, 2013-
Rank  State Scare per square foot 2016 (%)
SO-State Average 572 1203
1 Arkanszs 1064 5441 2%
2 South Carclina 1059 $4.62 -1. %
3 Wisconsin 105.0 5492 T.0%
4 Indiana 104.9 $4.96 3%
5 Kentucky 104.6 $507 15%
6 Alabama 103.6 344 6.3%
7 North Carclina 193.5 $549 T.8%
8 Nebraska 1034 35.51 6.5%
5 Ohia 103.2 $5.60 22.6%
10 Massachusetts 102.0 5601 -18.4%
n New Mexico 101.7 $6.12 -10.3%
12 Tllinens 1014 $6.24 2312%
13 Missouri 100.9 $643 278%
14 Michigan 100.5 $6.56 18.2%
15 Ceorpia 100.1 $6.72 15.4%
16 Tennessee 99.5 5678 4.9%
17 Idaho 59.2 $703 302%
18 Connesticut 952 $705 23.2%
(L3 Pennsylvama 979 §750 13%
20 Colorado 96 9 §787 16 0%
21 Nevada 959 $8 26 38 4%
2 Dregon 958 5827 &5%
23 Maryland 941 5891 N™%
k2 Arizona 940 $892 134%
25 Texas 938 5901 21 4%
26 New York 928 $938 =20 1%
27 Cahfornia 81.5 5983 2], 4%
28 Flonda 50.2 $10.31 B.1%
29 Washington B89 si0re 32.6%
0 Hawau B45 §$1238 1%
(n/a) Alaska (va) (n/a) (n/a)
{n/a)  Delaware (wa) {nfa) (nva)
(W) lowa (va) {nfa} (n/a)
(wa) Kansas {n/a) {na} (nfa)
(n/a) Louisiana va) {na) (nfa)
[C%)] Maine {na) {n/a)} (n/a)
(/) Minnesota {na) {n/a) (n/a)
(n/a} Mississippi {n/a) {n/a} (n/a)
{n/a} Monlana {na) {n/a} (nfa)
(r/a) New Hampshire {n/a) {n/a} in‘a)
{n/a} New Jersey {n/a) {n/a) {n‘a)
{n/a) North Dakota {n/a) {n/a) (n/a)
(n/n} Oklzhoma {r/n) (nfa) (va)
{n/a) Rhode Island {n/n) {n/n} (nva)
(n/ny South Dakota {n/a) {n/a} (na)
(va)  Utab {va) {na} (/)
(na) Vermont (na) {nfa) (wa)
(n/a) Virginn (n/a) (na} (na)
{n/a) West Virginna {n/n) (n/a) (n/n)
() Wyoming (n/a} (nfa) (r/a)

Metro Industrial Rents average, 2016

Industrial occupancy costs rank high as a site-location factor, after
availability of transportation and utilities, availability of labor, and site

characteristics. The best available method of comparison is to use regutarly
reported renis for major metro arcas in each state. The above table lists the

average indusirial rent per square foot for the main metropolitan area in

each state

Midwest Performance, 2016
Siate Avg industrial rent per Rank
quare foot
Wistonsin S92 3
Indiana 5495 4
Ohio $560 9
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SMALL BUSINESS HEALTH CARE PREMIUMS

Change, 2013-

Raok Stnte Scare Dollars 2016 (%)
Ji-State Average 56,448 34,65

1 Tennessee 1347 4,344 -52. 7%
2 Idaha 1252 34,782 38.2%
3 Mississippi 123.7 54,852 A7 0%
4 1217 $4.944 -40.2%
5 Missouri 120.6 $4,998 51 2%
[ nsh 1157 $5,220 -18.9%
1 Maine 1143 §5,286 -43.6%
8 Kentucky 1108 $5,446 -10 4%
9 Towa 1101 $5479 -39.9%
10 Anzona 1100 $5,435 =38.1%
11 South Dakota 1093 55,516 -45.6%
12 Indiana 108.1 55,574 -49.6%
13 South Carolina 1073 $5,610 44, 5%
14 Oklshoma 1058 §5,679 -41 3%
15 Lowsiana 1032 $5,802 -40,2%
16 Minnesota 1029 $5.811 -18.0%
17 Georgia 1025 $5,815 -38.3%
18 New Mexico 1025 $5,831 -19.7%
19 Oregon 1018 55,865 -39.7%
20 Florida 1013 §5,888 41 %
21 Nebraska 100.5 $5,924 39.2%
22 Washington 100.5 §5,927 -431.2%
2 Hawaiz 100.2 $5,937 38.9%
24 Virginia 100.1 $5,542 +39,9%
25 Wisconam 100.0 $5,946 -41.8%
26 North Carolina 1000 §5,949 -37.7%
27 Nevada 99.0 §5,992 -31.3%
28 [Hino:s 981 $6,037 -47.8%
28 Kansas 97.2 $6,076 -36.4%
e} Alabama 96.8 $6,095 <36.6%
k)| Colorada 96.5 $6,111 -15.5%
12 Texas 95.0 56,177 -37.0%
3 Wyoming 94.2 56,213 =15.0%
kI Ohio 90 4 $6,391 -38 3%
35 Montana 901 $6,407 -39 2%
6 North Dakota 869 $6,552 =30 %
ar West Virginia 867 $6,560 <31 7%
38 Rhode Island 853 $6,629 4] 6%
hL] Pennsylvamia LS 36,662 -33.5%
40 Connecticut 783 $6,949 =1 2%
41 Delaware 158 £7,082 31 M
42 Maryland 423 $3.613 -16.2%
43 Michigan 42.2 58,619 -10.2%
L2 Vermont 40.2 3.1 -16.5%
45 New Hampshire 322 £9,079 -22.2%
46 New Jersey Lo 59,135 -21.4%
47 Massachusetts 292 $9,220 -22.5%
48 Alaskn 213 39,309 -38.8%
49 New York 224 $9,535 -16.0%
50 Californta 34 $10,413 2.8%

Average of mean single and family premiums for firms with 99 or fewer

employees, 2016

As health care costs continue 1o escalate, the cost of employer-provided

health insurance is increasingly becoming a concern for employers. The

variation of these costs from state-to-state ofien receives scant attention

But health care insurance costs can be a significant determinant of firms’
willingness to locate to or remain in a given state. The above table is an

average of total single and family coverage health insurance premiums

across all plan types for companies with 99 or fewer employees

Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
Midwest Performance, 2016
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PRODUCTIVITY AND LABOR SUPPLY

One of the fundamental drivers of economic
health is quantity and quality of labor available in
a state. The Workforce Preparedness Driver
measures quality of labor. This Driver measures
the inflow and availability of labor in a state and
the efficiency with which workers produce goods
and services. High productivity, coupled with a
good supply of skilled labor, is necessary to
maintain a rising standard of living and to keepthe
cost of doing business competitive.

Productivity measures for state comparison are
particularly difficult to come by. Four metrics are
used, two for overall productivity, another for
manufacturing and a fourth for the services
sector. They are supplemented with two general
measures of labor supply.

Midwest Performance

20186 2014 2012

"l'rnol's LEE 2] e ki L E
|ndiana LE 4 ] o A L
Wisconsin ook iy e
Ohlo E.3 el i
Michigan on x *

Rank State 2016 2014 2012
1 Washinglon Whkkk  kkkkk ANk
2 Delaware Whkkk kkhkk mhhkE
3 California WhEEk kkk e
4 Texas Whikk  kkwkd&  kdhkh
5 Maryland whkk kkdkkk hakdeh
6 Colorado Whkk  kkkhk -
7 New York wkkk KRN RE P
8 Massachuseits ok Wik hedh
9 Connecticut LA L] A Ak
10 Louisiana o h hkhk  kERRR
1 Utah oowen ok P
12 Alaska *hw Ahnn Wideh
13 Virginia AhwE Ahwn itk
14 Nevada ek ok Ak
15 New Jersey ek "ok ke
16 Wyoming dedd T T 1)
17 Oregon ahhn Khd T
18 Ilinois khdk P, *hh
19 Minnesota Wk Aok -
20 North Dakota WRE RRWRE Rk
21 Nerth Carolina wih " U
22 Arizona Wk whn P
23 Nebraska Wi WhEw ek
24 Georgia Wk Kk L
25 Hawaii ek ek ok
26 New Hampshire o ke *h
27 lowa ek i ek .k
28 Pennsylvania Wk P o
29 Florida wkk . "k
30 Tennessee ok ek .
3 South Dakota hkk *kh .
32 Indiana "k e o
a3 Wisconsin Wik wk o
34 Rhode Island L1 "iew W
35 Missouri Wi *kn wa
36 Ohio Wi . wa
7 Kansas wi o *h
38 South Carolina ik ok *a
39 New Mexico e et PP
40 Idaho e o "
41 Oklahoma *k Wk ok
42 Michigan *h * "
43 Montana L2 *oh "
44 Kentucky * wk ..
45 Alabama # " "
46 Maine " . "
a7 West Virginia * wa "
48 Vermont * * *
49 Arkansas " * *
50 Mississippi * * *
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NET DOMESTIC MIGRATION RATE

Empowering Michigan Enirepreneurs

PRIME WORKING AGE RESIDENTS

Migration per 1,000 Change, 2013~ Change. 1013.

Rank State Score resid 2016 [Abs) Rank State Score Share in Population 2016 (%)
S0-Stare Averuge -3 L& St-Stase Averagr 15 TN - 3%

1 Oregon 1356 126 103 1 Alaska 1341 288% 3.8%
2 Nevada 1344 1.0 71 2 Colorado 131.4 286% 0.6%
3 tdaho 1318 11.2 8B 3 California 127.6 B2% 0.4%
4 Florida 1304 10.6 53 4 Utah 1268 28.1% 0.1%
5 South Carolina 1299 104 41 5 Texas 1258 280% 0.1%
6 Washinglon 1271 93 12 & Nevada 1226 7T -1.0%
7 Anzona 1263 90 53 7 Washinglan 122% 2T ™% 1.5%
8 Colorado 1262 B9 21 8 New York et 7% -01%
8 Mentana 1207 68 15 9 Georgra 1159 27 1% -2 3%
10 Utah 1204 &7 47 10 Oregon 157 70% | 6%
1 Nosth Carolina 1189 61 20 1 Hawan 150 27 0% 06%
12 Tennessee 158 49 ] 12 Lowstana 1132 268% 1.5%
13 Texas 1149 435 03 13 §lhinots 1124 267% -1 0%
14 Delaware 1126 ls 0o 14 Virgiria 124 26T% -12%
L5 Georpin 1125 16 a1 15 North Dakotws 1122 6™ 68%
L& Maune 1079 13 23 15 Maryland 1108 26 6% -0 9%
17 South Dakota 1071 15 31 17 Wyomng 1067 262% 06%
13 New Hampshire 106 7 13 26 18 Massachusetis 106 1 26 1% -0 4%
19 Atkansas 104 3 04 11 19 Tennessee 1043 25 -0 7%
&l Alabama 1023 04 -10 20 North Carolisa 103 9 259% -2 0%
21 Minnesata 1022 04 02 21 Oklshoma 103 6 35 9% 02%
22 Kenlucky 10t 3 038 -03 nb Minnesota 1033 258 <1 1%
2 Missoun 1010 <09 a1 23 New Jerscy 1032 258% =1 P
24 Nebraska 1009 -10 05 24 Anzona 100 7 25T -0 %%
25 Oklahoma 100.7 -10 - 6 25 Nehraska 100 3 25 6% 0.5%
26 Indiana 993 -16 «l 6 26 South Carolina 98.7 254% 0.1%
a7 lowa 990 -17 «18 27 [daho 981 253% 0.3%
28 Wisconsin 9813 <20 07 28 New Mexico 879 253% 12%
29 Ohao 97.2 -2.4 -0.7 29 Kentucky o6 253% =2.1%
M Michigan 96.4 2.7 ol 30 Alabama 913 25.2% -0.6%
K] Lousipna %63 28 25 31 Missouri 972 25.2% 0.7
32 Virgina 958 3.0 -3.3 2 Mississippt 87.0 25.2% -0 8%
kx| Mississippt 954 3.1 -1.5 3 Indiana 969 252% «1.2%
3 Califorin 954 3.1 -1.7 kL) Rhode Isiand 56.6 252% 1.5%
35 New Mexico 947 3.4 1.6 s Kansas 96.2 25.1% -1:1%
s Vermont 94.1 3.6 =26 k1 Delaware 95.6 251% 0.6%
37 Pennsylvania 933 3.9 -1.6 37 Arkansas 95.1 25.0% -1.5%
38 Rhode Island 929 41 08 k] Florida 517 24.9% L.1%
39 Massachusatts 92.0 44 ~4.0 39 Chio 930 24 8% D.O%
A0 West Virginia 90.8 4.9 -3.8 40 Pennsylvama 917 24.T% 0i%
41 Maryland 908 -4.9 3.1 41 Wisconsin 898 24.5% -2.0%
42 Kansas B1.5 5.2 =21 42 Towa 888 24.4% 0.0%
43 Alnska B57 5.9 =21 43 South Dakota 17 24.3% 0.9%
44 New Jersey 839 -1.6 =23 449 Michigan 512 24.2% £.3%
45 Wyoming 815 -1.8 -11% 45 Connecticut 855 24.1% -2.9%
46 Hawan 829 -8.0 =1.5 46 West Virginia 843 240% -18%
47 Connecticut B26 3.} 34 47 Montana 817 7™ 0.4%
48 North Dakota, 820 -83 306 48 New Hampshice 792 21.5% ~i.9%
49 lilmors B1.5 8.6 =3.3 4% Maine 168 2% -0.4%
50 New York TS 3.7 40 50 Vermont L5 228% -1.7%

Net domestic migration per 1,000 residents. 2016

The net domestic migration rate measures the difference between in-
migration to an area and out-migration from the same area during a time
period. 1t is an overall indicator of the attractiveness of the state as
individuals vote with their feet on what they consider a preferable living
and working environment. The table above shows the net domestic
migration during a time period as a percentage of an area’s population at

the midpoint of the time period
Source: U 8. Census Bureau

Midwest Performance, 2016
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Proportion of the population ages 25 to 44, 2016

The age structure of the population of a state reflects its attractiveness to
young skilled workers as Richard Florida proposes in his book, *The Rise
of the Creative Class.” The table shows the percentage of the population

age 2510 44

Source: U/ 5, Census Bureau
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State Share in Populaticn
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GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT PER JOB SERVICE SECTOR PRODUCTIVITY
Change, 2013- Change, 2013-
Rank State Score Dollars per Job 1016 (%4} Rask Siate Score Dollars per job 1016 (*%)
30-State Averuge SHY.402 4.5% Sik-Sware Averuge 584409 V%
1 Delaware 143 9 $123.97 10.8% 1 Delaware 161.3 $130,297 11.5%
2 New York 1415 $122,036 6.3% 2 New Yok 1538 $124.413 64%
3 Connecticut 130.2 $112,895 54% 3 Connecticut 1316 $111,525 51%
4 California 130.0 $H2,721 51% 4 Washington 1338 $108,537 10.5%
5 Washingion 1213 5110,387 9.2% 5 Cahforma 1317 $106,924 B9%
6 Alaska 1271 SL10424 -14.8% 6 New Jersey 12800 £103,034 22%
7 Muoasachuseits 123.0 $107,151 5.8% 7 Massachuseits 1262 $i062,541 56%
g New Jersey 1224 $106,620 30% -3 Alaska 1213 198,628 4 6%
9 Maryland 1196 $104.410 1% 9 tlinous 1209 158,347 73%
10 Msnons 163 $101,738 5% 1] Maryland 1187 196,576 T2%
1 Wyomny 1100 $96.656 -5 6% 1] Hawan 1i25 591,693 64%
12 Texas 1093 $96.087 -2 6% 12 Virginia 15 550,916 4 4%
13 Virgina 1091 §95.968 4 6% 13 Pennsylvania 1100 $89,724 19%
14 Pennsylvama 107 6 $94.713 53% 4 New Hampshire 1089 JEE R10 8 5%
15 Oregon 105 8 $93.248 6871% 15 Rhode [sland 107 5 387,696 4 6%
16 Hawan 1050 $92.597 T7% 16 Nebraska 107 | $87,392 13 6%
17 North Dakota 104 2 591 989 -1 % I7 Minnesosa a6 386,956 7 6%
18 Minnesola 103.2 591,169 6 6% I8 Georgia 106 3 386,780 T73%
19 Rhode Island o027 590788 4% 19 North Dakota 10612 185,672 8 4%
20 Ohio 101 & £90.064 65% 20 Colorado 1050 485,749 4™
21 Indiana 1017 $90.002 6 5% 21 Texas 1031 584,212 T0%
22 North Carolina 1012 $89.585 7% 22 Ohie 101.9 $83,270 5.5%
23 Nebraska 1008 $89.264 6 0% 23 lawa 1013 382,834 15.1%
et | Towa 1007 $82.192 107% 4 South Dakota 1008 382,438 94%
23 Georgia 1001 $88 846 T.9% 25 Wisconsin 1003 582,005 10.2%
26 Colorado 97 $BEIM 5% 26 Nevada 97 $61,587 5%
27 Lowisiana 996 $88.318 -1 1% 27 Wyoming 9.1 581,081 28%
28 New Hampshire 994 $88.127 Ta% 28 Nerth Carolina 975 $79.837 8.7%
29 Michigan 93.4 $87,360 B.1% 29 Oregon 974 $79,769 10.1%
kL) Nevada 959 $85.340 EX ) 30 Arizona 974 $79,731 54%
3 Wisconain 957 $85,153 1™ 3 Michigan 9.0 5$793%1 9.6%
32 New Mexxo 957 $85,143 0.4% k] Tenneasee 9.7 $79,162 82%
3 Tennessee 545 $84.220 1% 3 Missouri 852 $77.981 11%
M4 Anzona 942 $83.980 4% M Utah 942 377,176 11.3%
35 Utah 91.5 $81.788 T6% s Florida 915 $76,667 4.1%
36 West Virginia 913 $81 6500 3% 36 Kansas 92 $76,422 41%
37 South Dakata 20.1 $80,546 5.0% 37 Indiana 923 $75,737 9.3%
38 Missouni 20.0 SHO. 548 3% 38 New Mexico 920 $75461 1%
39 Oklahoma 887 §75,552 -3.1% 39 Dilahoma 900 $73.921 43%
40 Florida 842 $19,093 5% 40 Loutsiana 893 $73,315 40%
41 Kenucky 8.6 §78,62¢ 14% 41 Arkansas B0 $73,051 3%
42 Kansas 874 S7TBATI 23% 42 Vermom (113 $72,74 6.3%
43 Alabama 872 578319 4.0% Lkl Maine L1 $72,263 84%
LL) South Carclina 86.7 £77.889 T4% 44 Kentucky 8565 571,217 6.8%
45 Arkansas 82.3 $74349 2.1% 45 West Virginia 852 §70,048 4.9%
46 Mlaine 789 $71,649 12% 46 Alabama B3] 570,033 54%
47 Venmont 7.6 571,389 6 1% 47 South Carolina 85 369,949 59%
48 I1daho 76.8 568,057 J6% 48 I1daho 798 365,787 6.2%
49 Montana 757 $69,054 2.6% 49 Montana 793 $65,384 6.2%
50 Misstssippt 750 $68.476 2.2% 50 Mizsusspp 73 563,800 1%%

Gross domestic product per job, 2016

Mecasuring productivity in exact fashion is, unfortunately, a very difficult

task at the state level. No single measure is available for the total output per

hour worked in all industries at the state level. However, one crude but
telling way to cstimate productivity is to divide a state’s total economic

output by its total number of jobs. The above table shows the nominal gross

domestic produci-the 1otal value of goods and services produced in o

state—per job held.

Source: U S. Burean of Econonic Analysis
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Private service-providing industries GDP per job, 2016

No comparable valuc-added productivity measure similar to the Annual
Survey of Manufacturers is collected for service-providing industries, The
best measure of service productivity that 15 annually available is the gross
domestic product of service-producing industrics per service job, The
above table gives the gross domestic product of all private service-
producing industries divided by service-producing jobs. See Appendix for

more detail

Source: 'S Bureau of Economic Analysis
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MANUFACTURING VALUE ADDED PER HOUR

Change, 2013-
Rank State Score Dollars per lloar 2016 (%)
St-Sate Averoge 31506 24%
1 Lousiana 180.6 $2815 -3.9%
2 Texas 1325 2132 "2 4%
3 Maryland 1319 12003 9 8%
4 Wyoming 1292 51957 51%
5 Conneclicut 22 SIB3B 6 5%
6 Washinglon (Al $I83 8 3 7%
7 Virginea 1202 $180 4 07%
8 Califormsa 1199 $I1T98 a2%
9 North Carolina 188 51719 00%
10 Arnzona 176 $1758 -1 5%
1 Massachusens n7z 51752 4 4%
12 West Virginta 1159 51729 128%
13 New Mexico [RER: 5166 | -59 3%
14 Colorado 1o.n $1629 1.5%
15 Delaware 109.7 51624 0.4%
16 New Jersey 1084 $160.2 T3%
17 Flotida 1073 S158.3 10.4%
18 Utsh 105.0 51544 1%
19 Kansas 184.6 51537 22.5%
20 Nevada 104.1 51528 -B.5%
21 New York 1036 $151.9 15.1%
22 Hawail 1033 $151.4 18.1%
23 Ithno 1019 S145.0 32%
4 lowa 1002 $1462 -4.2%
25 Nonth Dakola 100.1 $1460 -11.8%
26 New Hampshire 99.9 51456 10.6%
27 Montana 953 $144.5 =12.5%
28 Pennsylvama 99.0 $144. 5.5%
29 Minnesota 989 51429 0.0%
o Tennessee 9.5 $143.2 -0.8%
31 Missouri 96.0 $129.4 19%
32 Indiana 959 $1348 -24%
3 Ohio 949 $137 2.5%
M South Carclina 936 51349 9.4%
35 Nebraska 928 $1334 -31.9%
36 Geargia 919 51319 1%
7 Oklshoma 90.6 51293 5.1%
a8 Oregon 9.9 #1286 -28.4%
39 Michigan 89.2 $1273 (n/n}
Al Alsbams 885 5126.1 =3.6%
4l Wisconsin 883 51253 -5.6%
42 South Dakota 278 $124.9 221%
43 Kentucky 861 $i22.1 5.4%
44 Rhode 1sland BRR ] $118.1 -32%
45 Vermont 807 §i129 £2.5%
46 Maine 805 L1235 -0.2%
47 Idsho 79.5 stios -1.5%
43 Alaska 713 51071 26.1%
49 Arkansas 76.2 51052 I3
50 Mississippi 155 SI040 34%

Value added per mamufacturing production hour, 2016

Manufacturing productivity plays a central role in Michigan and its
Midwestern competitors. The measure of value added, which is the

difference between the value of inputs and the resultant outputs, per hour
worked is less sensitive 10 business cycles and varying labor-market

structures than output per worker. Value added also reflects the capacity of

a manufacturing base for high wages. The figures shown here are value
added per preduction hour worked in manufacturing industries.
Source: LS. Census Bureau

Midwest Performance, 2016
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LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION RATE

Change, 2013-

Rank State Score Participation Rate 2016 (%)
JikSierte Average 631 5% =il £

1 North Dakota 128.1 71.5% -i. %
2 Towa 1229 69.6% 0%
3 Nebraska 1216 659 5% -1.2%
3 Minnesota 121.6 69.5% -1.0%
5 South Dakoin 1i98 &.0% -0.5%
6 Uh 118.6 68.7% 0%
6 New Hampshire 1186 63.7% -0,7%
B Wisconsin 174 68.3% -0.1%
9 Maryland 127 67.1% -0.1%
9 Kansas 127 67.1% -1.3%
11 Wyoming 1123 67.0% -1.9%
12 Vermont 1119 66.9% 2.2%
12 Colorada mns 66.9% -20%
14 Alnska 1089 66.1% -2.5%
15 Connecticut 108.2 65.9% 0.3%
16 Missoun 1063 654% 1%
17 [Ehmois 1056 652% 3%
18 Massachusetts 1045 64 9% £0.2%
19 Virgenia 1041 64 8% 2 4%
20 Indiana 1037 64 T 27%
31 Rhode Island 1026 64 4% -1.8%
22 Idabo 101 64 0% o 5%
23 Montana 1007 63 9% 4 5%
2 New Jersey 100 4 63 B% -1 2%
25 Washington 1000 63 7% 03%
25 Texas 100 0 63.7% 2 T%
2T Pennsylvania 985 63 3% 0%
28 Maine 978 63 1% 3 1%
2 Hawan 963 62 % 3 5%
30 Oregon 959 62 6% 26%
3l Ohio 955 a2 5% -1.1%
3 Delaware 955 62 5% 28%
13 Georgia 952 62 4% -0 6%
k2] Califorma 948 613% -0 6%
35 Nevada 940 62 1% -2 7%
36 North Carolina 929 6 8% 0X%
37 Michigan 91.1 61.3% 1.3%
38 Oklahoma 507 6] 2% 0 8%
kL] New York 88 4 60 6% -1 3%
D Arizona 871 650 s 0B%
4 Tenneszee 866 60 1% -1 X%
42 Flonda B8i2 59.2% ~L.B%
A3 South Carolina 829 52.1% 0.5%
41 Louisiana 829 591% -1.0%
45 Arkansas 9.3 58.1% 1.0%
45 New Mexico 73 ST.6% -0.3%
45 Kentucky 773 51.6% -4.6%
48 Alabama 743 56.8% -1.4%
49 Missisaippt 73 56.0% 04%
50 Weat Vingima 609 51.2% -1.1%

Percent of non-institutionalized population in the labor force, 2016

The labor force participation rate is an indicalor of the available workforce
and the labor pool that is looking for work A declining participation rate
implies less potential income eamers and therefore less spending in the
state, slowing down economic growth. The table shows the share of the
non-institutionalized civilian population that is working or unemployed.

Source: U S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2016
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LEGAL ENVIRONMENT

A state must find the right mix of size, taxing
power, program, and expenditure to provide high
return on investment in the form of public assets
and services, while at the same time interfering
minimally in the day-to-day dealings of the
marketplace.

Next to tax policy, legal and regulatory policy is
probably the most important aspect of business
climate. The metrics chosen to reflect the legal
environment measure the consequences (e.g.
liability costs) of a state’s legal environment. This
driver does not seek to score policies or practices
per se. However, it does take advantage of
liability ratings (from U.S. Chamber of
Commerce/Harris) that do include judgments on
regulatory policies and practices.

Midwest Performance

2016 2014 2012
Indiana LELL L wkkk TIl;
Wisconsin *khk ek bk Kok
Ohio ST L] e ik Py
Michigan ek ok wh
Hlinois * * *

Rank  State 2016 2014 2012
1 South Dakota Whkhk  hkkRk RkkRk
2 Nebraska Wb e P ek
3 Indiana oo ook del ke .
4 ldaho ek RARNR Rhkhk
5 Minnesota Wkkhh  RRARE KRR
6 Oregon Kkkdh  kAARE  RANRE
7 Ma;ne dhkdh Rk et e
8 lowa hhkRk PP ek ek e
9 New Hampshire dudkh Rk ek
10 Kansas I T T T T
11 Alaska Wkwkh  RkRkR WAREN
12 Utah Hkddw Wbk Wk
13 North Dakaota LI T T T A L L
14 North Caralina ek e, ke
15 Wisconsin Wk I T PI.
16 Wyoming ok el P
17 Virginia Yo bk Shkh RhkRh
18 Arkansas kR R ALl T
19 Washington ik d Ahkn T
20 South Carolina (LA dohkh .
21 New Mexico Wk Fa—— "k
22 Tennessee W PR e
23 Vermont LLAL] Rk FE
24 Ohio ke Wk PP
25 Arizona Ak T P
26 Michigan W Whwk Rk
27 Hawaii Rtk I PN
28 Nevada e ok .
29 Kentucky ok ok Wk
30 Oklahoma ke Wkwk P
N Texas RN P P,
32 Mississippi Rakn ek e
a3 Colorade LY Wk PP
34 Massachusetts Lhad de Rk
35 Georgia hkd Wkdk .
36 Alabama ek dk —_— .
37 California ke whk Wk
38 Marytand dhkk ik e
39 Montana hhh . "
40 West Virginia b " *k
4 Missouri Wik - O
42 Pennsylvania Wk khk o
43 Delaware Wk T, .
44 Louisiana L2 kk Wik
45 Rhode Island ok o o
46 Connecticut Witk *h wh
47 New Jersey ah *n -
48 New York w » ok
49 Iinois * *

50 Florida * *
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MALPRACTICE COSTS BUSINESS LIABILITY COSTS
Change, 2013- Daollars per 100,000 Change, 2002-
Rank Siale Score Index 2016 (%) Rank State Score GDP 2015 (%)
St-State Average 74% Jti-State Average sivn NI%
1 Nebraska 124.0 -1.62 1.9% 1 Oregon 1183 5143 i0.5%
2 Minnescia 1211 ~1.44 1.0% 2 North Cerclina 178 5144 55%
3 Wisconsn 1178 -1.24 0.6% 3 Keatucky 1167 5146 8.2%
4 South Dakota 116.6 «1 17 =17.4% 4 Washington 116.0 §148 5.6%
5 North Dakota 1164 «1.15 0.2% 5 Indiana 1133 $153 4.
[ lowa 114.0 -1.01 19.3% & Ohia 113.0 §$154 2.0%
7 Indiana 113.6 -098 3 9% ? New Hampshire 1124 $155 9.1%
8 Idaha 1128 0. =103% 3 South Carolina 111.8 5156 B.9%
9 Hawaii 1123 -0.90 152.6% 9 South Dakota (1R R 157 12.8%
10 Kansas L4 -0.85 -21.9% 10 Michigan 1111 5153 -1.5%
] Mississrpp 1110 -0.82 2.6% 1 New Mexco 1o8.7 $160 14.2%
12 Arkansas 110.7 -0.80 2.6% 12 Arkansas 108.7 s162 -1.0%
[k Alabama 1093 -0.72 A.3% k) Utah 108.5 5163 B8.3%
14 Loussiana 1084 -0.66 -8.4% 14 Wyoming 108.3 5163 16.5%
15 Alaska 108.1 -0.64 2.6% 15 Nevada 1079 §164 5%
16 Tenneasee 107.7 -0.62 2.2% 16 Anzona 107.2 $165 11.8%
17 Californa 106.7 -0.56 -10.7% 17 Vuginia 106.7 3166 12.5%
18 Maine 1058 050 =10.3% 18 Maine 106.1 5168 6.0%
19 Oregon 1050 045 ~24.2% 19 West Virginia 149 5170 10.0%
20 Vermom 104.8 <044 -22.1% 20 Nebraska 1034 5173 -2.8%
21 South Carclina 104.3 0,41 -13.4% 21 Georgia 1031 $174 1%
prd Colorado 1024 0.29 208.5% 22 Tennessce 103.1 $174 ~17.9%
n North Carclina 10211 0.28 -2.6% 23 Texas 102.3 $175 8.0%
24 New Mexico 1016 024 -1L.7% L] California 101.7 17
25 Massoun 1006 -01% =185.2% 5 Kansas 1004 5179
26 Oklahama 994 011 36 3% 26 [daho 96 5181
7 Washington 93 8 -007 -29 0% 27 Maryland 995 5181
28 Utah 981 -003 =151 3% 28 Mississippi 70 $186
9 Kentucky 9719 002 -63 2% ral Alaska 964 $187
3o Texas 979 01 =106 1% 30 Alsbarna 957 $189
n Nevada 965 oa? -96 1% 31 lows 957 5189
32 Virginia 956 012 309 8% 32 North Dakota 942 $192
33 Anzona 929 024 <39 2% 33 Missouri 938 5193
34 Wyoming 9227 030 -49 &% 34 Minnesots 9.1 $194
35 Georgia 924 0312 76 1% 35 Wisconsin 926 5195
36 New Hampshire 918 035 59 1% 6 Oklahoma 882 $204
37 Chio 913 033 120% 37 Pennsylvamia 870 $207
k] Delaware 877 06l 56 9% 38 Colorndo 843 22
39 Massachusetts 867 067 06% 39 Massachuserts 839 5213
40 Michigan 230 0,90 44.0% 40 Lowsiana LER-] 5214
a1 Montana 827 092 59 0% 41 Hawau 817 a7
42 West Virginug 821 095 80% 42 Vermont 810 5219
43 Pennsylvania 81 102 139 8% 43 Montaca 801 322
44 New Jersey 798 110 56% 44 Connecticut 728 $236
435 Rhode Island 791 114 60 1% 45 Rhode Island 6B 6 $244
46 Maryland 136 1.47 4% 46 New Jersey 65.2 5251
47 [lhnois 68.0 1.82 2% 47 Delaware 54.7 273
48 New York 644 2.04 1'% 48 Tilinow 4956 5283
49 Connecticut 631 12 58% 49 New York 449 §293
50 Flonda 56.1 256 -28% 50 Florida 410 $301

Index of medical malpractice insurance rates across three disciplines, 2016

Malpractice insurance rales strongly affect the health care industry, both in
quality and cost. Malpractice insurance itself is in tumn, strongly affected by

the regulatory limiats and civil-sumit policies set by states. The above table

presents an index of the relative costs of medical malpractice insurance for

three specialties Higher values comrespond to relatively more expensive

coverage.

Source: Medical Liabiliey Monitor
Midwest Performance, 2016
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Average business-fiability coverage paid per $100,000 of gross domestic

product, 2013

Like malpractice and the health care industry, business liability insurance
costs can strongly influence the competitivencss of the private market as a
whole [t can also be indicative of the greater regulatory environment and
athitudes ol a state. The above table shows the total amount of liability
coverage paid, including product liability, workers' compensation and

other linbility coverage, per $100,000 of gross domestic product.
Source: Insurance Informavion Institute

Midwest Performance, 2015

Dallsrs per $100,000
State coP Rank
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LIABILITY SYSTEM REPUTATION

Change. 2011-

Rank State Score Seore 2016 (%)
S0-Sutre Averag 64.5 8%

1 South Dakela 119.1 753 83%
2 Vermont 1188 752 121%
3 1daho 118.2 750 64%
4 Minnesota 115.7 T42 19%
5 New Hampshire 114.7 s 12.5%
6 Alaska 114.4 738 6.8%
7 Nebraska 1134 75 -0.6%
8 Wyoming 1128 713 1.0%
9 Maine 1125 72 S8%
10 Delaware 12 728 -4.0%
10 Utzh 1.2 728 4.4%
10 Virginia L2 128 1M
13 lown 110.6 726 4.5%
14 Musssachusetts 1090 121 B7%
15 Indiana 108.4 7.9 4.2%
16 Connecticut 108 § T.e 12.5%
17 = 107.1 71.5 13%
17 North Dakota 107.§ 715 24%
19 Maryland 1049 108 214%
20 Wiscansin 136 T0T J4%
21 Michigan 103.6 To4 11.7%
24 Oregon 103.6 704 12.5%
prx] Hawaii 102.4 100 12.0%
24 Rhode lslnnd 1021 699 14.8%
25 Anizona 101.7 698 4.5%
26 Montana 983 687 31 6%
26 Oluwo 983 687 10 6%
28 New York 973 684 3 0%
2 Washingion 573 684 46%
30 Oklahoma 9T 0 683 24 2%
Jo Tennessee 970 68 3 72%
el New Mexico 967 682 294%
32 Nuosth Casolina 967 68 2 6%
34 Soeth Carolina 951 477 202%
35 Colorado 948 476 53%
36 Arkansay 933 672 17 5%
37 Nevada 916 666 16 8%
38 Pennsylvama %07 663 17 8%
it Texns 343 643 124%
A0 Georgia 337 641 02%
41 New Jersey 28 638 62%
42 Kentucky 151 617 8.6%
43 Alabama 742 511 15.7%
43 Mississippi 742 511 Jl1%
43 West Virgina 726 606 353%
46 Fionda 1213 50.5 94%
47 California 07 600 18.6%
48 Itiinois 679 591 15 2%
49 Missoun 647 58.1 0.5%
50 Louisisna 60.0 566 21 ™%

Total Score in State Liabilitty Systems Ranking Study, 2016

Harris Interactive conducts a yearly survey for the U S, Chamber Institute

of Legal Reform 1o assess how foir and reasonable o state’s tort liability

system is thought to be by corporate attorneys. The above table shows cach

state's final score rating in the State Liability Systems Ranking Study

Sanrce: Harris Interactive

Midwest Performance, 2016
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PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE

In the innovation economy, infrastructure can be Rank __ State 2016 2014 2012
broadly defined to include both traditional physical 1 Hawaii ok wRE R
infrastructure, such as roads, water and sewer, 2 New York ohh b el
and “virtual” infrastructure (the digital economy). 3 Nevada bbbl B
The former are covered under this driver. The 4 linois WRAR R ki
metrics chosen attempt to measure outcomes, 5 Massachusetts L LR
productivity, and level of service rather than 6 Washington RRAE kAR Rk
inputs, such as capital expenditures per resident. 7 Arizona i G LA
3 ofegﬂn kkdhdk *hddk k%

9 V"-g"-“a wkhk *hkk Wk

A hkhkk *hkk hkkk

Midwest Performance :? “C”;':::;’:a vers anee wam
111 (3 3] LT3

2016 2014 2012 - v Jersey

linois AR wRAH LAAR] 14 North Dakota P Rk -
Wisconsin LA bl L 15 Georgia Rk whw Rk
Ohio LA LLE ek 16 Utah Rk P Ak
Indiana i e el 17 Delaware "rw Haw LhL
Michigan - ek e 18 Vermant " LA *h
19 Pennsylvania ok hiek LA

20 Nebraska ok Hikk okl

21 New Hampshire ke ek AN

22 Maryland LE 3] ki ke

23 Wyoming ke ko e ek

24 Wisconsin hhkk Ehk bl

25 Alabama LER = LA

26 Texas LE S ] *hk *k

27 Connecticut LLE LALL] LA

28 ohlﬂ Wk hhk L1

29 |ndiana ok *hk Wk

30 Missouri LT LS * R wkw

31 Alaska ik i wlkw

32 Tennessee i L LA L

33 South Dakota whk AL LI

34 California WAL AL L

35 North Carolina LA WAL LR L]

36 Rhode Island LA LA L

37 lowa L1 W wk

38 Michigan LL] LA LALS

39 Kansas LA LA L

40 Arkansas LA i LA

41 Mississippi LI L e

42 |dah° e "k (3.2

43 Kentucky ke ke ke

44 Louisiana LI L *

45 Oklahoma L L *

46 West Virginia * bl LR

47 Maine * * b

48 Florida e LA A

48 South Carolina * bt L]

50 New Mexico * Hkk hikk
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HIGHWAY QUALITY BRIDGE QUALITY
Rough Highway Change, 2013 Change, 2013-
Rank State Score Mliles per 1,000 2006 {%) Rank State Score Percent 2006 {%=)
Si-State Average 179y 137.9% St-State Average V3% 15 3%
1 Kemucky 1184 284 -383% I Nevada 1233 1 6% 91 0%
2 Ohio 1184 412 -56.8% 2 Texas 1210 1% -70.8%
3 New Hampshire 1149 50.5 -51.3% 3 Florida 1217 21% 75.1%
4 Lowsiana 1141 55.0 =77.9% 4 Artzona 199 2&% -13.3%
5 Georgia 1140 558 29.0% 5 Utah 182 Li% 281%
6 Alabama 1134 595 -109% 6 Georgia 1128 4% 119.9%
7 Hawaii 1124 658 -34.4% 7 Washington 1125 43% -44.4%
8 Nebraska 1116 710 -35 7% 8 Delaware 122 A 9% 24.4%
9 Montana 1.4 e 19.1% 9 Tenneasee 1126 50% -75.5%
10 Vermont 1108 754 21.6% 10 Oregon 1os 53% -71.4%
n 1Hinois 109.1 B5.0 -14.8% n Calsfornia 1103 5.5% -50.8%
12 Mississippi 108.4 208 =18.1% 12 Vermont X 5.6% 42.4%
13 Texas 1083 91.4 -37.6% 13 Hawail 196 5% 0.0%
14 Pennsylvanin 1082 91.9 34.8% 14 Colorado 194 5% -B.0%
15 Virginia 1079 937 -44.3% 15 Maryland 1092 58% 62.0%
16 Arizona 107.6 95.4 100.0% 16 Minnesow 108.5 60% ~49.1%
17 Meryland 1069 9.8 24.0% 17 Arkansas 1074 63% 8%
18 New York 1068 100.4 -28.8% 18 New Mexico 1068 6.5% 317%
19 New Jersey 106.8 100.7 -59.5% 19 Virginia 1060 67% -26.8%
20 Tennessee 1052 1ne4 % 20 Ohio 1055 65% -5B.0%
21 Nevada 104.8 127 7IB8% 21 Alabama 025 7.6% -12.6%
2 North Dakota 1043 1161 121.4% 22 Indiana 1018 B0% -68%
23 Wisconsin 103.0 1219 -4713% 23 Conneclicut 1ols BO% -1B.1%
24 Delawnre 1027 1258 107.8% 24 Kentucky 1013 B.1% -20.1%
2% Washington 101.4 1341 0.2% 25 IMinoia 1003 8A% 124%
26 Missouri [7¥3 151.2 159.6% 26 Kansas 997 B.6% -584%
27 fowa 98.4 1528 -14.0% 27 Wisconsin 95 81% 34 T%
28 Utzh %69 1622 173.4% 28 Montana 989 BE% -36.1%
2 Indiana %6.6 16,6 3.2% 29 New Jersey 98.1 9.0% 319%
30 South Dakota 957 1691 185 9% 30 Idaho 975 92% 278%
k]| Oklahoma 548 175.0 156% 31 Massachusents 972 9.3% 484%
32 Calorado 94 1 1792 3 1% 32 Alnsks % 0 9.7% A130%
33 Kansas 935 1808 208.0% 33 Nonh Carclina 953 99% -170%
34 Mastachusetts 2.0 1925 1259% 34 South Carclina 9319 10 3% -52 8%
k- Oregon 80,7 2006 294% 35 Wyoming 9t 6 110% 29 3%
35 Minnesota 90,1 2040 71.5% 36 New Yotk 514 110% 45 8%
7 Rhode Island 89.5 2019 -383% 3 Michigan 913 1.1% 16.7%
38 West Virginia 88.5 2140 794% ki New Hampshire 874 122% 529 4%
39 Connecticut 883 2152 B.4% 19 Mississipp 872 123% 48 7%
40 Arkansas 874 2208 30.9% 40 Missouri 846 13 1% -2 1%
41 Wyoming 826 2507 257 9% 41 Loussisa 832 11 5% 54 0%
42 Maine 822 2531 156.6% 1 Maine B 2 144% 26%
4 North Carolina 79.4 270.4 152.8% 3 Oklahama 81 150% 80 %%
44 Alaaka 4 707 -03% 44 North Dakota |0 150% 181%
45 New Mexico 618 mn: 37 % 45 Nebraska 767 154% 109 9%
i California 626 T 10 7% 46 West Virginia 03 17.3% 267.0%
47 Michigan 56.7 $113 1n52% 47 South Dekota 625 196% 1.6%
48 Idaho 532 4326 407 1% 48 Pennsylvanin 619 15.8% 2512%
45 South Carolina 393 5189 631 7% 49 Towa 593 20.5% 100.3%
50 Plorida 217 8973 3214 3% 50 Rhode Island “7 249% 80%
AMiles graded “rongh” or warse per 1,000 miles af highway. 2016 Percent of bridges characterized as “deficient, " 2006
Poor highway conditions reduce the convenience, speed, and efficiency of Like road quality, bridge quality is an important indicator of the health of a
a highway nctwork, They also eventually require repair that can become state’s physical infrastructure. Furthermore, bridges requiring sigmficant
increasingly costly as conditions worsen. The U.S. government measures repair or replacement can pose an acute challenge to traffic flows. The table
highway quality in terms of miles of rough road bed. The above table presented here shows the number percentage of each state’s bridges
shows the number of miles in cach state graded rough or worse per 1,000 categorized as “deficient” by the LS. government.
total miles of state and interstate highway.
Source: Federal Highway Administration Source: Federal Highway Administration
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
State Ruugh':::g: ;;g Bl Rank State Percent Rank
Ohie 472 2 Ohio 9% 20
IEanois 860 ] Indiana B 0% 22
Wisconsin 1219 23 Nhnois 8 4% 25
Indiana 163 6 29 Wisconsim 8 7% 27
Michigan 4111 47 Michlgan 1,1% kY
. -1 -
| Michigan, 2013 - 2018 [ Michigan, 2093 - 2016
230 [ — Vs 1 L ——— 1
[ 8 w . | . [Eoram — V| R
E ;: - :
E-
; =0 » § | E N - ]
| 3 200 1 I—l — » | 1% 3
.0 < % 2
Ll = 2 LS W m
I 13 ma e me oo P P P

98 Empowering Michigan Entrepreneurs



Empowering Michigan Entrapreneurs

TRANSIT USE
Change, 2013
Rank State Score Percent of Workers 2016 (%)
Sit-State Average 3% 6.5%
1 New York 2500 28.1% 4.6%
2 MNew Jersey 211 11 3% T1%
3 Massachusetts 206.5 10.0% 98%
4 linots 196.0 21% 6%
s Maryland 1906 8 7% -1 0%
6 Hawan 1657 6 7% 1 1%
7 Washington 1593 63% 84%
8 Pennsylvama 1500 54% 63%
9 California 1449 50% i
10 Connecticut 141 0 4 7% 18%
1n Virginia 1376 44% 15%
12 Qregon 1364 4.3% 114%
13 Minnesota 125.1 3.4% 9.5%
14 Nevada 1250 34% 11.0%
15 Colorado 1193 2.9% 14%
16 Delaware 1160 2% -131%
1?7 Rhode [sland 1152 2.6% 0,1%
18 Utah 114.0 5% 13 i%
12 4 20% 10.5%
20 Florida 1059 1.9% 4.9%
21 Anzona 49 1.8% 3.9%
22 Wyoming 1037 1.7% 1.9%
23 ‘Whsconsin 1032 1.6% 52%
24 Ohio 1015 1.5% 13.6%
25 Texas 100.0 14% 1.9%
2% Mi 1000 14% 17.0%
27 Aleska 9.6 1.3% -269%
28 Louisiana 8.1 1.2% 26.5%
9 Michigan 97.6 1.2% 52%
30 New Mexico 96.9 1% 15.9%
31 Vermont 567 11% 9.1%
2 Towa 95.6 1.0% 22.%
el North Carolina 95.3 1.0% 144%
34 Kentucky 51 1.0% 6.6%
35 Indiana 942 0% «1.3%
36 West Virginia 915 0% 41 %
37 New Hampshire 927 0.8% B8%
kL) Idaho 91.8 0™ 1%
3 Mentana 915 0.7% -2.1%
40 Tennessee 1.5 0™ 10%
41 Nebraska S08 0.6% 2%
42 Maine 90.5 0.6% 6%
43 South Carolina 893 0.5% 2%
43 South Dakota B9 0.5% 238%
45 Kansas [:1: 8] 0.5% 160%
45 North Dakota B8.2 04% 470%
47 Oklahoma B7.4 04% 6.2%
48 Arkansay B2 ! 0% -15.8%
49 Alsbama B6.5 0.2% -186%
30 Mississippi B6.3 0% -16.6%

Percent of those earning 100%: or more above federal poverty level that
iake public transportation to work, 2016

In the last half of the 20 century the landscape of U.S. cites was shaped by

sprawl. The amtomobile became, and remains, the primary means for
transport 10 work from the subutbs 1o office /industry centers. But now,

after years of neglect, public transit is experiencing a resurgence, offering

convenience, predictable travel time and energy efficiency, enhancing
quality of life. This metric measures the percentage of those who are not
working at home and take public transportation to work.
Sonrce: 118 Census Rurean

Midwest Performance, 2016
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MAJOR MARKET AIR ACCESS
Nenstop Flights per Change, 2013-
Rank State Score 1.000 Residents 2016 {%)
SiState Average 123
k Nevada 1519 36,0 J
2 Alsska 139.8 306
3 Hawmi 126.3 24.7
4 Montana 125.5 241
5 Narth Dakota 1241 235
6 Colorado 1219 236
7 Unah 113 % 188
8 Wyaming iz 178
g Virgmia 108 6 166
10 Vermont 1082 164
11 Oregon 1077 162
12 Anzona 106 4 156
13 Kenucky 105 4 152
14 Idaho 146 148
1% Washington 104 D 46
i Mane 1038 45
17 Alinnesota 1038 145
18 Massachusetis 1029 141
1% South Dakota 1024 138
20 lihinois 1023 138
21 Flonda 1021 137
prl Tennesses 161 5 134
2 North Carclina 1012 131
24 Missouns 1606 130
25 Califormia 1004 129
26 Georgia 996 126
v Nebraska o987 122
28 Rhode [3land 982 1%
29 New York 948 104
k1) Michigan 932 9.7
3] Texas 9.1 9.7
32 New Mexico 90.7 B&
i3 Pennsylvania 90.7 B.6
34 New Hampshite 904 B5
kH Wisconsin 904 85
36 Indiana 894 80
37 Loutsisna 88.5 1.6
33 Ohio 88.3 715
39 South Cerolina 880 74
40 Jawn. 87.5 7.2
41 New Jersey 87.0 7.0 i
42 Maryland 869 69 -1.8%
43 Connecticul 8.1 57 2%
44 Oklshoma 823 5.1 -164%
45 Arkansas 22 48 -10.8%
46 Alabama 21.0 42 -6.8%
47 Kansas 8.6 32 -18.1%
43 West Virginia 82 30 13 9%
49 Miasissippi 158 20 -36.T%
50 Delaware T4 00 -9 5%

Nonstop departures to largest commercial and technology markets per

1,000 residents, 20016

The convenience of flying to major business centers has a large effect on
states” competitive positions. Employers prefer states and regions with
relatively easy access to the nation's largest financial, legal, and
government centers. Nenstop flights to the top 20 venture capital hubs were
tallicd, and the counts are shown here as a proportion of each state’s
population. See Appendix for more detml
Source: U S. Department of Transportation

Midwest Performance, 2016
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AIRPORT PERFORMANCE WATER QUALITY
Change, 2013- Percent of Change, 2013-
Rank State Score Percent Delayed 2016 (%) Rank State Score Population 16 (e}
S-State Averuge 17.7% -6.5% SthState Averuge 7. 7% I89.4%6
t Hawaia 1306 91% -l0% 1 Nerth Dakota 1154 0.4% 22%
2 Momntana 1287 9.8% -12% 2 Minnesota 1137 5% «21 9%
3 Alaska 1259 10.5% -18% 3 Delaware 1132 1.0% 4%
4 North Dakows 1209 11.8% -34% 4 Wevada i29 11% 4%
5 South Dakota 1150 12 6% (n/a) 5 Michigan 123 12% 13.4%
6 Nebraska 1148 13.4% -28% -] Colorado 1107 1™% -28.3%
7 Idaho 1136 137% % 7 Connecticut 1502 19% 1557%
8 Wyoming 1134 11.8% -13% 8 1llincis 110} 1.5% -102%
9 Utah 1126 14.0% 6% 9 Alabama 1099 2.0% -58.6%
n Mlinnesota 1125 14.0% =i2% 1 Virgimia 1094 2 1% -25.3%
! Oklshoma 19.7 14.8% n Maine 108.9 23% -29.6%
12 fowa 109.1 149% 12 New Hampshire 1088 23% TT0%
13 Kansas 109.0 14.9% 13 Arizona 1977 26% -263%
14 New Hampshire 1082 15.1% 14 Rhode Island 1069 25% -813%
15 Wisconsin 106 1 15 7% 15 Georgia 106.1 3i% “T46%
16 Connecticut 1047 16 0% 16 North Carolina 1059 31% 58.9%
17 Alabarna 103 9 163% ” New York 1050 4% H2.5%
i8 Indsana 1037 16 3% 18 Oregon 1047 1% =79 8%
19 Washington 1036 16 3% 19 Indiana 103.¢ 4.0% 1363%
it Massissippi 1027 16 6% 20 Wisconain 1025 4.1% 5%
20 Arkansas 1027 16 6% 21 lown 131 5 4.5% 13.4%
22 Michigan 123 16,7% 2 Tenncasee 1811 4.6% -272%
23 Oreyon 1011 170% 23 Vermont 1008 4.6% -2 5%
24 New Mexico 1004 17 2% 24 Mizsissipp 100.6 4. 7% -56.1%
25 Kentacky 1002 17 2% 25 Hawaii 1000 49% -91.2%
26 Anzona 998 173% 26 South Dakota 100.0 A% 31.3%
27 Ohio G998 173% 27 Idaho 951 6.3% 1.0%
1 Rhode Island 99| 17 5% 28 Wyoming 951 63% 211 6%
9 Vugina 963 182% 29 Massachuseits 951 64% 41.5%
30 Mazsaun 952 183% 30 Flerida 94 6.5% 896.0%
n Pennsylvania 958 184% 1% 31 Missourt 937 6% 65.2%
32 North Corolina 953 18 5% 0% 32 Pennsylvania 935 6.8% 363%
3 South Caroling 95 | 186% 8% 33 Kansas 929 .0% 794%
k¥ Colorado 925 191% -28% 34 Nebraska 905 7% -5.1%
35 Tenncssee 926 192% M 35 Maonttans 873 B.6% -21.6%
36 Loutnana %0 § 198% (n'a) 36 Texas 859 9.1% 24.1%
37 Grorgia 90 4 198% 5% 37 Arkansas 840 9.6% 29%
8 Delaware B9 6 200% 42% 38 South Carolina 833 9.8% 153 1%
39 West Viggina BE3 203% -8% 39 New Mexico 76.2 1 %% 51 5%
10 Tenas 867 207% -12% 40 Cal:foria 740 126% 9 7%
41 Maryland BSS 21 1% 20 41 West Virginia 718 129%, 269 1%
42 [linois 848 212% {n/a} 42 Washington 718 126% 3BT T
43 Florda 79.0 227% 15% 43 Ohio 672 14 6% 702 T
49 Nevada 78.0 23.0% 1% 44 New Jersey 641 155% J&l 3%
45 California 765 234% 19% 44 Alaska 539 156% B 1%
45 Massachusetts 4 239% 25% 46 Uiah %0 17 3% 48 5%
47 New York 712 24 2% 12% 47 Louisiana 530 18 8% 27 8%
43 Maine 79 24.6% 21% 48 Oklahoma 438 2| e 9%
49 Vetmont 7.0 24 8% % 49 Maryland 162 25T 2295.6%
Eoi] New Jersey 62.0 712 1% 50 Kentucky -25 35 903 0%
Percent of arrivals and departures delaved, 2016 Percent of population served by water systems with reporied health
violations, 2016
Infenstructure must not only be available but offer efficient service. While Water treatment and provision is a large cost for municipalities and states.
the "Major Market Access” metric measurcs the availability of flights to Much of this cost is, rightly, 1o ensure that water quality meets health
major commercinl and technology hubs, this metric measures quality of standards. The above 1able shows the percentage of each state's population
service in the form of timeliness. The above table shows the percentage of that was served by community water systems that have recorded health-
arrivals and depanures delayed duce to air carrier delay, security delay, or standard violntions.
national aviation system delay
Source: U.S. Burean of Transporation Statistics Source: U S Environmental Protection Agency
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
State Percent Delayed Rank Sinte Percent of Papulation Rank
Wisconnin 157 15 Michigan 1L.3% 5
Indiania 163% 18 Iinors 1 9% 8
Michigan 16.7% 22 Indiana 40% L]
Ohso 17 3% 27 Wisconsin 4 1% 2o
Illinois 21 2% 42 Ohio 14 6% 41
Michigan, 2013 - 2018 Michigan, 2013 - 2018
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ENERGY RELIABILITY
Change, 2013-
Rank State Score Index 2006 (%5}
30-Staie Average 2 0.3
1 Massachuseits 123 6 058 o
2 Nebraska 1206 [+ K]} o
3 Anzona 1183 079 o
4 Vermont 1148 0.94 -1
5 New York 1i4.7 095 0
[3 Utah 1433 1.60 1
7 Missauri 131 1.01 0
8 Oregon 127 1.03 0
9 Washington 1126 1.03 o
10 Delaware 121 1.05 o
1l Chso 112 1.09 o
12 Pennsylvania 1oy () ]
13 lowa 1101 113 0
M4 Nevada 1085 1.20 -]
15 Rhode Island 1083 121 0
16 Maryland 107,59 122 -l
17 Michigan 107.1 1.26 o
18 South Dakota 106.5 1.28 2]
1% New Jersey 105.4 133 4]
20 Minnesota 1052 133 4]
21 Wyoming 104.3 137 4]
2 Colorado 103.7 1.40 a
pL] Arkansas 102.5 144 4]
24 New Hampshite 1013 149 0
25 California 100.0 1.5% 1
26 North Dakota 957 .56 0
27 Indiana 982 P62 0
28 Georgiz 98.1 1.63 0
29 Itlinois 974 t 65 L1}
k. Virginia 969 167 -1
k1 Kentucky 559 .71 0
2 Texas 951 174 a
3 Alsbama 948 176 =1
k2 Kansas 945 1.77 (1]
35 North Carolina 944 1L.7? -1
35 Idaha 9t.5 189 0
37 Montana 90.7 192 1]
iz Missiasiopr 8938 1.96 0
a9 Wisconsin 887 20 1
40 Oklahoma 835 12 -1
41 Alaska 432 n 1]
42 Flonda #2a 228 |
43 Loumsiana 73 Y |
44 Wen Virginia 1 248 i
EH Tennessee 729 2465 -1
16 South Carelina s 267 -1
47 Connecticut 597 lle 3
a3 Maine 312 43s o
49 New Mexico 06 5.65 4
(n/a) Hawau {n/a) (n/a) (m'a)

System Average Interruption Frequency Index, 2016

In an information technology world, reliable power distribution has become
an increasingly important consideration in business attraction and retention.
The above table lists the System Average Interruption Frequency Index
across all utility providers which represents the average number of
inierruptions per customer, including major event days.

Source: US. Energy Adminisiration Information

Midwest Performance, 2016

State Index Rank
Ohio 109 11
Michigan 1.16 17
[ndiana 162 27
Minois 165 29
Wisconsin 20 39

Michigan, 2013 - 2018

9 1
- =L
i v
! 18 w |
{ o |
10 |
| | 128
| os »
43
1] 0
m ma wis m
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DIGITAL CONNECTIVITY

Important building blocks of the innovation
economy and technology-based economic
development are not only traditional/public works
infrastructure but “virtual” infrastructure,
information highways, and IT services. The ability
to connect and communicate directly relates to
the innovative and entrepreneurial capacity of a
state. The following metrics give an overview of
the access to and use of the Internet and
computers, focusing on cutcome measures rather
than underlying infrastructure investments.

Midwest Performance

2016 2014 2012
lilincis b ok *
Indiana i * *
Michigan * * *
Wisconsin * * *
Ohio * * .

Rank  State 2016 2014 2012
1 North Dakota Khkkk Wbk Rk
2 South Dakota Whkdk Rdkkkk Ak
3 Wyoming ek e ok .
4 Maryland fehkik Shhk ek
5 Alaska hkhd Whk kel
6 Utah kekhk Wk ek
7 Vermont kdk hhk "k
8 Rhode Island #edekk Wk ek
9 Massachusetls ek k hhnk s
10 lowa Ll A PYTT ]
1" Hawaii Rk ok Skhk
12 Kansas p— " .
13 Montana *hk Wk "
14 New Hampshire deke Wk *hk
15 Oregon ok ok P
16 Delaware wk ok P
17 New Jersey ek wk "
18 California fwk PPN s
19 Idaho hk ki P
20 Virginia e a "k
21 Washington ok o P
22 New York wk Wi "
23 Connecticut Wi - o
24 Colorado ke Wi "
25 Mississippi e "o "
26 Minois e T "
27 Texas ak " "
28 Nebraska hk ke "
29 Louisiana *k * "
30 Nevada * ik o,
31 Maine *h * "
32 Minnesota o * *
33 Alabama w ik "
34 Missouri *w " "
35 Arkansas e *h "
38 Kentucky *n » N
37 Pennsylvania ok " "
38 North Carolina L a "k
39 Georgia * N -
40 Indiana * " -
4 Oklahoma * * *
42 Tennessee * * *
43 New Mexico * * *
44 Arizona * " *
45 Florida * " *
46 Michigan * N N
47 Wisconsin * * .
48 South Carolina * * "
49 Ohio L] L] N
50 West Virginia - - N
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BROADBAND CONNECTIONS BROADBAND COVERAGE
Lines per Change, 2013- Peoviders per Change, 2013-
Rank State Score Household 2006 (%) Rank State Scare 100,000 Residents 6 (e
S0-State Avernge EX] 61 4% S0-Sterie Averuge 139 67 5%
t Hawail 1517 383 50.3% 1 Towa 184.3 498 -526.5%%
2 Alaska 145.9 373 86.0% 2 North Dakota 179.9 476 -2182%
3 New Jersey 1279 360 3 Wyoming 1768 462 1491.0%
4 California 1363 357 4 South Dakota 163.1 39.5 467.7%
3 Kansas 136.1 57 3 Montana 1533 nu7 508.8%
6 Kentucky 1243 336 6 Vermant 1480 121 959 6%
7 Wiah 1239 136 7 Nebraska 1435 299 102 1%
8 Connecticut 1203 330 8 1daho 136 0 262 10 7%
9 Mew York 1188 327 9 Kanzis 1253 210 «258 (%
1o Delaware 162 in 10 Maine 1224 19 5 290 %
]| Maryland 162 32 1 Alaska 1210 189 375 5%
12 Massachusetts 1146 320 12 New Mexica 1197 182 386 8%
13 Texas n2? 316 13 New Hampshire 114.6 157 215.9%
14 Washington 1103 ERE} 14 Oregon 1134 152 24.2%
15 IMinois 103 312 15 Arkansas 1125 47 44.8%
16 Lowisiana 107 3 307 16 Minnesota 101 13.6 88.6%
17 Nevada 105 § 304 17 Oklshoma 1065 133 -160.7%
18 Colorado 1053 304 18 Mississippi 1077 124 148.3%
19 New Hampshire 1038 3ol 19 Kentucky 107.3 122 80.6%
20 Georgia 103 5 3ol 20 Utah 197.2 122 ALT%
ki Wyoming 103 1 300 2l Alsbama 103.8 10.5 299.6%
x| Oregon 1010 296 22 Messoun 102.5 99 74.8%
23 Rhode Istand 1006 296 23 Colorado 102.0 96 41.1%
2] Minnesola 1002 295 24 West Vieginia 1003 8.7 64.3%
25 Vermom 1000 295 25 Wisconsin 9.7 83 -208.2%
26____ Vuginia 1000 295 2%  Louitana 994 33 82.2%
37 Flonda %94 294 27 Indiana 993 83 142 9%
28 Pennsylvania 935 292 28 Sauth Carolina o83 78 573%
29 North Carolina 916 191 29 Washington 98.1 77 138.1%
Jo Idaho 964 288 30 Tennessee 977 15 -50.7%
1 Oklshoma 955 287 31 Nevada 843 68 156.2%
32 Missouri 945 285 32 Georgia 959 66 -140.4%
33 Chio 944 2.85 13 Anzona 954 64 108.5%
34 Armna 940 284 34 Delaware 952 53 328%
35 Mississipp 938 284 35 Ohio 850 62 -58.5%
36 Indiana %08 279 36 Virginia 948 61 75.0%
37 Maine 50.5 278 37 Maryland %6 60 38.6%
38 Tennessee 90.1 2.78 38 Michigan .5 59 56.21%
39 Alshama 887 2.75 3% Iilinoia 945 59 7.8
40 Naorth Dakota 834 273 40 North Carolina 910 52 =121.6%
41 Towa 883 275 41 Pennsylvania 926 50 253%
41 Michigan a3 .75 42 Texas 903 39 99.0%
43 Wisconsin 472 173 43 New Jersey 90.1 3.8 23.1%
44 New Mexico %9 272 44 New York 89 33 -123.9%
45 Arkansas 864 2.7 a5 Connecticut 88 28 -110.6%
46 Nebraska 86.2 27 46 Flonda 819 27 215
47 South Carolina 86.1 271 47 California 857 1.6 -123.5%
43 South Dakota 851 2.69 48 Massachusetts 857 1.6 428%
49 Moniana 822 264 (n/a)  Rhode lstand (v/) (n/a) (n/a)
50 West Viginia 659 236 TB.7% (/o) Hawan (n/a) {n/a) (n/a)
Number of broadband Internet lines per household, 2016 High-speed internet providers per 100,000 residents, 2016
The term “broadband” is a catch-all phrase that encompasscs cable and A good geographic coverage of broadband makes sure that all pants of the
wireless [nternet access, DSL, ISDN, T-1, and T-3. Once the province anly state have the opportunity to be part of digital and mobile technology
of larger businesses and eariy-adopler individuals, broadband's high transformations. At the same time, the access has to be at a reasenable cost
download speeds are increasingly available to the everyday uscr and small and service, and some extent of competition is more likely lo assure such
business. Available and inexpensive broadband is becoming vital 10 an outcome. The table above shows the number of high-speed [nternet
cconomic competitiveness. The adjacent table shows the number of providers relative to the population.
broadband lines per household in each state.
Source: Federal Communications Commission Source: Federal Communications Commission
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
Lines per 1,000 Providers per 100,000
. R!ll;dﬂll.l Lo State hismu Rank
[linous iz 15 Wisconsin 85 25
Ohio 285 3 Indiana 83 27
Indiana 27 36 Ohio 63 15
Michigan .75 42 Michigan 59 as
Wisconsin 273 43 Hhnows 59 19
e —_— : . -
Michigan, 2013 - 2018 Michigan, 2013 - 2018 1
3% [k —vara 1 LR r— -y 1 I
- 20 . !
= 100 L
! 28 ______._-—-—""-'____- - i .
20 P L1
LI » [T o i
i to L L, ®
3 M
0s 43
o I 1 I O O BRI i
™3 m 018 201 I oo - 0

J L 12 4 m e
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INTERNET SPEED NEXT GENERATION INTERNET
Peak Connection Change, 2013- Number per Change, 2013-
Rank State Score Speed 2016 (%) Rank __ Stste Score 100,000 establ. 1016 (%)
S5-Stese Averuge [ 29% St-Surte Averuge X 22%
) Delaware 129.6 93 38.0% § South Dakota 162.5 136 0.0%
2 Massachusetts 1267 9l 0% 2 Maryland 157.1 128 71%
3 Maryland 126.0 90 453% 3 Mussissipp 1453 13 o.0%
4 Virginia 1241 89 31.5% 4 Nocth Dakota 134,6 98 -8.3%
3 Rhode lslend 1226 87 4.8% 5 Rhode [sland 123 1 83 11 1%
] New Jersey 1225 87 317.6% 6 Alabama 1223 B2 0%
7 Utzh 1218 87 41.2% 7 Arkansas 12005 79 A
8 New York 1161 82 164% 8 Massachuseits 1193 78 0%
g Washington 1154 8l 38.0% 9 Wes: Viegina 1155 73 00%
10 Caltformia 1121 il 36.9% 1o Virgima 1108 1] o 0%
11 Pennsy lvama 1077 75 29 1% 1] Oregon 1102 65 333%
12 Notth Dakota 106 5 4 391% 12 New Hampihire 1102 65 0 o%
13 New Hampshire 1055 7 312% 13 Utah 108 8 ad 0%
14 Texas 1055 1 31 6% 14 Montana 1077 62 40 0%
15 Cannecticut 1052 L) 34 0% 15 Tennessee 107 5 62 nots
16 Michigan 105.0 73 13.7% 16 Louisiana 1971 6] -12 5%
17 Wyoming 1040 72 38 5% 17 Nevada 195 ¢ 59 0%
18 Oregon 1036 72 38 7% [} ] Alaska 195 4 50 00%
19 Ihnois 1030 7 30 0% 19 New Mexico 1045 58 o
20 Vermont 1023 71 I8 0% 20 Missoun 103 4 56 -143%
2y Colornde 1021 i 34 1% 2 Wyoming 1926 55 0.0%
2 Georgta 1l 2 70 39 5% 22 Vermont 102.5 55 0.0%
23 Florda 112 70 293% 23 Chio 1016 54 0.0%
p2} Nevada 1008 70 28 3% 24 Idahe 101.2 33 20.0%
__ 25 Indiana 100 1 69 4 9% 25 Pennsyhania 1003 52 0.0%
26 Minnesota 999 69 29 0% 26 Kangas 99.7 51 0.0%
27 Anzona 999 o9 28 0% 27 Delaware 94.6 50 0.0%
28 North Carolina 931 68 36 3% 28 lown 91.2 48 0.0%
29 Tennessee 979 67 27 9% 29 New York 9%.9 438 0.0%
M Migsoun 971 67 332% 30 Nosth Carolina 96.2 47 -16T%
3l South Dakola 962 66 16 9% 31 Indiana 95.7 46 25.0%
32 Konsas 938 64 31 0% 32 Colorado 948 45 0.0%
k2 Hawan 925 63 239% 33 Kentucky 939 44 25.0%
34 Wisconsin 9l& 62 33 6% 34 Hkinois 934 43 0.0%
LE) Alaska 90 | 61 19 6% 35 Texas 92.7 42 0.0%
36 Oklshoma 9.6 60 27.8% 36 California 926 42 00%
37 South Carplita 819 60 254% 37 Oklshoma 920 41 o0%
38 Montana 88.6 59 25.1% 38 Georgia 913 40 0.0%
39 Nebraska 18 ) 59 18.8% 3 Hawnii 911 40 oY
40 Alobama 874 58 21.0% 40 Arizona 898 EX ] 0.0%
41 Towa 864 58 234% 41 South Carclina 895 s 0.0%
42 Louzsiana 847 55 1% 42 Washington 863 23 0.0%
43 West Virginia 843 36 204% 43 Maine 835 10 333%
43 New Mexico 832 55 234% 44 Connceticut 822 28 0.0%
45 Idaho 796 52 157% 45 Wisconain 2.0 248 o0
46 Maine 778 51 16 7% 45 Nebraska 788 23 0.0%
47 Kentucky 761 49 16 8% 47 Michigmn 8.6 3 %
48 Arkansay 755 49 21 TH 48 Flonda 768 21 -33.3%
45 Mississippi 5.1 48 1571% 49 Minnesou MO 17 0.0%
] Ohio 0.0 44 Sl 10 New lersey 3.0 15 0.,

Average peak connenction speed m megabus per second. 2016

Fully benefiting from today’s information highway is not only a maiter of

access and competitive ISP services but speed. Even though broadband
coverage has reached most areas of the nation, states and regions vary
considerably in quality of the service indicated by connectivity

characteristics and speed. The above table lists the average peak connection
speed in megabits per second in cach state - provided annually by Akamai

in their State of the [nternet report

Sounrce: Akamai
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Midwest Performance, 2016

Average Connection

Siate

Michigan
llnors
Indiana

Wisconsin

Ohio

Macien Owardssd Spsad
8588338

Speetl

3
7
59
62
a4

Mickigan, 2013 - 201§

Rank

16
19
25
34
50

Number of Abifene network participants & connectors per 100,000

establishments, 2016

What broadband is to the dial-up modem, the Abilene network, or
“Internet2,” is (o broadband. With a transmission speed that is magnitudes
beyond anything available to the average consumer or firm, universities
and private research labs use it to conduct complex joint research projects
The availability and use ol the network hints at future competitiveness in
the information-technology arena. The above table lists the number of
network participants and conncectors relative to establishments

Source. Abilene Network

Midwest Performance, 2016
Nueiber per 100,000

Siate

Ohia
Indiana
lkinois

Wisconsin
Michigan

Harrber pat 190,008 Estabintvvania
u

Establ.

54
46
43
I8
23

Michigan, 2013 - 2018

o s

e M. e Vidom
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RURAL INTERNET ACCESS
Change, 2011~
Rank State Score Percent 2015 (%)
S0-Stare Average % 58.7%
1 Wyoming 1158 84% B4.0%
2 Montana 1155 83% 810%
) LUtah 114.2 82% B20%
4 New Hampshire 1129 B1% B1.0%
4 Oregon 1129 81% B1.0%
4 ‘Washington 1129 B1% B1.0%
7 Tdaho 1t1.6 BO% B0.0%
8 Colorado 1103 % 79.0%
3 New Jersey 1103 % 79.0%
10 [llinois 1090 8% 78.0%
10 Minnesota 1090 8% 78.0%
12 Nebrasks 106 5 6% 76 0%
12 North Dakota 106 5 6% 76 0%
14 California 19 EEED) %
B lowa me Ta% T40%
14 South Dakota 1039 Ta% T40%
17 Texas 1026 73% TI0%
17 Wisconsin 1026 3% 73 0%
19 Louisiana 1013 % 20%
19 Morth Carolina 1013 n% T20%
21 New York 100 0 1% 71 0%
£ Florida 98 7 0% 700%
£B] Indiana 987 0% 700%
P2 Kansas 98 7 0% 700%
25 Maryland 974 59% 69 0%
15 Michigan 974 69% 69.0%
27 Arkansas 96.1 58% 63.0%
x) Ohio 96.1 58% 68.0%
27 Okishoma 96.1 8% 63.0%
30 Georgia 948 6% 67.0%
30 South Carolina 94.8 6% 67.0%
30 Virginia 948 6% 67.0%
n Missoun 935 &% 66.0%
3 Mississippi 91.0 64% 64.0%
KH] Alabama 8.7 6% 61.0%
36 Pennsylvania 884 62% 62.0%
36 Tennessee 884 2% 62.0%
36 West Virginia 884 62% 62.0%
39 Kentucky B7.1 &1% 61.0%
39 New Mexico B2.1 61% 61.0%
4t Arizang BSB 0% 60.0%
(»a}  Alaska {n/a) {nfa) Goo
in/a} Conmnecticut {n/a) {n/a} [eXili]
(na})  Delaware {n/a) {n/a} 0 oo
(na} Hawan {n/a) {n/a} 000
(n/a)  Maine {n/n} {n/a} 000
{n/a)  Massachusetts {n/n) {n/a} 000
{na} Nevada {/n} {n/a} 000
{n/a) Rhode Island {n/n} {n/a) 000
{n/a)  Vermaont {n/a} {nfa) 000

Percent of farms with Internet access, 2015
The percentage of farms with [nternet access expresses a number off

important factors about a state’s digital infrastructure. In a paralle! to rural

electnfication in the 1930s, chiel among these factors are questions about

the “last mile”—the extent to which reliable, cheap or convenient Intermet
access has reached rural areas—and the development of community-access
portals in more rural areas. The above table shows the percentage of farms

that use computers for Internet access, published every two years
Source: US. Department of Agriculture

Midwest Performance, 2015

State Number per 100,000

Establ.
Ilinows 8%
Wisconsin ¥
Inchana 0%
Michigan 69%
Ohio 63%

Michigan, 2012 - 2018

Rank

L — L ]

5995833

| w1z w3 Wi =g

10
17
25

27
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QUALITY OF LIFE (SENSE OF PLACE)

Quality of Life (or "Sense of Place") has been
gaining increased attention from those
responsible for economic development. Amenity
value caught the attention of thoughtful
professionals and public officials, particularly with
the release of Richard Florida's 2002 book, “The
Rise of the Creative Class.” States, regions, and
cities have become increasingly concerned about
how to attract not just businesses, but individual
entrepreneurs and young skilled workers in
general who increasingly put emphasis on quality
of life in their location decisions. Also, they will
soon become very aware of the mobility of
experienced, energetic retiring/semi-retiring baby
boomers looking for places to call home that offer
opportunities to continue to work, play, contribute
to society, and make money. In short, amenity
economics is back! Quality of life is a desirable
attribute in its own right—pursuit of the good life,
but it is increasingly important as a factor when
attracting and retaining the “right” kinds of
workers and companies to sustain future growth.
In this way, good quality of life begets better
quality of life.

Comprised of sub-drivers in Civic Energy and
Harmony, Lifestyle and Play, Pocketbook
Indicators, and Health and Safety, this driver
seeks to measure the overall quality of life in each
state. Quality of life often varies considerably
within states. Consequently, future scores for this
driver could be broken out by region.

Midwest Performance

2016 2014 2012
Michigan LS ikl *k
WiSCOI'ISiI'I hkk o i ok Hrdek
Oth &k & *k
Indiana ok "‘ ek
llinois * ok *h

Rank State 2016 2014 2012
1 Vermont dhhhd  ddkhdkk hkhkd
2 Massachusetts ek ok .
3 lowa WRRE REEAR KRNk
4 Montana LI hdh P
5 South Dakota RRRE RARRR RARRR
6 Nebraska LEL L] dedre ke
7 Minnesota ks dedde P
B Maine hkkk ek P
9 Rhode Island *kbk N o
10 New Hampshire P P P
11 Florida ok k% I
12 Wyoming "k ke *h
13 North Carolina whk e hkk
14 North Dakota hak whk "ok
15 Missouri hkk Rk P
16 Michigan e ax .
17 ldaho LA L5 ] T T
18 Virginia Wk - e
19 Alaska ek . .
20 Washington kk ek "
21 Arkansas ke "k ok
22 Wisconsin hdk P Wk
23 Kansas Hk o P
24 Tennessee L *k *h
25 Alabama e ek o
26 Kentucky ke " o
27 West Virginia W wk hhw
28 Maryland hhk - wan
29 Oregon o s FL s
a0 South Carolina ok e "
Ky | Ohio ik ok *h
32 Pennsylvania *H whh Wk
33 Indiana e " "
34 Delaware *h ak hkok
35 Oklahoma *k *x T
36 Colorado * E* .
37 Louisiana * ik .
38 Connecticut ek T N
39 Mississippi o * *w
40 Hawaii o dekr "
M New Mexico w " *on
42 Utah o h )
43 New Jersey e * *ew
44 New Yark * . *
45 lllinois * e *a
46 Georgia * N .
47 Nevada * - *
48 California * & *k
49 Arizona * - Wk
50 Texas e # &
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CIVIC ENERGY AND HARMONY

Midwest Performance

Empowering Michigan Entrepreneurs

2016
Illinois Wt
Ohio ik
Wisconsin e f
Michigan sl
Indiana *a

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card - 2018 Edition

2014

hkkh

LA

ik

2012

dede ek
L)
wh ko
*h

*k

Rank  State 2016 2014 2012
1 Vermont bt e v -
2 Massachusetts Hdkk WhAW REARE
3 Maryland Rkkkk  kkkkk RRRER
4 Colorado Rk hk P .
5 Minnesota hkhk kkhk  hdkedk
6 New York kkkk whk T
7 Connecticut Hhdh khhk .
8 New Hampshire ek AhhE Rk
9 Washington dedk Wk h P
10 Montana "k PO Kk
" New Jersey LT *hk Ttk
12 Rhode Island HAwk Wk w kk
13 Oregon Rk ek P
14 lowa LEd L hkhR F 11
15 Virginia LA L Ad L3 Ll Wk ek
16 Wyoming Whs T *hk
17 Nebraska dkrk whk .
18 Georgia hhwh "w -
19 North Carolina whhw W o
20 Pennsylvania ok e P,
21 Utah ook I P
22 Maine Lt adek ek
23 linois ek ook ek
24 Missouri Ak *dk "okew
25 California whk *hk N
26 Delaware ok *hk PPN
27 Ohio dkdk * ik
28 Wisconsin *k Hk P
29 Alaska e - "k
30 Michigan T Aw "ok
31 South Dakota ek ek ke
32 Fiorida Wik ok *hok
33 Tennessee LLL * "
34 Indiana wh * Wk
kL] Idaho L ok ok
36 Alabama " * an
37 Texas *h . "
38 Kansas *h Wkw PP
39 Arkansas *n wh o
40 Oklahoma *h " n
41 South Carolina " " -
42 North Dakota W " e
43 Kentucky L # i
44 New Mexico ik * e
45 West Virginia wh # P
46 Arizona e . "W
47 Hawaii * *h *
48 New Mexico * whh P
43 Mississippi * wh o
50 Nevada * * "
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CHARITABLE GIVING VOTER TURNOUT
Change, 2012- Change, 2002-
Rank Siaie Score Perceni 2015 (%) Rank Stale Scare Perceni 2016 {%)
Sik-State Average 135% i 7% FiNtate Averape #0.8% 146%
1 Utah 190 3 A 13% -4.0% 1 Minnesotn L1308 742% =1.9%
2 Georgia 146 2 2385% 129% 2 New Hampshire 1242 TL4% 1.9%
] Askansns 126 6 186% 28 8% 3 Maine 1220 05% 15%
4 Alabama 1249 | 83% 1 8% 4 Colorado 121.1 70.1% 03%
] haryland 1209 1 75% 11% 5 Wisconsin 1124 69.4% -13%
6 Wyoming 1187 1 70%% (wn) & Towa 117.0 68.4% -22%
T MNew York 116 & 1 66% 64% ? Massachusetts 1143 61.2% 1.4%
B South Carolina 1154 1 64% 0% 8 Maryland 129 66.6% 0.6%
9 Idaho 1149 163% -13% g Oregon 125 66.4% 3.1%
0 Mississipp 1144 162% 1 0% 1o Virgmia m7 66.1% D4%
H Nosth Carolina 1128 1 58% 05% 1 North Carolina 108.6 64.8% 0.3%
12 Washinglon 109.4 1.52% 28% 12 Washington 108.6 64.8% 1.0%
13 Tenmessee 017 L48% -1.2% 13 Michigan 108.3 £.7% -0.1%
" Cal:fornia 107 4 1.48% 62% 14 Fiorida 1083 64.6% 1.8%
15 Oregon 070 147% 0% 15 Delaware 1077 64.4% 1%
18 Flonda 105 8 1.45% 26% 16 Connecticut 1073 642% 5a%
17 Virginia 105 8 1.45% 21% 17 New Jersey 107,0 64 1% 3.6%
18 Connecticut 104 4 142% 29% 18 Vermont 186.0 63 T% 54%
19 Oklahoma 1041 141% -11.0% 19 Pennsylvania 105 7 61 6% T0%
20 Kansas 103.1 3% 94% 20 Ohio 1042 629% 26%
2] Cobordo 1021 137% -48% 21 Nebraska 1033 625% 41%
22 Texas 1815 }.36% 4% s Mussoun 1027 62 e <0 4%
2 South Dekota 1008 135% 28% D Nhnass 1019 61 %% 51%
4 Missouri 100.3 134% £.1% 4 Maonlana e 6| 8% -1 3%
25 Montana 1002 1.23% S9% 35 Alaska 1064 61 1% 11%
26 Minnesota 998 131% 6% % Nerth Dakola 996 60 9% 07%
27 IlEinois 998 133% 8% 27 Louisiana 974 600% 6%
28 Massachusetts 53.0 1.29% 10% 28 Wyoming 96 8 597% 1 4%
29 Nevadn 518 129% S% 29 Georgia 954 592% (1)
30 Michigan 9.5 1.28% -1.5% 30 Idahe 954 59 1% 41 8%
3l Arizona 6.6 1.26% -0.6% 3 Rhode Island 951 59 0% | 8%
R Nebraska 96 1.26% =11 0% 32 Alabama 949 59 0% o1%
k] Kemucky 945 1.22% -29% 33 Rentucky 944 58T 6%
M Delaware o18 1.17% -20% 14 South Dakota 9318 58 5% -l 6%
3 lowa 914 116% =1 2% 35 Kanszas 90 5T™ I 6%
kL] Indiana 9.2 1.16% -1.6% 36 Nevada 410 5T 3%
7 Loutsiana 89.6 1.13% -32% 37 New York B899 56 8% & 5%
38 New Jersey B9.6 1.12% -24% 38 South Carclina B9 7 56T 2%
39 Wisconsin E9.3 112% -0.6% 19 Califarma 896 $6 T 2%
40 Ohio 817 1.09% -2.1% 0 Utah 896 56 T% 23%
41 Pennsylvama 875 1.08% -2.5% 1 Indinna 838 56 4% 23%
42 New Mexico 814 1.00% -1.3% 42 Mississipp 8T 55 6% -+ P
43 Vermont 806 095% -1.2% 43 Arizona 857 55 0% 30%
a4 Hawaii 804 054% 5% 44 New Meuco 852 54 8% 02%
a5 Rhode Island 777 0.89% 8 1% 45 Arkansas 804 525% 45%
46 North Dekota 766 0.87% 28% 46 Oklahoma 795 524% 65%
47 New Hampshire 758 0.85% 53% 47 Texas 6 5) 6% I™
48 Meine 4.0 081% 13% 48 Tennessee 76.7 512% -19%
49 Alnskn 75 081% -5.5% 49 West Virginia 741 501% B2%
ko West Virginia 709 075% 0.5% 50 Hawaii 555 42.2% 4 &%
Ttemized contributions as percent of personal income, 2015 Percemt of eligible voters” tirnont at general elections, 2016
The contributions of each resident 1o charitable causcs arc a sign ol High voter tumout indicales that the residents take an interest in the
community involvement and the tic of the residents 1o their home state development of the state, and is the key to a responsive government. The
Although charitable deductions on federal income tax returns do not above table shows the average percent of the eligible population that voled
indicate the location of the use of those funds, they provide a general sensce in general elections for the highest office
of a state’s civic participation. The above table shows the amount of
itemazed charitable deductions as a percent of the state’s personal income
Source Internal Revenue Service Source: George Mason University
Midwest Performance, 2015 Midwest Performance, 2016
Percent of Personal Perceat of Eligible
State Incos Rank Siate I'upuhliu: Rank
Mhe=eaia I 33% 27 Wisconsin 69 4% 5
Michigan 1.28% 30 Michigan 64.7% 13
Ind:ana 1 16% 36 Chia 62 9% 20
Wiconsin 1 12% k] Indiana 56 4% 41
Ofan 109% H llinois 61 9% n
| Michigan, 2012 - 2015 :- Michigan, 2013 - 2016
I | Rk —veha] ! | %% [mws ] v
B | ‘I 8 |
i % sy l i ™1 w |
-] | o | |
E 1w ws s | !' | = 5
= |3 o =
E s g | g ] » |
] N '| i3
oo% ] ! X + 50
w2 m 2014 0te L& W3 o4 e 18
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GENDER EQUITY RACIAL/ETHNIC EQUITY
Change, 2013- Change, 2013-
Rank State Score Percent 2016 (%) Raak State Score Percent 2006 (%)
So-State Averuge . 43.3% 11% Ji-State Average 313% 0.3%
1 Maryland 161.0 53.2% 2.0% 1 New Jerscy 1420 494% 0.5%
4 Massachusetts 154.7 52 1% 2% 2 Massachusetts 1369 41.2% 0.2%
3 Vermont 141.1 49.9% 2.6% 3 California 1299 44.4% 9.0%
4 Colorado 1381 494% 18% 4 Vermont 1293 44.2% I™
5 Virginia 1367 49.1% 2.5% 5 New Hampshire 128.5 41.9% 29%
6 New lersey 1301 48.0% 28% 6 Washington 128.4 431.8% 1.2%
7 Mainnesota 1210 46 5% 18% 7 Maryland 1220 41,.2% 3%
] New Hampshire 1193 46 2% 52% B Vugmia 1187 309% -2
9 New Yark 1189 46 1% 16% 9 Rhode Island 1183 39 7% 1.3%
10 Alaska 1149 455% -18% 10 Texas 165 38 %% -4 4%
] Connecticul 1143 45 4% 12% 1] Conneetiewt 59 38 %1%
12 Washington 1133 45 1% 27% 12 Hhnos e 378% -3 3%
13 Mane 1132 4514 17% 13 Oregon e 310% 50%
14 Pennsylvama 106 4 44 1% 3% 14 Pennsylvana o7 36 6% 6%
15 North Carolina 1063 44 0% 25% 15 hlizsouri 1080 35 5% 3%
16 Missoun 1062 44 0% 34% 16 New Yok 1079 354% 1 6%
17 Nebraska 106 | 44 0% 63% 17 Kansas 1063 348% -1 8%
18 Rhade Island 1057 440% 0% 18 Colorado 1063 348% -1 0%
19 Momana 1051 43 9% 21% 19 lowa 106 1 34 7% 31%
20 Oklahoma 1042 43 7% 28% 20 Utah 1057 345% 57%
21 Catifornia 1030 43 5% 21% 21 Artzona 105 6 34 5% 0 0%
2 South Dakota 1021 43 3% 01% 22 Ohio 1030 3% 42%
2 North Dakota 1016 43 3% 29% 23 Michigan t02.9 334% 0.4%
24 Oregon 1015 43 2% 41% 24 North Carolina 102 4 2% 3%
25 Hlinais 1001 43 0% 21% 25 Oklahoma 100 3 2% 70%
% Michigan 99.9 £9% 12% 2% Nebraska 9% 7 21% 0%
brd New Mexico 96 429% 0% 27 Georgia 989 % -1 M
» Utah 98 4 27% 09% 28 Minnesota 975 312% 8%
29 Texas %7 425% 01% 29 Flonda 971 3% 70%
E0] Kentucky 92 424% 02% 30 Idaho 97 I08% 03%
3t Indiana 958 2 3% 24% 31 New Mexico 96 4 0% 1 9%
n Geargia 945 a21% 1% 32 Delawase 959 30 5% 1 6%
13 Delaware 943 20% -03% 33 Hawaii 952 303% -7 8%
k1] lowa 942 420% -02% 34 Wyoming 850 302% 2.1%
15 Ohio 931 41 8% 2% 35 Tennessee 949 30.1% 1.0%
36 Wyoming 915 41 7% 4% 36 West Virginia 94.5 30.0% I8%
17 Tennessee 922 41 7% -1 2% 37 Arkansas 94.1 29.8% 4 B%
8 West Virginia 921 417% 1a% 38 Moniana 929 29.3% 0.1%
k1 Arizona 500 a13% 02% 39 Wisconsin 924 29.1% -1.6%
40 Kansas 897 a13% 31% 40 Indiana 90.0 28.1% 5.5%
41 Wisconsin 81 41 0% 4% 41 Alsbarna 875 27 1% 2.3%
42 South Carolina 868 40.8% -13% 42 Alzska 863 26 6% -8.1%
43 Alabama 862 40.7% -1.9% 43 Lowsiana 849 260% 1.2%
4 Arkansas 20.0 39.7% -23% 44 South Ceroline 847 26.0% -1.9%
LH Plorida 95 396% 1.8% 45 Nevada 845 259% -10.6%
4% Louisiana 783 39.4% -1.6% 46 South Dakota 839 25 % 1.0%
a7 Idnho 7.1 I82% 03% 47 Maine 29 25.2% 2.2%
48 Misstasippi 70.1 380% 0.7% 48 Kentucky 7948 24.0% 0.9%
49 Hawait 66.0 373% 44% 49  North Dakota 753 221% 0.6%
50 Nevads 313 4% 584 50 Mississippi 723 20.5% -17.0%
Percent of female labor force in "top jobs,” 2016 Percent of non-white labor force in “top jobs,” 2016
Increasingly, there 15 a preference for diverse business environments, This metric captures the same information as women in top jobs on the
especially among the young and highly educated workers. Race and gender preceding page, except it measures the foothold of racial minorities at the
equity is not only desirable because it is fair and just, workplaces that top of the career lndder. The above table shows the percentage of non-white
demonstrate a commitment to and opportunities for career advancement of employces who are in managerial, business, and financial, as well as
women and minarities are essential to economic competitiveness. The professional and related occupations.
above table shows the percentage of the women in managerial, business,
and financial, as well as professional and related occupations
Source: (/5. Bureau of Labor Statistics Source: US. Bureau of Labor Statistics
Midwest Perfortnance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
State Percent Rank State Percent Rank
llnois 430 k] [thinos 37 8% 12
Michigan 43.0% 26 Ohia 31 4% ol
[ndrana 421 3% n Michigan 334% 13
Ohio 41 8% a3 Wisconsin 29 1% 19
Wisconsin 41 M 41 Indiana 28 1% 0
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HATE CRIMES GENERATIONAL CREATIVE CLASS
Iacidents per Change, 2013- Share of Lalbior Chnange, 2013-
Rank Siate Score 100,000 residenis 2016 (%) Rank State Score Force I016 {%%)
Sid-Skrte Average 206 55 9% ok State Averoge 18.3%6 1%
1 Atkansas 1144 042 -562% 1 Massachusens 1524 288% 16.6%
2 Rhode Island 119 047 =30.0% 2 New York 1327 6% 12.1%
3 Georga 1138 047 -34.9% 3 Connecticut 1325 24 6% 189%
4 Oreyon N7 D48 -83.2% 4 New Jersey 130.0 240% 169%
5 Wisconsin 113 0.54 -38.6% 5 Vermont 126.7 23.3% 11.3%
6 [ndiana 113.0 0355 <10.6% (] Maryland 124.6 2% 24%
7 West Virginia 1124 0.60 -3L1% 7 Colorada 1225 22.5% 54%
B Maine 122 061 -67 3% a New Hampshire 121.9 223% 11.6%
s Tennessee 1119 064 -78.8% 9 Rhode [sland 121.7 22.3% 17 6%
10 Kentucky 1109 073 -3 5% 10 Thinois 117.5 214% 6.1%
] Ohio 109.5 0.85 -76.1% il Washington &0 21 1% 12.9%
12 [dnho 109.0 0o -4 8% 12 Vuginia 1159 2 % 5 6%
13 North Carolina 107.1 106 -11 9% 13 Mannescla 1143 20 7% 1%
14 Ficrida 107.0 107 173.4% 14 Pennsylvania 1083 19 4% 93%
15 Pennsylvania 106.2 i.14 124.7% 15 Montana 106 7 19 1% T0%
16 Minnesota 108.5 120 -59.3% 16 Kansas 1063 190% -5 %
7 Alabama 1034 138 164.1% 17 North Dakota 106 2 190% 11 5%
18 Nebraska 103.3 §g 41 5% 18 Hawan 1053 18 8% 37%
19 Mussissippi 102.7 145 440.9% 19 Calilornia {038 18 5% 3%
20 Vermont 102.6 145 =24.6% 10 Oregon 1037 18 5% T72%
21 New York 102.5 146 =53 7% 20 Nebraska 1022 i82% 54%
22 Alaskn 102.2 149 36.1% 22 Tennessee 1019 13 1% & 6%
3 Delaware 101.2 158 21.5% 2 Texas 100 4 17 8% 152%
24 Hawan 1009 1.60 {n/a} 24 Nonh Carolina 1002 177 78%
25 Montana 100.0 168 45 8% 25 lowa 1002 17 "% 10 0%
26 Colorade 976 188 -240% 26 Michigan 9e 17.7% 17.8%
27 lowa 9716 189 459 4% ) Alaska 981 17 3% 0%
28 Missaun 972 192 137% 28 Florida a7 4 17 1% 1%
29 South Dakota 94.8 213 261% pa ] Missousi 9% 9 170% 13 7%
30 Texas 940 219 336.3% k1] Otua 9% 8 170% 179%
33 Nevada 541 220 =329% 3 Maine 95 9 16 8% -0 6%
32 South Carchina 90 ety 113 4% »n Georga 56 15 8% 1 3%
33 Michigan 9.9 230 -32.0% 33 Atizona 952 16 % -3 3%
34 Cahforma Ladi] 237 7 9% 34 Dclawate 9318 15 4% -9 4%
15 Washington %02 153 -39 5% 35 Oklahotma 915 16 3% 214%
36 Ithnois 8% | 27 7 1% 36 South Dakota 927 16 2% I
7 Oklahoma 836 293 175 3% kY] 1daho 921 16 1% 256%
38 Connecticul 853 296 =27 1% 1B South Carolina 921 16 % 02%
39 Lowsiana 848 300 3420% 39 Indiana 912 158% 30.8%
40 New Mexico B4 7 hX 1 1231 3% 40 New Mexico 912 15.8% 5.9%
41 New Hampshire B3 315 76 9% 41 Utah 9].2 15.8% 61%
42 Arizona 80E 135 3723% 42 Louisiana 875 15 1% =3.0%
41 Utah 733 100 539% 43 Alabama 87.1 15.0% 6B%
+ Massachusetts 728 405 ~21 B% 44 Wisconsin B6.5 14.8% -3 B%
45 New Jersey 676 4.5 31% 45 Kentucky 863 14.8% =1.™%
46 Notth Dakota 66.3 4.62 =14 6% 46 West Virginia 850 14.5% -10.8%
47 Kansas 659 4.65 918% 47 Wyoming 823 140% 23.6%
48 VYitginia 583 5.31 268 8% 48 Atkansas 79.6 13.4% 2%
49 Maryland 517 5.89 584 8% 49 Nevada 791 12.3% 11.0%
{nfa) Wyominy (nfa) {n/a} (n/a) 50 Mississippi 77 12.1% =19.1%

Nuntber of reporied hate-crime incidents / 100,000 covered residents, 2016
Hale crimes and similar behavior indicate that there are social tensions
between groups of different origin and values, A lower level of community
cohesion will diminish the attractiveness of a state, especially in toduy’s
cconomy with an increasing influx of immigrants and the importance of

Percent of labor force age 16-34 & 55+ years old with a bachelor 's degree
or higher, 2016

Creativity 15 evident at all age levels. Most notably, a new group of highly
talented experienced workers is emerging as a byproduct of today’s
‘longevity revolution” — the “third age” productive years of 55-79. This

aliernative lifestyles. The above table shows the number of reported metric gets at the brendth of talent of a state by combining attainment at
incidents that were motivated in whole or in part by a bias against the both ends of the age spectrum: 16-34 and 55+,
victim's perceived race, religion, cthnicity, sexual oricntation, or disability.
Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation Sonrce: US. Burcau of Labor Statistics
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
Stwte l““‘;:;:':::fo'm Rank Siale Share of Labor Force Rank
Wisconsin 054 5 hnois 2% 10
Indiana 055 6 Michigan 17.7% 26
Ohio 085 11 Otro 17 0% 30
Michigan .30 3 Inthana 158% 39
lanois 27 15 Wisconsin 14 8% 44
Michigan, 2013 - 2018 [ Michigan, 2011 - 2018
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NUMBER OF NONPROFITS

Nowprofits per Change, 2013-

Rank Staie Score 104,000 residents 2016 (%)

S0-State Averuge S5 9.6%

1 Monizna 1532 97 6.5%

2 Vermont 149.2 938 9.7%
3 lowa 141.6 B92
4 Wyoming 133.9 BI2
5 Rhode Island 1270 735
] South Dakota 126.1 748
7 Nonh Dakota 1358 745
] Nebraska 1213 708
9 Alaska 1209 108
10 Mlame 1o o 688
n Delaware 1116 677
2 Misncsol 1101 615
13 New Hampshire 1097 611
4 Wisconsin 108 | 599
15 Conneclicut 1045 569
16 Missoun 1045 569
17 West Virginia 1045 569
18 Oregon 1042 566
19 Kansas 1039 564
20 Ohio 103 5 561
A Maryland 1032 558
e Indiana 1013 551
x} Massachuseits 102 550
24 Colorado (LR 547
2 Pennsylvania 100 2 533
26 Hawau 998 330
27 New York 983 517
28 Iilinois 9719 515
28 Virginia 97.2 508
30 South Carolina 26.1 459
31 Washington 859 498
2 New Mexico 242 484
a3 Michigan 94.0 482
kL New Jersey 935 478
35 Oklahoma 935 478
36 Tennessee 931 475
37 North Canctina 923 468
18 idaho 919 464
39 Arkansas 911 458
40 Mississippi 887 438
41t Georgia 872 426
42 Alsbama B&S 423
43 California B&1 417
44 Kemucky 855 415
43 Lowsiana 855 412
46 Florida 817 397
47 Texas 813 393
48 Arizona 758 32
49 Litah 721 301
50 Nevada 718 299

Number of nonprafit organizations per 100,000 residents, 2016

Nonprofit organizations such as charities are mebilizers of public

participation in the development of the commaunity, and reflect the strength
of the social network that supports the economy. The above table gives the

number of nonprofil organizations per state per 100,000 residents.

Source: National Center for Charitable Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2016
Nonprofits per 100,000

State
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LIFESTYLE AND PLAY

Midwest Performance

Rank  State 2016 2014 2012

2016 2014 2012 1 Vermont T I T T RN
Ohio ok ok " 2 Alaska Whdkh  RRkAR RhAhE
Wiisconsin L " ™ 3 Florida LT T TTTL} T
Michigan "o ek P 4 Montana Whhak  hhkkh RRERR
5 Hawaii ek Addkdeh I TT12]

e - ; s 6 Rhode Island bl LLLL] Rk
oS ' ' ’ 7 California LLLL hhhh Ak
8 Massachusetis T . "k

9 New York hhk "iow Ak

10 Maine bk kR nhk

1 Pennsylvania wick Bk P

12 lowa Wk Rk P

13 South Dakota Wk ke Wk

14 Missouri Wik Wik W

15 Nebraska "ok Wik ki

16 Nevada dkd "ok ko

17 Kentucky nw *4 Wk

18 Connecticut Ty ek "

19 Louisiana Wik "k .

20 Wyoming Wk ek ke

21 Maryland ki Ak o

22 Washington hdhk dedek *hk

23 Minnesota *hk *hk ek

24 Delaware ahk P o

25 ldaho "k Akk Ak

26 Virginia *kk P P

27 Ohio *k s "

28 New Hampshire we ok wn

29 New Jersey L *h B

30 North Carolina wh Akh T

H Wisconsin Wi o .

32 North Dakota w " E

33 Utah ik e sk ol

34 Oregon L ok "

35 Colorado kel dek "l

36 Arkansas wie ek "

37 Arizona i *k *ke

a8 Michigan wk *x wk

39 Kansas e ek e

40 West Virginia ok ek Wk

41 Tennessee wh o "

42 South Carolina wh *h i

43 Alabarma " *h *ie

44 Indiana e * *

45 Oklahoma * * *

46 New Mexico * # *

a7 lllinais * - *

48 Mississippi * * -

49 Geargia * - *

50 Taxas * # *
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TIME TO WORK HISTORICAL PRESERVATION
Change, 2013- Projects per | mill. Change, 2013-
Rank State Score Average Minutes 2016 [%1 Rank State Score residents 2046 (%)
30-State Averuge 247 Fi-Siars Average ] 69.3%
1 South Dakota 1310 167 -l n% 1 Vermont 2049 209 -347%
2 North Dakota 129.1 172 -1.1% 2 Louisiana 196.8 194 23.1%
3 Montana 1267 178 -1.7% a Rhode Island 183.3 17.6 99.1%
4 Wyoming 1250 182 11% 4 Missouri 176.2 158 322%
5 Nebraska 1239 185 2.0% 5 Rentucky 1509 1] 115 6%
§ Alaska 1238 18.5 -3.1% 6 Vitgima 1410 94 6 1%
7 fown 1220 18.9 0% 7 Nebraska 1406 94 193 7%
8 Kansas 1209 192 Li% g Maine 1382 90 B %%
9 Tdaho 1153 206 18% 9 Ohio 1369 B8 26 9%
10 Oklshoma 120 214 0.8% " lowa 1324 80 33 3%
1 Utah 1es 218 0.5% 1 Arkansas 1308 717 62 6%
12 Arkansas 1103 217 12% 12 Maryland 126 7 70 42 6%
13 New Mexico 1103 21 19% 13 Oklahoma 1233 64 250.6%
14 Wisconsin 109.7 219 0.2% 14 Maasachusetts 1204 59 45. 7%
15 Vermont 106 4 27 10% 15 Kansas 1165 52 -35.1%
6 Kentucky 1046 B2 16% 16 Montana 1145 4.8 21.5%
17 Ohio 1040 233 10% 17 Connecticut 141 47 469.0%
1% Indaana 1037 3 4% 18 Misstsspp 1138 47 16.8%
19 Minnesota 1036 234 19% 19 New York 1116 43 30.0%
20 Missoun 103 4 ns 16% 20 Delaware 1t 42 -123%
21 Oregon 193 1 213 1714 21 North Carolina 109.6 39 10.8%
2 Maine 1019 338 19% 22 Wisconsin 105.0 31 376%
2 Nevada 101 1 20 06% 23 West Virginia 1028 27 113%
24 North Caroling 100 4 M2 21% 24 Minnesota 1017 25 52.5%
25 RMigsissippi 100 1 243 15% 28 Alabama 1602 23 118.5%
26 Sauth Carolina 999 213 3% 26 Oregon %98 22 117%
27 Michigan 99.6 244 1.7% 27 Georgia 994 29 26.6%
28 Rhode Island 992 245 21% 28 Indiana %93 24 26.0%
28 Alabama 992 245 12% 29 Pennsylvania 984 20 -16.7%
30 Tennessee 979 48 1 6% 30 Michigan 97.1 1.7 12.9%
3 Anzana 973 250 11% 31 Wyoming 97.1 17 -502%
3 Colorado 9.4 252 23% a2 South Carohna 954 14 100.0%
ik} Lowsana 962 25! 09% 313 Washington 952 14 ITB2%
34 West Virginia 919 55 3% 14 Alaskn 950 13 0.6%
35 Delaware 948 256 03% a5 Tllinois 940 12 201.3%
36 Connecticut 919 260 37% 36 South Dekota 4.0 12 2.2%
» Texas 925 %1 3I7% a7 Anzona 939 12 666.1%
k1] Pennsylvania 902 267 1% 8 New Jersey 93.1 0 346.8%
9 Flonda 892 269 Ie% as Colomdo 925 09 19.0%
40 New Hampshire 832 272 11% 40 New Hampshire 916 0.7 -50.5%
41 Washington 880 wifed 5 6% 41 Utah Ll 07 100.0%
42 Hawait 866 276 52% 42 Tennessec 90.0 08 -58.2%
43 Geargin 847 280 I8% L] Florida 896 04 89.6%
4 Virginia 837 283 1 7% 4 Texas 894 04 216.3%
45 IHincis 81.7 288 24% 45 Nevada 293 03 100.0%
45 California 813 288 4% 46 Califorma 881 0.l -55 6%
47 Massachusctts 792 294 1% 47 Havail B7.4 00 -100.0%
4 New Jersey 70 314 22% 47 fdaho B7.4 0.0 -100.0%
49 Maryland 6.1 e 11% 47 New Mexico 874 0.0 -100.0%
50 New York 642 30 I 47 North Dakots B7:4 00 -100 0%
Average travel time to work of workers 16 years and over wha did not work Number of certified projects per one million residents, 2016
at home, 2016 For many, past of the richness and quality of contemporary life is sharing in
Striking work-life balance has become of increased concern to workers history and heritage. Historic preservation becomes pan of the character
today. Take-home work, via mobile devices, exacerbates demands from the and *{eel’ of community. It helps create 2 sense and continuity of place
workplace One solution is to reduce commute time. States with less than This metric uses federal historic preservation tax credit information relative
average travel time to work are considered to have higher quality of life. 1o the size of the resident population to provide a measure of ongoing
historic preservation activity.
Sonrce: US. Census Burean Source: National Park Service
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
State Average Minutes Rank State N“"‘I';:n‘;:::‘"m"’ Rank
Wisconsin 219 14 Ohia 83 9
Ohio 2313 17 Wisconsin n ael
Indiana 214 12 Indiana 2 28
Michigan 144 27 Michigan 1.7 30
lihnois 258 45 {ihnors 12 35
| M,;,,,,,n 2013 - 2016 IV Michigan, 2013 - 2018
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LEISURE INDUSTRY EMPLOYMENT PARKLAND
Change, 2013- Acres per 103q. Change, 2012
Rank State Score Percemt 2006 {%) Rank Staie &re miles 2015 (%)
J0-Surie Average 2 56% 27% J0-State Average 135 -1 0%
L Hawait 144 4 4.4% -3 5% 1 Alaskn 2500 101t 0.0%
2 Montana 141.4 1 9M4% 27% 2 Hawaii 2007 603 Q1%
3 Florida 140.1 18%% 06% k] Florida 1910 5319 1%
4 Calorado 129.5 1.52% 50% 4 California 1826 494 3%
5 Nevada 128.6 JA4PA 12% 5 Washinglon 1459 3o -0 3%
6 Alaskn 1274 345% 51% 6 New Jersey 1540 300 -53 e
7 Delaware 1240 333% 83% 7 Arizona 1440 300 0%
8 New Yotk 1160 305% 15% 8 Nevada 1315 236 0.2%
9 New Hampshure 1154 102% 02% ] Utzh 1265 211 0.0%
10 Maryland 142 298% 26% 10 Maryland 1224 190 o.0%
1] Calfomia 1n2g 294% 1 6% 1] Michigan 1163 16,0 0.5%
12 Utah o2 284% 61% 12 Idaho JE] 152 0.0%
13 Washington o2 284% 53% 13 Massnchusers 129 142 0.0%
14 Massachusetts 108 B 279% T1% 14 Tennessce 118 137 0%
15 New Jersey 1078 276% 52% 15 Wyoming 110.3 130 0.0%
16 Vermoai 1044 2164% 1% 16 Montana 101 128 o.0%
17 Connecticul 103 7 261% 40% 17 North Carlina 1976 1.5 1%
18 Anzora 103 4 2 60% 15% 18 Virginia 1070 112 0.4%
19 Idaho 1029 2 59% 49% 19 New Hampshire 1063 108 2.0%
20 North Caralina 102 4 157% 42% 20 Delaware 1055 10.5 4%
2l Virgenia 102§ 256% 52% 2l Verman 103.2 9.3 0.5%
22 Maie 1020 255% 1% 22 Pennsylvania 1029 91 0%
3 Minnesota 1018 255% 50% 23 New Yok 1020 87 0™
2 Pennsylvama 101 4 253% 19% 24 Rhode Island 1020 87 kX
z_as 1 101.0 252% -1 5% 25 Colorada 1008 8.1 -03%
26 South Carolina 590 245% 02% 25 Minnesota 992 73 0%
27 South Dakota 9R 8 2.44%; 24t 27 West Virginia 98. 70 0.0%
28 Missoun 98 7 244% =3 0% 28 Texas 982 68 0%
29 Orcgon 980 141% 4% 29 Ohia 949 51 -0.2%
kil New Mexico 980 241% 4% 30 South Dakota 946 49 2%
3 Itinos 979 241% 43% 3 Conneclicut 944 48 0%
2 Rhaode Island 951 231% -135% 32 New Mexico %43 4.8 oot
33 Dhio 948 230% 12% 1 South Carolina 927 40 o
34 Nebraska 945 229% 34% 34 Kentucky 926 38 (1.3
35 Wisconsin 918 223% 59% 35 Maine 519 35 02%
36 Wyoming 927 223% 03% 3 Wisconsin 919 35 1%
37 Indiana 924 222% 34% 37 Missourt 1.4 13 24%
38 lowa 899 213% 74% 38 Oregon %03 27 oT%
39 Michigan 89.0 110% 30% 19 Mississippi o032 27 1%
40 Tennessee 887 2.08% 5.9% 40 Arkansas 898 25 0.0%
41 Kansas 88.6 2.08% 4% 4 Georgia 897 24 2T%
42 Oklahoma 884 20™ 14 1% 42 Indiana 892 2 0.9%
41 Texas 882 207% T4% 42 lllinois 877 14 -2.0%
44 Kentucky 876 205% 4y ) 44 Louisiana 876 14 £.1%
45 Georgia 855 197% 11% 45 Alabama 875 13 o
46 West Virginia 842 1.93% 246% 46 WNorth Dakotin 874 13 0.0%
47 Mississippt 823 1.86% -3.0% 47 Oklahoma 871 N 0.9%
48 Alatams 7 1.77% 8.8% 48 Nebraska 871 11 0.0%
49 Arkansas 796 177% 42% 49 lowa B6S 08 1.6%
50 North Dakota 599 142% -4 ™% 50 Kansas B&.O os 0.0%
Employment in leisure-related indusiries as a percentage of all employment Acres of state and national parkland per 10 sguare miles of land, 2015
06 Access to the natural environment is a key component of quality of life.
There 15 o growing body of literature on the hfestyle preferences of the Young knowledge workers also report a strong altraction Lo natural
young knowledge workers who drive economic growth in places like amenities. The metric measures the acreage of national and state parkland
Silicon Valley, or the Rescarch Triangle in North Carolina. The research in each state per 10 square miles of Tand. Please note that this data includes
concludes that these workers are attracted to arts, cultural, [eisure, and only land under the management of the National Park Service and thus
sports offerings to a greater extent than the generations that preceded them excludes national forests.
The table above shows the employment in industries related to arts, culture,
leisure and sports activities as a percentage of all employment
Sowrce: U S. Burcau of Labor Statistics Source: National Association of State Park Directors, Natienal Park Service
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2015
State Percent of Tofal Rank State Acres per 10 3. miles Rank
Employment
llinoss 241% k| Michigan 160 n
Ohia 230% 33 Ohio 51 3
Wisconsin 223% 35 Wisconsin 35 36
Indiana a2 ey v Indhana 23 42
Michigan 1.10% 3 Ilinoas 14 43
Michigan, 2013 - 2018 [ Michigan, 2012 - 2015 .
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GOLF COURSES TRAILS
Courses per Change, 2013- Trail miles per Change, 2013
Rank State Scare 100,000 residents 2016 (%} Rank Stale Score 100,800 resid 2016 (%)
J0-State Averape 4.3 -2.8% Fi-Siate Average iy 8%
1 Towa 146.9 9.7 28% 1 Pennsylvania i83.1 4.3 0.9%%
2 South Dakota 1419 9.1 -18% 2 Massachusetts 155.5 s 6.9%
3 Matne 1404 89 £3% 3 Alabama [E}: 3] 294 09%
4 North Dakota 140.4 89 -8.3% 4 New York 1443 276 51%
5 Nebraska 1282 73 2.7% 5 Flonida 1409 260 3%
6 Montana i28.0 73 -23% 6 West Virgimia 1381 219 00%
7 Vermont 1237 69 3 7 Conneciicut 1377 246 226%
B Wisconstn 120 66 -2 1% 8 Maryland 1293 209 0%
9 New Hampshire 1205 64 15% 9 New Jerscy 1251 190 00%
10 Minnesota LIBO 61 -56% 1 Oregon 1202 168 15 5%
11 Wyoming 174 60 125% It Kentucky 116.2 15.0 0.0%
12 Michigan 1.2 6,0 ~4.7% 12 Vermont 1153 147 00%
1 Arkansas 1z 55 0% 13 Virgina 1124 134 0.0%
14 South Cazolina 1hnao =Jed <7 8% 14 Washington 1118 13.1 53%
15 Rhode [sland 1097 50 £ 4% 15 Wisconsin 110.6 12.5 W™
16 Ohio lo7d 48 6 8% 16 Rhode Island i09.3 120 00%
17 Idaho 1067 46 0% 7 IHinoks 108.2 1.5 30.8%
18 Massachusents 106 0 46 -1 1% 18 Delaware 107.2 11.0 0.0%
19 Konsas 1059 43 20% 19 South Carolina 106.9 109 25 1%
0 Indiana 1048 44 -5 5% 20 North Cerolina 1061 106 1%
21 Florida 1046 44 31% 21 Ohio 104.9 100 211.6%
] Pennsylvania e 44 02% 22 Georgra 104.5 98 9.6%
23 North Carolina 1009 39 -43% 23 Indians 104.0 96 61.0%
2] Hawaii 1004 38 0.3% 24 Munnesota 101.3 B4 0.0%
25 Kentucky 1001 38 =1 7% 25 Tennessee 101.2 83 9.0%
26 Connecticut 99 38 13% 26 California 58.8 13 8.
27 Wen Virginia 298 3.8 4.3% 27 New Hampshire 98.} 7.0 0.0%
8 Missouri 992 37 -3.8% 28 Arkansas 97.8 69 0.0%
29 Mississipp 985 16 02% 29 Missouri 975 6.7 0.0%
30 [inois 96.7 34 -2.4% ki lowa 57.3 66 0%
3 New York 96.1 33 -14% 3 Idaho 57.1 6.5 o.0%
2 Oregon 957 33 9.4% 12 Kansas 57.0 65 260.0%
a3 Alsbams 95.] 12 3.1% 33 Michigan 96.4 62 931%
34 Georgia 940 .0 % M Hawaii 9350 56 0.0%
35 Delaware 940 10 0.6% as North Dakota 250 56 9.6%
36 Washington 93.2 a0 45.9% 36 Mississippi 93.2 48 23.8%
37 Nevada 919 28 5.2% 37 Artzona 927 46 7.5%
38 Tennessee 91.2 27 B4% 38 Montana 20 43 0.0%
39 Anzona 508 26 -10.9% 39 South Dakota 9.2 39 0.0%
40 Oklshoma 906 26 -1.8% 44 Colorado 894 31 0.0%
41 Virginia 505 26 34% 41 Oklahoma 89.0 29 34%
42 New Jersey %0.0 26 22% 42 Nebraska B7.8 24 0.0%
43 Colorado 857 25 -5.8% 43 New Mexico 877 23 0.0%
4 Alsska 880 23 0.6% 44 Utah 86,7 1.9 0.0%
45 Louisiana 857 20 9.0% 45 Nevada B6.5 1.8 204%
46 Texas 857 20 -5.6% 45 Louisiana 858 1.5 0.0
47 New Mexico 850 19 0.0% 47 Wyoming B3 6 14 0.0%
43 Maryland 847 9 2.1% 43 Texas 856 14 0.0%
49 California 330 1.7 -2.6% 49 Mauine B4 8 1.1 11.9%
50 Utsh 817 15 -18.8% 50 Alpaka 84,0 07 0ot
Number of golf courses and country clubs per 100,000 residents, 2016 Number of national trails per 100,000 residents. 2016
Recreational resources are increasingly important to workers in the A state’s natural resources are important for recreation and enjoyment and
innovation cconomy. Golf courses and country clubs are an atiractive asset provide additional financial resources from tourism. The above table shows
to all age groups. The above table shows the proportion of golf courses and the number of trails designated as national trails per 100,000 residents in
country club establishments relative 1o the number ol residents the state
Source: 'S, Bureau of Labor Statistics Souwrce: National Recrational Trails Program
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
Estald, per 100,000 Trail miles per 100,000
Siate Re::ienh Rank State Residents Rank
Wisconsin 66 8 Wisconsin 125 15
Michigan 6.0 12 Ihnms 13 17
Ohio a8 16 Ohwa 0o 2
Indiana 44 20 Indiana 96 23
likinows 34 I Michigsn 6.2 M
Michlgan, 2013 - 2018 Michigan, 2011 - 2018 1|
Ll [ rrpe——— ! 2 T [cake —vew| . i | ]
i 75 _ e | i | 1
3 ;0 13 i 'E 14
T . 123 £, 123
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CULTURAL INSTITUTIONS
Change, 2013-
Rank State Score Per Capita 2016 (%)
St-State Average 178 4.7%
3 New York 149.5 3 8.0%
2 California 1437 6.5 10.5%
3 Montana 1370 n6 52%
4 Nevada 1307 298 -2.6%
5 Vermont 129.8 294 4.6%
[ Sauth Dakota 1221 259 5 8%
7 Calorado 1178 239 B 8%
8 Maine 173 238 12 7%
9 Tennessee 151 228 73%
10 Wyoming 147 26 -1 8%
1] Rhode Island 135 24 74%
12 Floida 1135 240 -4 0%
13} New Mexsco 134 24 14 3%
4 Minnesota 126 216 -0 8%
15 Lih nio 2609 12.9%
16 Orcgon "o 209 10 4%
17 Alaska 1ol 205 =10 0%
2 North Dakota 1096 201 12 8%
19 Tdaho 1088 199 13 7%
2 Hawau 108 1 196 -1 4%
21 Connecticut 108 | 196 46%
2 Massachusetts 1059 186 36%
23 [{ETTTY 1058 185 06%
24 New Hampshire 105 4 134 2%
25 [owa 100.0 159 4%
26 Kentucky 1040 159 7.7%
27 Nebraska 99,1 155 2%
28 Maryland 87 154 53 5%
29 Delaware 977 149 £01%
30 Georgia 96.6 144 11.9%
k1| North Carolina 96.2 142 4%
2 Pennsylvania 95.4 139 %1%
33 Mimsouri 953 138 1%
kL Virginia 952 13.8 13%
a3 Washington 4.6 13.5 -1.2%
6 New Jersey 54.2 133 -5.8%
a7 Louisizna 1 13.3 B0%
38 Arkansas 51.9 123 2%
39 Indiana 0.8 118 103%
40 Sauth Carclina 0.5 1.7 13 5%
41 Michigan 90.8 1L6 4.5%
42 Wisconsin %05 e 3%
43 Arizona B8 9 169 -18%
44 Kansas 887 108 5&%
45 Texas B7.1 1a.1 1%
46 Ohio BT 10.1 42%
47 Oklahoma B64 9.8 A
48 West Virginia B45 L% 11 6%
49 Mississippi B0EB 73 T1%
50 Alabama 803 70 7.0%

Number of cultural establishments per 00,000 residents, 2016

In today’s cconomy, increasing numbers of residents can choose where to
live first, and then do their work via telecommuting. Choice of residence,
both state and locality, is being influenced by such factors as proximity to
culwral amenities and outdeor recreation, especially for the young college
educated generation. This metric captures the perceatage of all
establishments in the state classified as performing ans, spectator sports, &
related industrics as well as museums, historical sites, and similar
institutions. Source; U 5 Bureau of Labor Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2016

Siate Per 100,000 Residenis Rank
Ihinois 125 23
Indiana (1} 39

Michigan 116 41
Wisconsin Il & 42
Olio (LN} 16
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POCKET BOOK INDICATORS

Midwest Performance
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2016
Indiana hkkik
Michigan LLLLES
Wisconsin hddk
Ohlo L3 5.3 )
linois ok

Michigan Entreprenaurship Score Card - 2018 Editlon

2014

LA E L]
ok
de e
LAl L]

hi ke

2012

e ek e
ek e
o ek sk
ek e

Je e de

Rank State 2016 2014 2012
1 South Dakola LLAL LI LA L N L
2 Nebraska Aakhk RRARR RRRRR
3 lowa Wk T P
4 Idaho ke dede e e de ook et
5 Tennessee Mhkdd dkkdkdk dehkkw
] North Dakota Rhkhk  kkkkk kkkkh
7 Indiana Wddkhk kkkkk kkdkkw
8 Kansas whdkhh dkkkk kkdkhk
9 Arkansas ek hhkk Kk
10 Utah ek Wk Wk
11 Wyoming Whkkh  kkkRA hkkwk
12 Mississippi L T N
13 New Hampshire LA LL T "k
14 Missour L LU T T TR TP
15 Kentucky hERAE  REKRR RAARR
16 Oklahoma WRRRE  NAREN RRRER
17 Maine kb Hoddeh 1231
18 South Carolina ALLL AN LT T 21T
19 Michigan Wik W HhhE
20 Alabama e dkdekok ke
21 Mentana hhkh kkkkk Ah
22 Minnesota hhkh ik Wk
23 North Carolina bt Ak Aknk
24 Delaware dhek ek khk
25 Wisconsin ke *hkk e
26 Chio whhk e Kdkn
27 Virginia vk ok kkkh
28 Vermont hvkh —— P
29 West Virginia R ]
30 Louisiana L Y L T
3 New Mexico L "k kR
32 Texas ek ok ok
a3 Colorado LELE PTY el
34 Arizona Rk "k P
35 Georgia LD ok ek
36 Pennsylvania LLLL ok oRRw
37 Florida *HRx Wk PP
38 Washington L *hh P
39 Maryland ol *hw PP
40 Alaska Bhk *hw Wik
41 llinois Bk o "l
42 Oregon 3L "k -
43 Massachusetts 11 ok P
44 Nevada *k R Hkk "k
45 Rhode Island LA Ak wan
46 Connecticut e Wik ok
47 New Jersey *a " -
48 California *h o
49 Hawaii *

50 New York *
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URBAN COST OF LIVING URBAN HOUSING AFFORDABILITY
Change, 2011- Hourly wage Change, 2B13-
Rank Siate Seore Index '.‘_.ﬂ_H (%) Raak Siale Scare needed 26 (%)
St-Sunte Averuge 0.5% Sil-Sterie Averuyge 190 10655
1 Missizsippt (72 87.0 29% 1 Arkansas 114.0 $137 9%
2 Nebraska {156 883 -1.2% 2 Kentucky 113.0 $14.0 99%
3 Tenncssee 132 90.2 23% 3 South Dakota 122 $14.1 79%
4 Kansas 111.8 213 -1.0% 4 West Viegina 1106 $145 13.2%
5 Alabama 111.6 921.5 3.2% 5 lowa 1103 $14.6 9.9%
(] Kenucky 111 919 02% 6 Idaho 1099 5147 10.1%
7 lowa 1109 920 09% 7 Oklahoma 1093 5148 11.5%
a New Mexico 1104 924 -23% 7 Alsbama 1993 5148 12.6%
9 Indiana 109.1 9235 (n'm) 9 Mississipm 1091 5148 92%
10 Missoun 1088 237 29% o Montana 108 8 5149 10.0%
1 North Dakota 108 4 94.0 0.9% 1 Ohio 108.4 150 8.4%
12 Uteh 1079 4 £.2% 12 Indiana 107.6 §15.2 8.1%
13 Wyoming 1078 945 -2.% 13 Nebraska 1074 $152 128%
14 Maho 1973 947 -1.5% 14 Tenncssce 1969 $153 5.4%
15 North Carclina 1072 950 1.8% 13 Kansas 1058 S156 8.7%
16 Michigan 107.0 95.1 1.5% 16 Missouri 1054 5157 5%
17 South Carclina 1969 952 3% 17 New Mexico 149 5158 6.0%
18 Oklahoma 1060 959 60% 18 North Carclina 149 5158 59%
19 Arizona 1057 96.2 43% 19 Wyoming 1049 SiI58 70%
20 Louistana 1028 98.5 A0% 20 South Cerolina 104.7 $158 BE%
20 Arkansas 1028 985 29% 21 Wisconsin 103.5 s16.1 o.1%
22 South Dakota 102.5 987 1.6% 22 Loussiana 1033 5162 1.6%
23 Texas 102.1 990 10.2% 3 Michigan 102.9 516.2 1%
24 Goorgia 1001 4 995 24% 24 North Dakota 1024 3164 15.3%
25 Virpima 1000 100.7 ~4.4% 25 Georgia 100.5 5168 T8%
26 Montana 999 100 8 09% 2% Utah 995 5170 11.5%
27 Ohia 99.7 100.9 5% 27 Arizona 71 5176 02%
28 Wisconsin 982 121 28% 28 Nevada 91 Sigo0 -64%
29 Nevada 93 106.0 59% 29 Maine 950 SIEL {1L.5%
30 Colorada 914 107 5 24% 30 Texas 935 $184 2.6%
31 Minnesota %09 1079 -24% 31 Munnesola 925 5186 13.0%
32 Delaware 06 1082 -0 T 2 Pennsylvama 922 5187 78%
kx) Moryland 839 109.5 8 1% 33 Rhode Island 886 $19.5 9.1%
34 Muine 83.2 1101 -26% 34 Oregon 874 5198 21.5%
35 Flonda 865 1114 40% 35 Flonda 814 $207 6
36 New Hampshire 813 1156 -3 5% kL] Iinots B26 5209 204%
37 Iitinois 9 1167 L% 37 Dielaware 791 5216 7 %
38 Vermont 70 1190 -2.5% 38 New Hampshere T8O 217 7 6%
3% Bennsylvania 764 1195 -4 4% 39 Vermont 780 $219 13 1%
40 Rhode [sland 727 1224 -25% 40 Colorado 7 $220 24 8%
4] Connecticut 72.5 126 -L0% 41 Virgina ne $233 113%
42 Oregon 69.3 1251 10.1% 42 Washingion 704 5236 6 B%
43 Whashingion 61.0 1265 84% 43 Alaska 68 | §242 11 7%
44 New Jersey &7 1272 -3.0% 44 Connecticut 656 s 7 74%
45 Alaska 650 128.3 -1 6% 45 New Jeriey 542 $273 9 6%
Ll Cahfortua %61 1351 i 46 Massachusens 519 §2713 13 7
47 Massachusctts 535 1377 3% 47 New York 509 $281 12 5%
48 Hawan 67 1749 4 2% 48 Maryland 00 $283 134%
49 New York -50.0 2226 1.7% 49 California B4 $309 18 7%
ina) West Virginia (n/a) (na) infay 50 Havan 19.5 $31s52 11.6%

Hourly wage needed to afford mvo-bedroom honsing at fair-market rew,
6

This afTordability metric has been included since last year as a replacement
for the CFED Urban Housing Index. [t not only captures the cost of
housing but its relationship to income. This table shows the hourly wage
needed to afford two-bedroom housing at fair market rent

C2ER Cost of Living Index, 2014

As with housing, a low cost of living contributcs strongly to quality of life.
C2ER, a national economic-development rescarch organization, maintains
an extensive set of quarterly cost-of-living data. The above table is an index
ol the cost of living in each state. A lower index score corresponds to a
lower cost of living; a value of 100 is equal 1o the United States cost of
living.

Source: C2ER Source: National Low Income Honsing Coalition

Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2016
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Siate fadex Rank State Hourly Wage Needed Rank
Indiana 935 @ Do $150 1"
Michigan 95.1 113 Inchiana 552 12
Ohso 1009 27 Wisconsin 5161 21
Wisconsin 1021 28 Michigan 516.2 23
{[[LTEY He? 7 Minows $209 6
[ Michigan, 2011 - 2014 1 Michigan, 2013 - 2018 ]
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HOMEOWNERSHIP RATE UNEMPLOYMENT RATE
Change, 2013 Chaoge, 2013-
Rank State Score Rates 2016 (%} Rank State Score Ratle 2016 (%)
Ji-Siate Average 66,09 -2 3% F0-Siute Average - 4.6% <2 4%
1 West Virginia 1274 748% -26% 1 South Dakota 1314 254 -26.3%
2 Delaware 1212 T3I0% -1.5% 1 New Hampshire 1314 28% -431%
3 Michigan 120.6 T2A% -1.5% 3 Hawaii 1283 1.0% -31.5%
4 Maine (152 T26% -1.2% 4 North Dakota 1252 1% 10.3%
5 Minnesata 8.2 T24% ~1.4% 4 Nebraska 1252 1% -15.8%
6 New Hampshire 117.2 718% 3.1% [ Yermoni 1236 3.3% 250%
7 Vermont 1155 TI% 23% [] Colormdo 1226 33% -51.5%
7 Utah 1155 T3 0.6% B Utah 1220 34% 27. 7%
9 Indiana 114.1 709% -1 1% 9 Massachusetts 1173 3™ -44 8%
10 1daho 112.7 70.5% =1.4% 9 lowa 1172 3™ -22%%
n Wyoming nue? 2% -0.4% It Idaho 1157 3.8% -17.%
12 lowa 111.0 70.0% 0.3% 12 Minnesota 114.1 3% 204%
13 Mississippi 110.0 69.71% -6.1% 12 Maine 114.1 3 -409%
13 Alabama 110.0 65.1% 4. 1% 14 Virginia 1126 4.0% -29.8%
15 South Dakota 109.0 694% 24% 14 1126 4.0% 45.9%
16 South Carclina 107.3 68.9% 4.8% 16 Wisconsin 1mo 41% -39 7%
17 Pennsylvenia 1059 68.5% -4.2% 16 Montana 110 41% 24 1%
18 Nebraska 1042 SH.0% £3% 18 Kansas 1094 42% -20 8%
19 Kentucky 1039 519% 0.6% 19 Maryland 1079 4 3% =34 8%
20 Wisconstn 1032 1™ -1.2% 20 Indiana 1063 4 4% 42 9%
21 Atkansas 1029 67.6% 14% 20 Delaware 106 3 44% <34 M
22 New Mexica 1022 67 4% 1% 2 Missoun 1047 4 5% =321 8%
] Montana 101.2 57 1% -0.4% n Texas 1011 46% =25 8%
23 Kansas 1012 57 1% 5% 24 Tennessee 1000 4 8% =38 3%
25 Oklahoma 1002 568% -1 4% p2] South Corclina 1000 4 8% -36 8%
26 Missount 998 66 1% -6 5% 4 New York 1060 4 8% =37 %%
27 Maryland 952 56 3% -0 6% 27 Oregon 98 4 49% =18 %
28 Tennessee 98 56 4% 27 Oklahoma S8 4 4 9% -7 5%
29 Vitginin 98 5 6613% 27 Ohio 984 49% =34 T
30 Ohio 9738 66 1% 7 Mlichigan 93.4 4.9% -44.9%
31 North Carelina 96 4 65 T 27 Flonda 98 4 49% -32 9%
32 Nhinois 951 653% 32 New Jersey %69 50% -39t
33 Alaska 947 651% 32 Kentucky 969 B3 -37 5%
34 Florida 917 64 3% 34 North Carclina 953 51% <35 1%
35 Lowsiana 913 64 2% 34 Conneeticut 953 i1% =33 8%
35 Connecticut 913 64 2% 36 Wyoming 921 53% 128%
37 Oregon 859 62 6% 36 Rhode lstand 221 53% 43 0%
33 Colorado 852 62 4% 36 Arzona 221 53% -32 1%
39 Georgia 49 63 3% 39 Washinglon 206 54% «22 9%
40 New Jersey 243 63 2% ki Pennsylvania 906 5 4% 270%
41 Anzona 0935 61 9% 39 Georgia 906 54% 34 1%
42 Washington 8235 61 6% 39 Califorma 906 54% -39 3%
43 Texa 812 61 5% 43 Nevada B3.9 5T ~40 0%
44 North Dakota 818 61 4% 44 Mississip 841 58% -33.3%
4% Mastachusetts 760 59 1% 45 Nhnais B2.7 59% A5
46 Hawaii 69.2 1% 46 West Virginia 81.1 6.0% -104%
47 Rhode Island 645 56.3% 45 Alabama 81.1 6.0% -167%
48 Nevada 584 54.5% 43 Louisiana %6 6.1% -9.0%
49 Califorma 56.0 53.8% 43 Alsska 77 6.6% -4 3%
50 New York 482 51.5% 50 New Mexico .y 6. 1% 29%

Homeownership rate, 2016

A varicty of studies point to the benefits of homeownership: increased
cconomic stability, community vitality, even child learning.
Homeownership is also important for many startup businesses, allowing
entreprencurs 10 use home equity as a source of early-stage funding. The

above table shows the percentage of houscholds in each state that own their

homes.

Source: U'S. Census Burcau.
Midwest Performance, 2016

State
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Unemployment rate, 20

16

Although a dynamic economy will experience job chum, over the long run,
high unemployment rates reflect a structural mismaich between employer
needs and worker skills that can permanently damage the dynamism of the
economy. A high rate of unemployment furthermore signals low job
security to potential new residents and will therefore scare away many new
skilled workers. The above table shows the official uncmployment rate.
Source: U'S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2016
State Rate
Wiscoriin 41%
Indiana 44%
Michigan 4.9%
Ohio 45%
[llincis 59
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PER CAPITA DISPOSABLE PERSONAL INCOME

STATE AND LOCAL TAX BURDEN

Change, 2013- Nuamber of Worked Change, 2013-

Rank State Score Per Capiia Income 2016 (%) Hank Siate Score Days 2016 (%)
Sth=-Stute Average 542,273 V1% Jo-Stafe Average oy S H%

1 Ceanecticut 1409 $58,465 B4% 1 Mississippi 1243 9 68%
2 Massachusetts 130.8 $54,190 L1.7% 2 Tennessee 1225 95 44%
3 New Jersey 1280 $52599 10.5% 3 Louisiana 1207 9% 91%
4 Alaskn 1227 350,747 8.3% 4 Alabama 1189 a7 k¥
3 Maryland 1214 $50,200 9.9% 4 South Dakota 1189 97 4%
[ New Hampshire 1211 550,077 1.3% [ New Mexico 1171 98 65%
7 Wyommg 1193 $49.545 58% 7 Alnska 1153 9 42%
] New York n9 7 $49.478 BI% 8 Kentucky 135 100 3%
9 Nonh Dakota 119 5 $49.407 02% B Oklahoma 1135 100 3%
o Washinjiton 1?7 $48.630 13 1% 8 Sowth Carclina 1135 100 M
Il Culiforma 168 §48.266 15 1% 8 Washington 1135 100 -33%
2 Virgima nia §46.191 8 8% 12 Missoun) ne? 101 4.1%
13 Colorado 1o $45418 10 5% 13 Atkansas 109.9 102 63%
14 likinors 1095 $45.171 112% 14 lown 108 1 103 51%
15 awan 1089 $44.927 12 1% 14 North Carolina 108 1 103 4.0%
16 Nebraska 1087 $44323 9 0% 16 Arizona 1053 104 10.6%
17 Vermant 108 6 $44 808 93% 16 Idaho 106.3 104 6.1%
|& Minnesota 108 5 $44 146 9 4% 16 Maine 1063 104 1.2%
19 Pennsylvama 108 4 $44,696 9 4% 19 Nebraska 1045 105 $.0%
2 Rhode Island 1083 544,662 B 6% 20 Georgin 1027 106 82%
2 South Dakota 1053 $43.415 6 5% 20 Montana 1027 106 T.1%
2 Delaware 103 2 $42.498 913% 1] Texns 1027 106 T1%
23 Kansas 1029 421379 i0% 20 Virginia 102.7 106 -2.8%
k2 Texas 101 1 $41.606 6 6% b2 Delaware 1008 107 3%
25 Wiscongin 1002 $41.261 9 1% i) Indians 100.9 107 4.9%
26 lowa 98 $41,052 61% 26 Hawaii 9.1 108 4.9%
27 Flonida 993 340,854 11.6% 26 Kansas 9.1 108 10.2%
28 Ohio 955 £19,665 27% 26 Ohza 9.1 108 6.9%
2 Tennessee 96,4 $39,628 11.1% i Florida 513 109 48%
30 Maine 960 $19.445 ina) 3o North Daketn 955 110 28%
3 Oregon 959 535,434 141% 30 Uiah 955 110 T8%
n Michigan 954 539,191 124% 3 Michigan 93.7 111 1.8%
n Nevoda 949 $35,002 11.5% 32 New Hampshire 97 1 6 7%
4 Indizna 4.0 $38,619 9.8% 2 Pennsylvama 937 n 7%
35 Oklahoma 4.0 $18.597 £ 1% n Vermont 937 (1) 78%
36 Louisiana 937 538,498 6.2% 36 Wyoming 99 112 6%
37 Montana 930 538,181 82% 37 Colorado 901 113 6 6%
8 Missouri 927 $38,081 6.9% 37 Oregon 901 113 B 7%
39 Naorth Carolina 9212 $3TA15 11.0% 39 Nevoada E55 115 11 7%
40 Georgia 211 $31787 13.0% A0 West Virginia B47 116 T4%
41 Uizh 286 $3633% 129% A Wisconsin 847 116 64%
42 Anzona 285 536308 102% 42 Massachusetis B9 117 26%
43 Arkansas 874 £35846 103% 42 Rbode Island 829 17 £3%
44 South Carolina 867 £35,516 11.6% A4 lhnois 811 118 3 5%
45 [daho 86.6 $35.490 oR% 45 Califormia 193 e 53%
46 Alabamn 858 35159 B4% 45 Minnesota 793 1% 6 3%
47 New Mexico 855 $35028 10.9% 47 Maryland T4 124 12 7%
48 Kentucky 847 $34.701 B 6% 48 New York 59.6 136 4.0%
49 West Virginia 209 533,088 5% 49 New Jersey 518 133 6 5%
50 Mississipps 796 $32,531 6.4% 50 Connecticut 41.6 140 6.1%

Per capita disposable personal incane, 2016

The average disposable income of a resident in a state reflects cconomic
opportunitics as well as the successful participation of individuals in the
cconomy. It is also a factor of attractiveness of a region that 1akes not just

wages but the states” 1ax structure into account. The above table shows per

capita personal income minus personal current axes
Sowrce: US. Burcau of Economic Analysis

Midwest Performance, 2016
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Stote Per Caplia Income
Illsnoss. $45.171
Wisconsin $41.261
Ohic $39.665
Michigan $39,191
Indiana $38.619
3 =
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Niomber of day's worked to pay tax biff, 2016

The vliimate measure of a state or local government’s influence on
economic compelitiveness is the amount of residents” private income that is
consumed by government in the form of taxes. The table above shows the
number of days that a state resident has to work in order to pay a typical tax
bill, including federal, statc and local taxes

Source: Tax Foundation

Midwest Performance, 2016
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Midwest Performance
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2016
Michigan UL
Wisconsin fbedkw
Indiana hak
Ohio wkk
lifinois o
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2014
Khdke
dedn e ok
L L]
LEL

ek

2012

wrdehk
sk
kb
dee ek

*h bk

Rank State 2016 2014 2012
1 Massachusetts U ek U
2 Vermont TR WAk Sk ded
K] West Virginia ek Ak hhk wdhhk
4 Rhode Istand ke T .
5 Maine LT Rk ek kg
6 Minnesota LAALL] LI P,
7 North Dakota LA L L] AhRRE ok
8 South Dakota AL L L] LT L] e
9 New Hampshire whhh ) P
10 Nebraska Wk T P
1" lowa LA AL dddkh I TT2T
12 Mississippi e Tk e
13 Alabama ke dededeh .
14 Michigan *dkk P PN
15 Hawaii Ll P PN
16 South Carolina Hahn Wk ke
17 Kansas *hdk hdded *dhdk
18 North Carolina wh hoddk F—
19 Arkansas ek hkk ik
20 Florida fehkk ok ko
21 Wyoming "k Wk hhdh
22 Tennessee LA Rk Wk
23 Wiscansin Hkd R i
24 Oregon L e Wik
25 Idaho 111 T .
25 Washinglon Hak T *hk
27 Louisiana L I P,
28 Kentucky *hk AAW P
29 New Mexico *h Wik *hh
30 Montana ek ok ek
31 Oklahoma 1T "ok ek
32 Nevada ek Ak P
33 Indiana whk Ehk P
34 Virginia ik TT1] dedeh
35 New York ek P P
36 Missouri hkk ra—— U
37 Ohio wkk 11 Shddk
38 Alaska *h "k Sk
39 Delaware *h *kk *kik
40 Maryland L1 ek Wk ko
41 Connecticut *k whk ekt
42 Illinois L1 e ke Wt
43 Pennsylvania *k Tk ek e
44 New Jersey ok Wk ek
43 Georgia * *ohd .
46 Colorado * sk Akhk
47 Texas * * ok
48 California * - P
49 Arizona * . hk
50 Utah * * e
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LACK OF HEALTH INSURANCE CRIME INDEX
Change, 10]3- Crimes per 100,00 Change, 2013«
Rank _ Siaie Score Pereent 2016 (%) Rank __ Siate Score Residents 2016 %)
Six-State Averuge A% =40 7% StiSteste Average 2436 =Tk
i Massachuserts 125 1 2.5% 324% 1 New Hampshire 1253 1,710 -28.5%
2 Hawaii 1214 315% -478% 2 Maine 124.1 1,769 26.7%
3 Vermont 1204 3™ -48.6% 3 New Jersey 1237 1,790 17 5%
4 Minnesota 118.5 4.1% -50.0% 4 Vermont 1224 1,856 -20.3%
5 lawa 1176 43% -46.9% 5 New York 1211 1,922 -12.2%
5 Rhode [sland 116 43% £29% 6 Massachusetts 1208 1,938 21.1%
7 Connecticut 1147 45% -479% ? Ldsho 1204 1974 -4.6%
8 Kentucky 18 5 1% 543% 8 Connecticul 1189 2,098 £7%
9 West Virginia 1128 53% £21% 9 Pennsylvania 1184 2,059 -13.7%
9 Wisconsin 128 5% 41 8% 10 Virginia 118.4 2,077 -T8%
1" Michigan 123 54% -50.9% 1 Rhode [aland 1169 2,138 -204%
12 Ohic a4 56% -49.1% 12 Wyoming 115.6 2202 -B.1%
12 Pennsyivania 1.4 56% 423% 13 Wisconsin 1149 Pic ] 0%
] Delaware 109 57% 374% 14 Michigan 1123 149 -14.1%
15 New Hampshire oo $9% -439% 15 Minnesota 122 2376 -10.1%
16  Washingion 1095 6.0% 51 1% 16 lown 122 2377 -32%
17 Maryland 109.0 6.1% ~402% 17 South Dakota 117 2,399 84%
17 New Yeork 1090 6.1% -43.0% 18 West Virginia 11L& 2405 05%
19 Orepon 1085 62% -57 8% 19 Kentucky 113 2422 -55%
20 lilinoss 107.1 65% -48.8% 20 linois 1100 2,485 -6.1%
2 North Dakota 104 7 70% 3% 21 North Dakota 1088 2,547 BaA%
3 Cabifornta 1033 T1% =57 6% n Nebraska 108 7 2,554 -11.2%
23 Calorada 1024 75% -36 8% 23 Maryland 1047 2,757 A120%
24 Arkansas 100 5 79% -506% 24 Ohio 1023 2878 102%
25 Maine 1000 BO% -2 6% 25 Indiana 1006 2994 6 5%
25 New Jersey 1000 8 0% -39 4% 2% Califonia 1000 2998 -1 8%
27 Induna 995 2 1% ~421% P/ Mlissiszpm 990 3049 19%
27 Montana 995 81% -509% 28 Montana 98 9 3,052 91%
29 Nebraska 972 6% “119% 29 Kansas 984 3,076 6 1%
n Kansas 967 8 7% -293% 30 Calorado 083 3,083 45%
Bl Suuth Dakota 967 g% 0% 3 North Casolina 978 300 -102%
M Virgimia 967 3% -293% 32 Florida 976 any -126%
k5] Utah 92 & 8% 37 1% 33 Texas 96 | 3,154 12 7%
M Missoun 957 9% =31 5% 34 Uah 96 | 1191 11%
35 Tennessee 951 90% =35 2% 35 Oregon 953 3,229 <5 5%
36 Alabamg 918 91% 1% 36 Nevada 997 3,265 -4 8%
7 New Mexico 943 92% -50 5% 37 Delaware 915 3,275 -T6%
38 Arzong o0s 10 0% 1] 5% 38 Hawau 9490 3302 01%
38 South Carolina 903 100% -36 7% 39 Missouri 937 3318 68%
40 Idaho 900 10 1% 377 10 Grorma 920 3402 2%
41 Loussiana B I 103% -38 0% XH Oklahoma 914 3433 -73%
42 North Carolina BE 6 104% 313% 2 Anzona 911 3448 9%
43 Nevada 839 4% 449% 13 Alabama o0 5 3,480 %
44 Wyoming 834 11 5% <14 2% 44 Tennessee 903 3.487 -7 3%
45 Mississipp) 820 118% 310% a5 South Carclina 853 3,746 9.1%
46 Florida 786 12.5% 375% 46 Washington 843 3,796 -4 BY%
47 Georgin 767 129% Al4% 47 Arkansas 818 3819 5%
48 Oklahoma 725 13.8% 22 0% 48 Louisiana 829 3,864 5.6%
49 Alaskn 75 140% “24 3% 49 Alaskn 772 4,157 19.2%
50  Texas 592 16.6% 24 9% 50 New Mexico TR ] 4,353 4%
Percent of residents without health insurance coverage, 2016 Reported Crimes per 100,000 residents, 2016
The Inck of health insurance has imporiant health as well ns financial Relative freedom from the threat of violent crime is a minimum
consequences for individuals and their resident state. The inability 1o access requirement of a good quality of life. High levels of crime are also ofien
care and partake m preventive-care measures has long-term impacis on the domaging to the business environment, particularly the commercial sector
financial well-being of the health-care system, The above table measures The above table reports crime rates in the standard manner reported by the
the percentage of the population not covered by private or public health FBI: coimes committed per 100,000 residents in the state reporting area
insurance.
Sonrce: US. Census Bureau Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
State Percent of Poputation Rank Stale Cﬂm;::;::ﬂn'm Rank
Wisconsin 5 3% ] Wisconsin 2239 13
Michigan 5.4% 1 Michigan 2,369 14
Ohio 56% 13 [llanows 2,485 o
lilinois 6 5% 0 Ohio 2878 2
Indisna 81% i) Indiana 2.994 2%
Michigan, 2913 - 2016 | Michigan, 2013 - 2018
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LAW ENFORCEMENT EMPLOYEES HEALTH CARE ACCESS
Personnel per Change, 2013- Change, 2013.
Rank Staie Score 304,000 residenis 2016 (%) Rank State Score Per 1,000 Residenis 2016 (%)
Jth-State Average 254 -18.1 % Si-Stafe Average kR +.8%
1 New York 1579 163 53% 1 Massachusetts 1319 352 2.5%
& Maryland 1394 193 6% 2 South Dakota 129.5 46 32%
3 Delavwnare 1355 a7 50.6% 3 North Dakota 1255 33.5 25%
+ South Carolina 1282 asl1 10 1% 4 West Virginia 1203 322 9.5%
5 Lowsiana 1276 349 <0 4% 3 Delaware 1183 7 9.3%
& Mississipp 1263 44 -9.4% 6 Minnesota 117.9 1.5 7.9%
7 Illinos 1204 332 -6 5% 7 Nebraska 1167 Jnz 3.5%
8 Alabama 1202 32 -3 5% Ohio 1160 30 4.9%
9 Geotgia 160 306 =17 2% 9 Maine 1141 36 1.6%
16 Missours 1149 o2 -109% 10 Pennsylvania 1127 302 7.9%
1 Tennessee 13 288 29 7% 1 Missouri 1127 302 0.6%
12 New Mexico 1o 287 78% 12 Vermont 10 297 -4 0%
13 Florida 1106 285 <25 5% 13 Rhode Island 1104 296 24%
L} Vigina 1o 283 -1 5% 14 Tennessee 1096 204 2 6%
15 West Virpmia 1089 79 14 2% 15 New Hampshire 1077 289 9%
16 New Jersey 108 6 278 30 7% 16 Kentucky 107§ 88 75%
17 Arkansas 108 6 278 -120% 17 Connecticut 106 0 284 1%
18 North Carchna 107 4 273 =20 6% 18 Montana 105 5 283 1.9%
19 Nevada 103 8 260 =17 7% 19 Maryland 1051 282 9.3%
20 Hawan 1025 255 -2.2% 20 Wisconsin 1050 32 410%
2l Wyoming 1022 254 A73% 2 Indiana 1045 3o 1 B%
2 Alnska 101.4 251 5.1% 22 Louisiana 1042 bk ] 73%
ek} Rhode [sland 100.9 249 =14 4% 23 Kansas 103 6 178 3%
24 Connectictt 100.7 248 -11.8% 24 lowa 1015 272 06%
25 Ohio 1002 246 21%% 25 Michigan 100.7 27.0 1.9%
26 Massachusetts 998 245 -192% 26 New York 993 267 46%
27 KRentucky 99.2 243 -2.5% 27 1lhnoss 992 266 59%
28 Wisconsin 98.6 240 -219% 8 Alabama 987 268 68%
29 Colorado 91.8 237 -28.6% 29 Nonh Carolina 95 362 39
30 Oklahoma 974 236 25 kD] Mississipm 973 %61 5 6%
3l Texas 972 235 A29% k]| Arkansas %1 258 3a%
32 Maine 954 228 8.0% 32 Oklahoma 26 49 38%
33 New Hampshire 953 228 -19.9% 3 New Jersey 925 249 50%
34 Vermont 95.0 2217 -10.1% 3 Flonda 923 248 14%
35 Arizona 94.5 225 I15% s Colorado 96 246 B7%
36 Kansas 4.5 225 -433% 36 Wyaming 909 244 5.2%
37 Indiana 914 221 -185% 37 Virginia 90.2 243 53%
38 Pentaylvania 911 220 -28.5% 38 South Carolina 897 240 1.4%
39 Nebeasks 881 201 257% kT Oregon 297 4.1 10.5%
40 Montana B8.0 200 239% 40 Tems 86.0 231 6.6%
41 South Dakota 86.5 195 -382% 41 Georgin 850 29 53%
42 Cahfornia BSS 192 -36.1% 42 New Mexico 841 27 2.8%
493 Michigan 858 192 -16,7% 43 Aleska B26 23 1.2%
44 North Dakota BS G 192 -30.5% 4 LUiah B1.6 20 64%
45 Idaho B35 191 -279% 45 Arizona El4 219 6.5%
46 Washington 841 186 -11.6% 46 Hawais B9 218 8.2%
47 Oregon 822 179 28.9% 47 Washingion 802 216 -0.6%
48 lowa 818 177 327% 48 Idaho 795 214 0.1%
49 Minnesota 813 175 30.0% 19 California 75.2 203 6.8%
500  Utsh 78 150.9 03 50 Nevada 70.6 19.1 10.4%
Number of law enforcement personnel per 100.000 residents. 2016 Employed in health care practitioner and technician occupations per 1,000
The size of the police force in a state is a two-edged measure. On the one Residents, 2016
hand, a high number o_f officers can indicate public safety On the qlher While the national debate rages about health care affordability and
hand, it can reflect a high demand for officers due to substantial crime coverage, of related importance is access. Are health care facilities and
rates, This measure is lh_crcforc to be taken in combmauop with the crime- services avaitable when necded? A good proxy for this is the number
rate measures to determine whether the state has an effective number of employed in health care occupations relative 1o o state’s population

law-enforcement personnel. The above table shows the number of law
enforcement personnel per 100,000 residents

Source: Federal Bureau af Investigation Source: U'S Bureau of Labor Statistics
Midwest Performance, 2016 Midwest Performance, 2016
P 1 100,000
State '""'::’Is:;t’ Rank State Per 1,000 Residents Ravk
lihnois 323 7
Oh no 8
Olno 236 2 WI!EBI:.III\ 282 20
Wisconsin 240 28 [ndinna 280 21
Indana bl 7 Michigan 270 25
Michigan 192 ° linos 266 27
I B r 1
| Michigan, 2013 . 2018 | Michigan, 2011 - 2018
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CLEAN AIR

Percent in Change, 2013-
Rank State Score Nonattainmeni 1016 (%)
S0-Statre Averuge 23 4% =24 03
1 Arkansas 13 0.0% =100.0%
1 Hawaii 1113 0.0% 0.0%
1 Maine 1113 0.0% 0%
1 Mississipm 1113 0.0% -100.0%
1 Nebraska 13 0% 0%
| Nevada 113 0.0% =100.0%
1 North Carolina 113 0.0% =100.0%
1 North Dakota 113 0.0% [H
1 Oklahoma 1113 0.0% 00%
1 Rhode Island 1113 0.0% =100 %
1 South Carolina B9 ] 0.0% -100.0%
1 South Dakota 1513 0.0% Do0%
1 Vermont 1m3 0.0% B
i Washington 13 a0% -100.0%
15 Kansas 13 0.0% £0.5%
16 Alabama mz2 0.0% 44 0%
17 Florida Lo 0.1% -3.2%
18 New Mexico 11a8 Gi% (1
19 Minnesota 1108 0.2% 2.0%
20 Massachusests 1106 0.2% -99.6%
21 Oregon 107.8 13% 1%
22 Idaho 1075 14% -4.2%
23 lowa 107.4 1.4% -1.3%
24 West Virgima 105.2 2% -9 .6%
15 Michigan 102.6 3.1% 19.9%
26 Wyoming 574 4.9% D4%
27 New Hampshire B5.1 9.3% 09%
28 Tennessee B1B 10.5% -65.3%
29 Alaska 781 11.8% -0.6%
30 Montana 72 13.2% -2.6%
k]| Loussiana 651 16.4% -1.3%
32 Indiana 627 172% -16.0%
33 Wisconsin 543 203, =15 |*a
34 Kentucky 372 261% 1 B%
35 Yirgnia 67 26 5% -l 8%
3t Missoun 162 33 &% -0 8%
7 Ohio 21 388% =28 9%
38 Texas -180 459% 5%
39 Georgia -184 46 1% -i8.6%
40 Arizona =500 61 9% -4 2%
40 Califarnia -50.0 843% =3.2%
40 Colomdo =500 &0.2% -4 8%
40 Connecticut =500 99.6% 24%
40 Delaware -500 172% -204%
Al Tlhnots -50.0 70 7% 1%
41 Maryiand -50.0 81.1% -13%

40 New Jersey =500 97 9% =
40 New York -50.0 62 5% -253%
40 Pennaylvanta -50.0 64 5% -11.7%
4 Utah -50.0 15.5% 4%

Percent of papulation in air non-atainment areas, 2016

States with poor environmental records or conditions face an extra
challenge in attracting the best, most-skilled workers, Workers and
businesses also face the threat of punitive action from the federal
government for failing to meet environmental requirements such as air-
quality standards. The above table shows the percentage of the population
in reported areas, whole or partial, where air pollwion levels persistently
exceed the national ambient air quality standards.

Source: US. Environmental Proteciion Agency

Midwest Performance, 2016

Percent in

SiniE Nonaitainment LT
Michigan Li% 15
Indiana 17 2% 32
Wisconsin 20 2% 33
Ohio 38 8% 37
Eancas 0 Me 4
r 1
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APPENDIX A: Entrepreneurship Score Card Methodology and Sources

Introduction

The statistical methodology of the Entrepreneurship Score Card was developed and is
prepared by the GrowthEconomics, Inc. team comprised of Dr. Graham Toft
(Founder/President) and Dr. Nadine Jeserich (ROl — Research on Investment).

Methodology design for this Score Card has been motivated by pursuit of the following
objectives:

1) Develop a methodology that is well-reasoned, taking advantage of state-of-the-
art in benchmark scoring, both in the U.S. and abroad.

2) Use the most recent data checked for credibility and reliability.

3) Explain the methods and post the data in such a way as to make the
calculation process transparent and replicable.

4) Encourage further examination of the topic of state entrepreneurship using
complementary methodologies and compare results.

5) Where comparisons are possible, check the findings of this Score Card with
other state competitiveness benchmarking reports, learning from similarities
and differences.

General Description of Methodology

The foundation of good state benchmarking is the selection and qualification of sound
metrics, indicators that provide comparable measures for all states on an annual or
biennial basis. This approach requires valid, reliable data sources that are either public
or proprietary, including the creative exploration of data not previously used for this kind
of application.

The Score Card makes use of these multiple sources to obtain specific measures for 130
metrics. Where possible the data is obtained for the past 10 years. Where data is not yet
available for 2016, data from 2015 or 2014 is used. There were 108 metrics with 2016
data, 20 with 2015 data, and just two with 2014 data.

All data is the most current available as of February 10, 2018. As new data becomes
available, the measures for previous years are revised. In this way, the annual Score
Card provides the most up-to-date data set for both current and previous years. If a new
metric is added, measures are obtained for all back years available to 2005. The
sections that follow explain in greater detail how metrics are obtained and aggregated,
and how the five-star performance rating is derived.

Metric Calculation Methods

In order to compare metrics with different units of measurement such as dollars or
number of residents, the data for the Score Card has to be normalized, i.e. the raw data
must be converted into a score that allows an apple-to-apple comparison. Many popular
benchmarking reports use a z-score or standardized score, which is the raw value of the
metric minus the mean of all the raw values, divided by the standard deviation of the
values (a measure of how dispersed the values are around the mean). The resulting z-
scores have a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one, or what is called a
standard normal distribution, and allow an easy comparison across metrics. This is
today’s “state of the practice.”

A major drawback of this method, however, is that it imposes a normal distribution on all
metrics where 50 percent of the values lie to the right of the mean and 50 percent lie to



the left. However, often socio-economic data is skewed to the left or the right, e.g. a few
states might score very well, followed by a cluster near the mid-point, with the rest
gradually declining in a long tail. Forcing scores into a normal distribution can introduce
substantial biases when combining metrics into indices. The z-score method also gives
significant weight to unusuaily high or low scores. An unusual score could merely
represent an exceptional year for a state rather than the general trend, which the Score
Card is trying to uncover. Even with these shortcomings, the z-score method is the most
widely used today, partly because nothing better has come along, until recently.

The Score Card uses a sophisticated method that is robust to outlier scores so that one
extreme value is not going to change the normalized scores of the other states for a
particular metric, and it does not impose an artificial structure on the distribution of state
values. The modified median method used herein is “state of the art.” It does not
bias data that is not normally distributed.

The method takes the differences between the raw value and the median rather than the
mean. This allows for less comparison to the top performance, but rather to the
performance of the majority of states and therefore being robust to outliers. It is then
normalized with the following method: for each state, get the difference between its raw
score and the raw score of every other state; from these 49 numbers, get the median
and repeat for the next state, resulting in 50 medians; then take the median of these
medians as the measure of central tendency (instead of the standard deviation). The
"modified median" method of normalizing scores is a frontier methodology, which likely
will become common practice in the future.

A normalized score enables multiple metrics to be added together to give sub-index and
index composite scores. The normalized score also serves as a means to convey a
state's performance relative to the "middle state(s).” For easier readability, the
normalized score is scaled so that the median is 100 for each metric, denoted by
a dotted line across the table. Consequently, the reader can get a quick sense of how
far a particular state is from the mid-point by observing how far it is above or below 100
(See Metrics tables in Section 3).

Since metrics are averaged into sub-indexes and indexes, one state's exceptional
performance in one year can still affect the sub-index and index resuits. An additional
adjustment is used to avoid situations where such values completely bias aggregate
results. A cap is put on the maximum value a median score can take. If a state’s median
score reaches that limit, its actual value is replaced with the limit value. A limit value of
150 either side of the mid-point of 100 has been found to work satisfactorily, based on
over 10 years of experience with these data: the top score cannot exceed 250 and the
bottom score cannot fall below -50.

Another issue that might confound performance trends the Score Card is trying to
uncover is the fact that metrics measured in growth rates can have very high year-to-
year variability. In order to provide a bigger picture of where the growth rates are
headed, all metrics expressed as growth measures are converted to three-year moving
averages, i.e. each new annual growth rate is averaged with the two previous annual
growth rates.

In the metric tables, each metric is reported by raw score, normalized score, rank and
recent change. If a state's raw value changed from or to a value of zero, a growth rate of
+100 percent or -100 percent was reported. For metrics with many zero values across
the years or those expressed in terms of growth rates, the absolute rather than relative
change over the recent years is reported.

Further, the reader will find it helpful to know how a particular state clusters with other
states of like scores. This is shown by three shadings, or ranges, on the metrics table.
The full range of scores from top state to bottom state is divided into three equal parts
and each shading represents one part. While a state might change somewhat in ranking,



if it stays in the same performance/shading group, one can conclude little change
relative to competitors and comparators. Alternatively, if a state ranking stays fairly
stable over several years but it moves up a shading category, one can conclude
improvement,

To put this in another way: ranking tells you where you are placed, while shadings (and
star ratings for sub-indexes and indexes, see below) tell you how well you are
performing. A male athlete might do better than the four-minute mile, putting him in ‘best
of class,’ but he may not place in the top three in a race. For most economic and social
issues, state leaders and decision makers want their state to be among the top
performers but worry less about being number one. For this reason, the reader is
encouraged not to rely singularly on rankings to judge a state's competitive
position. Although widely used, rankings alone can lead to erroneous judgments.

Sub-index and Index Calculation

Once the metric scores have been calculated for those metrics making up a sub-index,
the modified median scores are averaged to produce a sub-index score. The sub-index
page displays the state scores in the form of star performances associated with those
average scores. For example, five stars means the state performed in the top 20 percent
of the range of averaged scores, similar to the shadings on the metric pages. index star
performance is calculated from the original metric scores in the same way as for sub-
indexes.

This Score Card also uses an innovative method of updating data. Typically,
benchmarking studies use the most recent data available when a report is released. In
most instances, these data are one to three years behind the actual release date. Report
issuing organizations/authors seldom go back to adjust the scores/grades of previous
years when revised data becomes available for a previous release year. Past results
might then erroneously show facts/trends that have already long changed. This Score
Card method actually recalculates previous years' results based on new data
available for earlier years.

However, if there is no new data available in the most current year, last year's data will
be reused when the metrics are aggregated (though the metric pages will still show the
most current actual data year). Hence, in a few cases where sub-indexes have not much
new data in recent years, there could be hardly any change between the 2016 and 2017
Score Card raw scores. Each edition of the Score Card results can therefore be viewed
as an "update,” reflecting only new scores where the underlying data actually changed.
Every effort was made to include the most recent data updates published to the end of
2017.

Another related procedure is the response to missing data points. Whenever a single
state has a missing value for a year, the linear trend from the previous and next year is
substituted for the missing value. When a following year is not available, only the
previous year's raw value is used as a best estimate of that year, making an effort to
always compare all states over the same number of metrics (except when a particular
state's metric information is missing for all years).

For each sub-index score, the component metrics are weighted equally, with one
exception. The Business Costs sub-index is weighted in approximation of the effect that
each cost metric has on a typical business’ total cost. The actual weighting is:

57 percent unit labor costs

6 percent business taxes

6 percent state business tax structure
12 percent industrial rents

7 percent energy costs



2.5 percent worker's compensation premiums
2.5 percent worker's compensation costs

5 percent health-care premiums

1 percent unemployment insurance costs

1 percent unemployment insurance tax structure

When a metric has to be excluded due to changes in methodology, the percentage for
that metric used for the weighting in a sub-driver is set to zero, and the remaining
metrics’ percentages are adjusted equally to sum to one again.



TECHNICAL DOCUMENTATION AND WORKS CITED

SECTION 3 Trend Watch Indicators

UW Extension Division for Business and Entrepreneurship. Youreconomy.org. Retrieved from:
http://iwww.youreconomy.org

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. “Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved from:
hitp:/iwww . bea.gov/regionalfindex.htm

Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Current Employment Statistics.” Retrieved from:
hitp://www.bls.gov/ces/

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Business Employment Dynamics.” Retrieved from:
http:.//www.bls.gov/bdm/

Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia. Coincident and Leading Indicators of the States. Retrieved
from: https://www.philadelphiafed.org/research-and-data/regional-ecanomy

PriceWaterhouseCoopers. “MoneyTree Survey: Historical Trend Data.” Retrieved from:
hitp://www.pwcmoneytree.com/HistoricTrends/CustomQueryHistoricTrend

METRIC PAGES
State Entrepreneurial Sensitivity Index

Growth in Establishments Gaining Jobs

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Business Employment Dynamics.” Retrieved
from: http://www.bls.gov/bdm/

Self-Employment Growth Differential

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. “Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved
from: http.//www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm

Growth in Job Gains by Net Expansion Businesses

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Business Employment Dynamics.” Retrieved
from: hitp://www.bls.aov/bdm/

Growth in Establishment Formation Rate

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Business Employment Dynamics.” Retrieved
from: hiip://www.bls.govibdm/

Growth in New Business Owners

Source: Kauffman Foundation. “Kauffman Index of Entrepreneurial Activity State Report.”
Retrieved from: htip://www.kauffrnan.org/what-we-do/research

Growth in One Year Establishment Survival Rate

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Business Employment Dynamics.” Retrieved
from: htip://www.bls.govibdm/

Entrepreneurial Change Index

Growth in Number of Small Businesses



Source: U.S. Census Bureau. "Statistics of U.S. Businesses.” Business Information
Tracking Series. Retrieved from: hitps://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/susb.html

Small Business Payroll Growth

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, "Statistics of U.S. Businesses.” Business Information
Tracking Series. Retrieved from: htips://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/susb.htm!

Increase in High-Performance Firms

Deloitte & Touche. “Technology Fast 500 List.” Retrieved from:
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Delpitte/us/Documents/technology-media-

telecommunications/us-tmt-fast500-2017-winners-ranking. pdf

U.S. Census Bureau. "Statistics of U.S. Businesses.” Business Information Tracking
Series. Retrieved from: hitps://iwww.census.gov/programs-surveys/susb.html

Net Establishment Entrants Increase

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Business Employment Dynamics.” Retrieved
from: http://www.bls.gov/bdm/

Proprietor Income per Proprietor Growth

Source: U.S. Bureau of Ecanomic Analysis. “Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved
from: hitp://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm

Entrepreneurial Vitality Index
Net Establishment Entrants

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Business Employment Dynamics.” Retrieved
from: http://www.bls.gov/bdm/

Establishment Turnover

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Business Employment Dynamics.” Retrieved
from: http://www.bls.govibdm/

Self-Employment

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. “Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved
from: http.//www.bea.gov/regionalfindex.htm

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. "Local Area Unemployment Statistics.” Retrieved from:
hitp://www.bls.govlaufrdscnp16.htm

University Spinout Businesses

Source: Association of University Technology Managers. "AUTM Licensing Survey.”
Start-up Companies. www.autm.net

Methodology: Three-year moving average.
High-Performance Firms
Source: see ‘High Performance Firms Increase’ entry above

IPO Awards



Sources: IPO Monitor. Retrieved from: https://iwww.ipomonitor.com/pages/ipo-filings.html

U.S. Census Bureau. “Statistics of U.S. Businesses.” Business Information Tracking
Series. Retrieved from: htips://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/susb.himl

SBIR Awards

Sources: U.S. Small Business Administration. Retrieved from:
hitps://www.sbir.gov/sbirsearch/award/all

U.8. Census Bureau. “Statistics of U.S. Businesses.” Business Information Tracking
Series. Retrieved from: hilps:/fwww.census.gov/programs-surveys/susb.html

STTR Awards

Sources: U.S. Small Business Administration. Retrieved from:
hitps:/feww.sbir.gov/sbirsearch/award/all

U.S. Census Bureau. "Statistics of U.S. Businesses.” Business Information Tracking
Series. Retrieved from; hitps://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/susb.html

SBIC Awards

Sources: U.S. Small Business Administration. “Financing Statistics, Program Statistical
Package. SBIC Program Financing to Small Businesses.” Obtained by request from SBA
Investment Division.

U.S. Census Bureau. “Statistics of U.S. Businesses.” Business Information Tracking
Series. Retrieved from: hilps://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/susb.html

Five-year Establishment Survival Rate

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Business Employment Dynamics.” Retrieved
from: hitp:f/iwww.bls.gov/bdm/

Entrepreneurial Climate Index

Research and Innovations Sub-index
University Research and Development

Sources: National Science Foundation. Higher Education Research and Development
Survey. Retrieved from: hitp://www.nsf.gov/statistics/surveys.cfm

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. “Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved from:
hitp://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm

Patents per Innovation Worker
Sources: U.S. Patent and Trademark Office, Office. “Patent Statistics Reports Available

For Viewing Statistics By Calendar Year, January 1 to December 31.” Retrieved from:
hitp:/iwww.uspto.qov/web/otfices/ac/ido/oeip/tat/reports.htm#by _geog

Methodology: Innovation workers are the sum of covered employment based on the
definitions from the following metrics: Physical Science & Engineering Workers,
Technology and Technician Workers, Other Innovation Workers. (see Workforce
Preparedness Driver).

Patents per R&D Dollar

Sources: see '‘Patents per Worker’ entry above.




National Science Foundation. Science and Engineering Indicators. Retrieved from:
http://iwww.nsf.gov/statistics/

University Licenses to Small Businesses

Sources: Association of University Technology Managers. “AUTM Licensing Survey."

Licenses and options executed to small businesses (<500). www.autm.net

U.S. Census Bureau. "Statistics of U.S. Businesses.” Business Information Tracking
Series. Retrieved from: htips://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/susb.html

Methodology: Three-year moving average.
NSF Proposal Funding Rate

Source: National Science Foundation. “Funding Rate by State and Organization.”
Retrieved from: http://dellweb.bfa.nsf.gov/awdfr3/default. asp

University Royalty/License Income

Sources: Association of University Technology Managers. “AUTM Licensing Survey.”
www.autm.net

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. “Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved from:

Methodology: Three-year moving average.
Industry Research and Development

Sources: National Science Foundation. Business Research and Development and
Innovation Survey. Retrieved from: http://iwww.nsf.gov/statistics/surveys.cfm

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. “Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved from:
hitp://www.nsf.qov/statistics/surveys.cim

Federal Research and Development

Sources: National Science Foundation. Survey of Federal Funds for Research and
Development. Retrieved from: hitp://www.nsf.gov/statistics/surveys.cfm

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. “Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved from:
hitp:/iwww.bea.qgov/regional/index.htm

Entrepreneurial Programs and Curricula

Source: Entrepreneur Magazine. Top 50 Entrepreneurial Colleges. Retrieved from:
http:/fiwww.entrepreneur.comAopcolleges/index.htmi

Financlal and Institutional Capital Sub-index
Seed Venture Capital Financing

Sources: PriceWaterhouseCoopers. “MoneyTree Survey: Historical Trend Data.”
Retrieved from:

htip://www.pwemoneyiree.com/HistoricTrends/CustomQueryHistaric Trend

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. “Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved from:
htip://www bea.goviregionalfindex.htm

Methodology: Seed/Startup and Early Stage venture capital funding.



Expansion/Later Stage Capital Financing

Sources: PriceWaterhouseCoopers. “MoneyTree Survey: Historical Trend Data.”
Retrieved from:
http://www.pwemoneyiree.com/HistoricTrends/CustomQueryHistoricTrend

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. “Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved from:
hitp://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm

Methodology: Expansion and Later Stage venture capital funding.
IPO Financing

Sources: IPO Monitor. Retrieved from: https:/iwww.ipomonitor.com/pages/ipo-filings.html

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. “Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved from:
http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm

SBIC Financing
Sources: U.S. Small Business Administration. “Financing Statistics, Program Statistical
Package. SBIC Program Financing to Small Businesses.” Obtained by request from SBA
Investment Division,

U.S. Census Bureau. “Statistics of U.S. Businesses.” Business Information Tracking
Series. Retrieved from: hitps://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/susb. himi

SBIR Financing

Sources: U.S. Small Business Administration. Retrieved from:
hitps.//'www.sbir.gov/reports/state-summary

U.S. Census Bureau. “Statistics of U.S. Businesses.” Business Information Tracking
Series. Retrieved from: hitps:/www.census.gov/programs-surveys/susb.htmi

STTR Financing

Sources: U.S. Small Business Administration. Retrieved from:
https://www.shir.gov/sbirsearch/award/all

U.S. Census Bureau. “Statistics of U.S. Businesses.” Business Information Tracking
Series. Retrieved from: hitps://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/susb.html

Bank Commercial and Industrial Lending

Sources: Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. “Statistics on Depository Institutions.”
Retrieved from: hitps://www5.fdic.gov/sdi/download_large list_outside.asp

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. “Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved from:
hitp://www.bea.gov/regionalfindex.htm

Private Lending to Small Businesses

Sources: U.S. Small Business Administration. “Banking Studies: Small Business Lending
inthe U.S."” Retrieved from: hitp://www.sba.gov/advo/research

U.S. Census Bureau. “Statistics of U.S. Businesses.” Business Information Tracking
Series. Retrieved from: hitps://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/susb.himl

Business Incubators

Source: National Business Incubation Association. Membership Directory. By request.



General Growth Sub-index
Gross Domestic Product Growth

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. “Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved

from: hitp://www.bea.gov/regionalfindex.htm

Manufacturing Capital Investment Growth

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. “Annual Survey of Manufacturers, Geographic Area
Statistics.” Retrieved from: hitps:/www.census.gov/programs-surveys/asm.html

Foreign Business Employment Growth
Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. Survey of Current Business. “U.S. Affiliates of

Fareign Companies, Operations.” Retrieved from:
hitp://www.bea.gov/iTable/index MNC.cim

Export Intensity Growth

Sources: The Brookings Institution “Export Monitor.” Retrieved from:
hitp://www.brookings.edu/rese arch/interactives/2015/export-monitor#10420

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. "Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved from:
http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm

Export-Related Jobs

Source: The Brookings Institution “Export Monitor.” Retrieved from:
http:.//iwww.brookings.edu/rese archfinteractives/2015/export-monitor#10420

Large Business Payroll Growth

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. “Statistics of U.S. Businesses.” Business Information
Tracking Series. Retrieved from: hitps:.//www.census.gov/programs-surveys/susb.html

Building Permits Growth

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau. "SOCDS Building Permits Database. Retrieved from:
http://socds.huduser.org/permits/index.html?

U.S. Census Bureau. Population Estimates. "State population datasets.” Retrieved from:
http://www .census.gov/popest/

Fortune 500 Headquarters
Source: Fortune Magazine.
Private Business Profit Growth

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. “Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved
from: http://www.bea.gov/regionalindex.htm

Renewable Energy

Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration. “Electric Power Annual." Retrieved from:
http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/electricity/epal/epa _sum.html

Green Industries

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages.
Retrieved from: http://www.bls.govicew/



Methodology: The following NAICS industry codes were included in the category, based
on a simplified version of the definition in the Michigan Green Jobs Report 2009,
hitp:/iwww.michigan.gov/idocuments/nwib/GJC_GreenReport_Print_277833_7.pdf. The
definition does not include industries that use/resell energy technologies such as
construction, wholesale, or utilities. NAICS: 1111 — Oilseed and grain farming; 1114 -
Greenhouse and nursery production; 1119 = Other crop farming; 1131 - Timber tract
operations; 1132 — Forest nursery and gathering forest products; 1133 - Logging; 1151 -
Support activities for crop production; 1153 = Support activities for forestry; 3112 - Grain
and QOilseed Milling; 3211 = Sawmills and wood preservation; 3219 — Other wood product
manufacturing; 3221 — Pulp paper and paperboard mills; 3251 — Basic chemical
manufacturing; 3252 = Resin, rubber and artificial fibers mfg; 3253 — Agricultural chemical
manufacturing; 3259 — Other chemical product and preparation mfg; 3261 - Plastics
product mfg; 3272 — Glass and glass product mfg; 3279 - Other nonmetallic mineral
products; 3323 — Architectural and structural metals mfg; 3329 — Other fabricated metal
product mig; 3332 — Industrial Machinery mfg; 3334 - HVAC and commercial
refrigeration equip; 3336 — Turbine and power transmission equip. mfg; 3344 -
Semiconductor and electronic component mfg; 3345 — Electronic instrument mig; 3351 -
Electric lighting-equip. mfg; 3352 -~ Household appliance mfg; 3353 — Electrical equip.
mfg; 3359 = Other electrical equip. and component mfg; 3361 — Motor vehicle mfg; 3363
— Motor vehicle parts mfg; 3364 — Aerospace product and parts mfg; 3369 — Other
transportation equip. mfg; 4851 — Urban transit systems; 4852 — Interurban and rural bus
transportation; 4859 — Other ground passenger transportation; 5413 — Architectural and
engineering services; 5414 — Specialized design services; 5416 — Management and
technical consulting services; 5417 - Scientific research and development services; 5621
— Waste collection; 5622 — Waste treatment and disposal; 5629 — Remediation and other
waste services;

Education Driver

K-12 Education Sub-driver

AP Overall

Saurce: The College Board. "AP Exam Grades: Summary Report.” Retrieved from:
hitps://research.collegeboard.org/programs/ap/data/archived

High School Graduation Rate

SAT

ACT

Source: U.S. Department of Education. ED Data Express. Retrieved from:
hitp://eddataexpress.ed.gov/

Methodology: The four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate is the number of students
who graduate in four years with a regular high school diploma divided by the number of
students who form the adjusted cohort for the graduating class. From the beginning of 9th
grade (or the earliest high school grade), students who are entering that grade for the first
time form a cohort that is “adjusted” by adding any students who subsequently transfer
into the cohart and subtracting any students who subsequently transfer out, emigrate to
another country, or die.

Source: The College Board. State and National Reports. Retrieved from:
hitps://research.collegeboard.org/programs/sat/dala

Methodology: Participation rates are plotted on a graph against average scores for all 50
states. A best-fit power regression is found for the data points, and the equation for the
regression function is applied to each state's pacicipation rate to “predict” a score based
on participation. These predicted scores are subtracted from the actual average scores
received by each state to produce the metric value.
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Source: ACT, Inc. “ACT National and State Scores.” Retrieved from:
http://www.act.org/content/act/en/fresearch.htm|

Methodology: Identical to SAT metric methodology.
NAEP Mathematics

Source: National Center for Education Statistics. “The Nation's Report Card:
Mathematics.” State Results for the NAEP 2006 Mathematics Assessment. Retrieved
from: hitp:/iwww.nationsreporicard.govi#/

NAEP Reading

Source: National Center for Education Statistics. “The Nation's Report Card: Reading.”
State Results for the NAEP 2006 Reading Assessment. Retrieved from:
hitp://www.nationsreportcard.gov/#/

Postsecondary Education Sub-driver

Four Year+ Tech Credentials

Sources: Mational Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary Education
Data System. "Completions Survey, Fall." Retrieved from: WebCASPAR

Methodology: The following certified instructional programs (CIP) were included for each
institution that was judged to award bachelor's level or higher or four-year certificates:
Architecture; Architecture & related programs, other; Behavioral sciences; Biological and
biomedical sciences, Biological and physical sciences; Biopsychology; Cognitive science;
Computer and information sciences, general; Computer programming; Computer science;
Engineering; Environmental design/architecture; Environmental science; Food science
and technology; Information science/studies; Mathematics and computer science;
Mathematics and statistics; Natural sciences; Neuroscience; Nutrition sciences; Physical
sciences; Plant sciences; Science, technology and society; Soil sciences; Systems
science and theory; Medical Scientists, Agricultural business technology; Forest
technologyftechnician; Architectural technology/technician; Communications
technologiesfiechnicians and support services; Data processing; Computer systems
analysis; Data entry/microcomputer applications; Computer software and media
applications; Computer systerns networking and telecommunications;
Computer/information technology administration and management; Computer and
information sciences and suppart services, other; Engineering technologiesitechnicians;
Military technologies; Science techinologies/technicians; Mechanic and repair
technologiesftechnicians; Precision production; Accounting and computer science; Allied
health diagnostic, intervention, and treatment profession; Clinical/medical laboratory
science and allied professions; Clinical/medical laboratory technician/assistant.

Pre-BA Tech Credentials

Sources: National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary Education
Data System. “Completions Survey, Fall.” Retrieved from: WebCASPAR
hitps.//ncsesdata.nsf.qov/iwebcasparfindex.jsp?subHeader=WebCASPARHome

Methodology: The same instructional programs (CIP) were included for each institution as
for the previous metric but only those degrees and certificates with Associate degrees or
2 years or less of college were included.

‘Knowledge’ degrees excluding Tech fields
Sources: National Center for Education Stalistics. Integrated Posisecondary Education

Data System. “Completions Survey, Fall." Retrieved from: WebCASPAR
hitps://ncsesdata.nsi.goviwebcasparindex.jsp?subHeader=WebCASPARHome
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Methodology: The following certified instructional programs (CIP) were included for each
institution that was judged to award degrees in fields relevant io the innovation economy
not covered by the purely scientific and technical areas: Public relations, advertising, and
applied communication; Teacher education and professional development, specific
subject areas; Technical and business writing; Economics; Business, management,
marketing, and related support services.

College Migration
Source: National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary Education

Data System. “Enrollment Survey, Fall.” Retrieved from: WebCASFPAR
https:/incsesdata.nst.gov/webcasparindex.jsp?subHeader=WebCASPARHome

U.S. News Top-Ranked Undergraduate Programs

Source: U.S. News and World Report Magazine. “America’s Best Colleges.” Premium
Online Edition. Retrieved from: http://www.usnews.com/rankings

U.S. News Top-Ranked Graduate Programs

Source: U.S. News and World Report Magazine. *“America’s Best Graduate Schoals.”
Premium Online Edition. Retrieved from: hitp:/fiwww.usnews.com/rankings

Two-Year College Tuition Growth

Source: National Center for Education Statistics. Digest of Education Statistics. Retrieved
from: hitp://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/

U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, Annual Social and Economic
Supplements. Retrieved from Dataferret software.

Methodology: Differential between growth in two-year college tuition costs and growth in
state real median household income.

Four-Year College Costs Growth

Source: National Center for Education Statistics. Digest of Education Statistics. Retrieved
from: http./inces.ed.gov/programs/digest/

U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, Annual Social and Economic
Supplements. Retrieved from Dataferret software.

Methodology: Differential between growth in four-year college costs and growth in state
real median household income.

Workforce Preparedness Driver
High School Only Diploma Attainment

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. “Current Population Survey, Annuat March Supplement.”
Retrieved from Dataferret software.

Post-Secondary Pre-BA Attainment

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. “Current Population Survey, Annual March Supplement.”
Retrieved from Dataferret software.

Bachelor's Degree Attainment

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. “Current Population Survey, Annual March Supplement.”
Retrieved from Dataferret software.
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Physical Sciences and Engineering Workers

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Occupational Employment Survey.” Retrieved
from: http://www.bls.gov/oes/

Methodology: The following Standard Occupational Classifications were identified as
physical science and engineering jobs: Actuaries; Aerospace engineers; Agricultural and
food scientists; Agricultural engineers; All other architects, surveyors, and cartographers;
All other engineers; All other life scientists; All other physical scientists; Architects, except
landscape and naval; Astronomers; Atmospheric and space scientists; Biochemists and
biophysicists; Biological scientists, all other; Biomedical engineers; Chemical engineers;
Chemists; Civil engineers; Computer and information scientists, research; Computer
hardware engineers; Computer programmers; Electrical engineers; Electronics
engineers, except computer; Environmental engineers; Health and safety engineers,
except mining safety engineers and inspectors; Industrial engineers; Marine engineers
and naval architects; Materials engineers; Materials scientists; Mathematicians;
Mechanical engineers; Medical scientists, except epidemiologists; Microbiologists; Mining
and geological engineers, including mining safety engineers; Miscellaneous mathematical
science occupations; Nuclear engineers; Operations research analysts; Petroleum
engineers; Physicists; Statisticians.

Technology and Technician Workers

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. "Occupational Employment Survey.” Retrieved
from: http://www.bls.gov/oes/

Methodology: The following Standard Occupational Classifications were identified as
technology and technician jobs: Aerospace engineering and operations technicians; All
other computer specialists; All other drafters, engineering, and mapping technicians; All
other life, physical, and social science technicians; Architectural and civil drafters;
Biological technicians; Cardiovascular technologists and technicians; Cartographers and
photogrammetrists; Chemical technicians; Civil engineering technicians; Computer
software engineers, applications; Computer software engineers, systems software;
Computer support specialists; Computer systems analysts; Database administrators;
Diagnostic medical sonographers; Electrical and electronic engineering technicians;
Electrical and electronics drafters; Electro-mechanical technicians; Emergency medical
technicians and paramedics; Environmental engineering technicians; Environmental
science and protection technicians, including health; Forensic science technicians;
Geological and petroleum technicians,; Industrial engineering technicians; Mechanical
drafters; Mechanical engineering technicians; Medical and clinical laboratory technicians;
Medical and clinical laboratory technologists; Network and computer systems
administrators; Network systems and data communications analysts; Nuclear medicine
technologists; Nuclear lechnicians; Occupational health and safety specialists and
technicians; Radiologic technologists and technicians; Respiratory therapy technicians;
Semiconductor processors; Surgical technologists; Surveyors.

Innovation Workers Outside High Tech Employment

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Occupational Employment Survey.” Retrieved
from: hitp://www.bls.gov/oes/

Methodology: The following Standard Occupational Classifications were identified as
other key innavation jobs: Architecture Teachers, Postsecondary; Atmospheric, Earth,
Marine, and Space Sciences Teachers, Postsecondary, Biological Science Teachers,
Postsecondary; Business and Financial Operations ; Business Teachers, Postsecondary;
Chemistry Teachers, Postsecondary; Communications Teachers, Postsecondary;
Computer Science Teachers, Postsecondary; Economics Teachers, Postsecondary;
Economists; Engineering Teachers, Postsecondary; Health Specialties Teachers,
Postsecondary; Management ; Market Research Analysts; Mathematical Science
Teachers, Postsecondary; Physics Teachers, Postsecondary; Public Relations
Specialists; Survey Researchers; Technical Writers; Vocational Education Teachers,
Postsecondary.

High-tech Manufacturing Employment
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Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages.
Retrieved from: http://www.bls.gov/cew/

Chapple, K., Markusen, A., Schrock, G., Yamamoto, D., & Yu, P. (2004). Gauging
metzrgpolitan “high-tech” and “I-tech” activity. Economic Development Quarterly, 18(1),
10-

Center for Economic Development and STTI. (2004). “Technology Industries and
Occupations for NAICS Industry Data”

Methodology: The following manufacturing industries were defined as high-tech
manufacturing based on a combined industry list based on Chapple et.al. (2004} and
CED/STTI (2004) but aggregated to the three-digit level due to many data suppression:
Chemical Manufacturing; Machinery Manufacturing; Computer and Electronic Product
Manufacturing; Transportation Equipment Manufacturing.

High-tech Services Employment

Source: See “High-tech Manufacturing Employment” immediately above

Methodology: The following manufacturing industries were defined as high-tech
manufacturing based on a combined industry list based on Chapple et.al. (2004) and
CED/STTI (2004) but aggregated to the 3-digit level due to many data suppression:
Professional and commercial equipment and supplies merchant wholesalers; Software
publishers; Internet publishing and broadcasting; Telecommunications; Internet service
providers and web search portals; Data processing, hosting and related services;
Architectural, engineering and related services; Computer systems design and related
services; Management, scientific and technical consulting services; Scientific research
and development services.

Adult Education
Source: National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary Education

Data System. “Enroliment Survey, Fall.” Retrieved from: WebCASPAR
https://ncsesdata.nsf.goviwebcaspariindex.isp?subHeader=WebCASPARHome

U.S. Census Bureau. “American Community Survey.” Summary Tables. Retrieved from:
hitps://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs/

Skilled Immigrants

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. “Current Population Survey.” Retrieved from: DataFerrett
software.

Methodology: Number non-citizens or naturalized citizens with a bachelor's degree or
above per 1,000 residents. The current and previous two years were averaged to balance

out any small sample fluctuations associated with this survey data, i.e. 2014 data reflects
the average of 2012 to 2014 survey results.

Business Costs Driver
Unit Labor Costs

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages.
Retrieved from: hitp://www.bls.aov/cew/

Methodology: Wages per employment relative to output per employment adjusted for the
industry employment concentration at the 3-digit NAICS level and relative to the US
average set at 100.

Energy Costs
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Source: Energy Information Administration. Electric Power Annual. Retrieved from:
hitp://mww.eia.gov/electricity/data.cim

Workers’ Compensation Premiums
Source: Oregon Department of Consumer and Business Services. “Oregon Workers'

Compensation Premium Rate Ranking, Calendar Year." Retrieved from:
http://www.oregon.qgov/dcbs/cost/Pages/ranking-by-state.aspx

Workers' Compensation Costs

Source: National Academy of Social Insurance. "Workers' Compensation: Benefits,
Coverage, and Costs.” Retrieved from: hitps://www.nasi.orgfresearch/workers-
compensation

Unemployment Insurance Costs

Source: U.S. Department of Labor. Employment and Training Administration,
Unemployment Insurance Data Summary. “U.S. Summary Tables, Wage and Tax Rate
Data.” Retrieved from: hitp://workforcesecurity.doleta.goviunemploy/avg _employ.asp

Unemployment Insurance Tax Structure

Source: Tax Foundation. “Effective State and Local Tax Burdens by State and Ranking.”
Retrieved from: hitp://workforcesecurity.doleta.gov/unemploy/finance.asp

Business Tax Burden

Sources: Ernst & Young. “Total State and Local Business Taxes: 50-State Estimates for
Fiscal Year.” Prepared in conjunction with The Council on State Taxation. Retrieved from:
http://iwww.ey.com/IE/EN/homeflibrary

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. “Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved from:
http://www.bea.gov/regicnal/index.htm

State Business Tax Structure

Source: Tax Foundation. “State Business Tax Climate Index, Corporate Tax Index.”
Retrieved from: http://www taxfoundation.org

Metro Office Rents

Source: Colliers International, Industrial Highlights, Quarterly Reports. By request.
Small Business Health Care Premiums

Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Agency for Healthcare

Research and Quality. “Medical Expenditure Panel Survey: Insurance Component.”
Retrieved from: hitp//www.meps.ahrg.gov/imepsweb/data_stats/quick_tables.jsp

Productivity and Labor Supply Driver

Net Domestic Migration Rate

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. Population Estimates. "State population datasets.”
Retrieved from: hitp://www.census.gov/popest/

Prime Working Age Residents

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau. "American Community Survey.” Summary Tables.
Retrieved from: hitps:/www.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs/
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U.S. Census Bureau. Population Estimates. "State population datasets.” Retrieved from:
http://www.census.gov/popest/

Gross domestic Product per Job

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. "Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved
from: hitp.//www.bea.gov/regionalfindex.htm

Service Sector Productivity

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. “Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved
from: hitp://www.bea.gov/regionalfindex.htm

Methodology: Includes the following industries: 10 — Utilities; 34 — Wholesale trade; 35 -
Retail trade; 36 - Transportation and warehousing, excluding Postal Service; 45 ~
Information; 50 — Finance and insurance; 55 — Real estate, rental and |leasing; 58 -
Professional and technical services; 62 — Management of companies and enterprises; 63
— Administrative and waste services; 66 — Educational services; 67 — Health care and
social assistance; 71 — Aris, entertainment and recreation; 74 — Accommodation and food
services; 77 — Other services, except government.

Manufacturing Value Added per Hour

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. "Annual Survey of Manufacturers, Geographic Area
Statistics.” Retrieved from: hitps://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/asm.html

Labor Force Participation Rate

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Local Area Unemployment Statistics.” Retrieved
from: hitp://www.bls.gov/lau/rdscnp16.htm

Legal Environment Driver

Malpractice Costs

Source: Medical Liability Monitor. “Rate Survey of Three Medical Specialties.” Trends in
Rates for Physicians' Medical Professional Liability Insurance.

Methodolo%y: Malpractice rates depend highly on the medical specialty that the insured
practices. To accurately compare rates within three different specialties, internal
medicine, general surgery and OB/GYN, the average rates for each specialty are
normalized across all the states. The normalized scores for each profession in a state are
then totaled to produce the index score.

Business Liability Costs

Sources: Insurance Information Institute. “The Insurance Information Institute Fact Book.”
Direct Premiums Written, Property/Casualty Insurance, By State By Line.

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. “Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved from:
hitp://www.bea.gov/regionalfindex.htm

Methodology: Premiums totals for products Hability and other liability insurance are
averaged and divided by the gross domestic product.

Liability System Reputation

Source: Harris Interactive. "State Liability Systems Ranking Study.” Conducted for U.S.
Chamber of Commerce, Institute for Legal Reform. Retrieved from:
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Highway Quality

Physical Infrastructure Driver

Source: Federal Highway Administration. “Highway Statistics.” Retrieved from:
https://www . fhwa.dot gov/policyinformation/statistics.cfm

Transit Use

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. "American Community Survey.” Summary Tables.
Retrieved from: hitps://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs/

Bridge Quality

Source: Federal Highway Administration. “Bridge Technology: Deficient Bridges by State
and Highway System.” Retrieved from: www.fhwa dot.gov/bridge/deficient.htm

Major Market Air Access

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Transportation Statistics. “T-100 Domestic Segment.” Retrieved
from: http://www transtats.bts.gov

U.8. Census Bureau. Population Estimates. “State Population Datasets.” Retrieved from:
hitp://www.census.gov/popest/

Methodology: To develop this metric, 20 cities were chosen as “major markets” in terms
of commercial or new technology centers based on their 2012 venture capital funding:

COoONIOAWN=

San Francisco-Oakland: $6.896 billion (25.6% of the top 100 cities)
Where is #27

Boston: $3.101 billion (11.5%)

New York City: $2.269 billion (8.4%)

Los Angeles: $1.677 billion (6.2%)

San Diego: $1.134 billion {4.2%)

Seattle: $886 million (3.3%)

Austin: $626 million (2.3%)

Chicago: $547 million (2.0%)

. Washington, D.C.: $484 million (1.8%)

. Philadelphia: $347 million (1.3%)

. Denver: $264 million (1.0%)

. Atlanta: $262 million (1.0%)

. Minneapolis-St. Paul: $256 million (0.9%)
. Phoenix: $214 million (0.8%)

. Raleigh-Cary, N.C.: $184 million (0.7%)

. Pittsburgh: $167 million (0.6%)

. Provo-Orem, Utah: $162 million {0.6%)

Total nonstop departures from each state to the destination cities were summed by state.
Then the stale total enplanement figures were divided by state poputations. The BWI
Baltimore airport was allocated to MD, and [AD Dulles Airport outside Washington, DC
and DC Reagan National Airport were allocated to Virginia.

Airport Performance

Source: Bureau of Transportation Statistics. Airline On-Time Statistics and Delay Causes.
Retrieved from: http://www transtats.bts.gov/Fields.asp?table_id=236

Water Quality

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Ground Water and Drinking
Water. Retrieved from: https://obipublic11.epa.gov/analytics/saw.dll ?PortalPages

Energy Reliability
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Source: Energy Administration Information. Electric Disturbance Events - Monthly and
Annual Summaries. Retrieved from:
hitp://www.eta.doe.qov/eneaf/electricity/page/disturb_events.html

Digital Connectivity Driver

Broadband Connections

Sources: Federal Communications Commissicon. “High-Speed Services for internet
Access. Status as of December.” Table 7: High-Speed Lines by Technology. Retrieved
from: hiip:/www.fcc.gov/webfiatd/comp.html

U.S. Census Bureau. “American Community Survey.” Summary Tables. Retrieved from:
https:/ffactfinder.census.goviiaces/nav/si/pages/searchresults.xhtml ?refresh=t

Broadband Coverage

Source: Federal Communications Commission. “High-Speed Services for Internet
Access”. Retrieved from http:/iwww.fcc.goviwebdiatd/comp.html

Internet Speed

Source: Akamai. "State of the Internet Report." By request.
hitp://iwww.akamai.com/stateoftheinternet/?WT.mc_id=soti banner

Next Generation Internet

Sources: Abilene Network. Retrieved from: http:/www.internet?.edu/communities-
groups/members/

Rural Internet Access

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture. “Farm Computer Usage and Ownership Report.”
Aetrieved from:
hitp:/fusda.mannlib.cornell.edu/MannUsda/viewDocumentinio.do?7documentiD=1062

Quality of Life Driver
Civic Energy and Harmony Sub-driver
Charitable Giving

Sources: Internal Revenue Service. Individual Tax Statistics. *SOI Tax Stats. Historical
Data Tables. Individual Income and Tax Data by State and Size of Adjusted Gross
Incorne.” Retrieved from: hitps://www.irs.gov/uac/soi-tax-stats-historical-data-tables

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. “Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved from:
http://www.bea.gov/regionalfindex.bim

Voter Turnout

Source: The United States Elections Project. George Mason University. Retrieved from
http://www.electproject.org/home/voter-turnout/voter-turnout-data

N}ethodology: Percent of eligible voters’ turnout for highest office votes at general
elections.

Gender Equity
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Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Current Population Survey.” Retrieved from:
DataFerrett software

Methodology: The current and previous two years were averaged to balance out any
small sample fluctuations associated with this survey data, i.e. 2014 data reflects the
average of 2012 to 2014 survey results.

Racial/Ethnic Equity

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Current Population Survey." Retrieved from:
DataFerrett software

Methodology: see ‘Gender Equity’ entry above.
Hate Crimes

Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation. “Uniform Crime Reports.” Retrieved from:
hitps:/ffucr.tbi.gov/

Generational Creative Class

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Current Population Survey.” Retrieved from:
DataFerrett software.

Methodology: Ratio of 20-34 year old and 55-79 year old with a college degree relative to
total population 20 years and above.

Number of Nonprofits

Sources: National Center for Charitable Statistics. All Registered Nonprofits Table
Wizard. Retrieved from: http://nccs.urban.org/sites/all/nces-archive/tmi/ftablewiz/tw.php

U.S. Census Bureau. Population Estimates. “State Population Datasets.” Retrieved from:
http://iwww.census.gov/popest/

Lifestyle and Play Sub-driver
Time to Work

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. “American Community Survey.” Summary Tables.
Retrieved from: hitps.//www.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs/

Leisure Industry Employment

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. "Covered Employment and Wages Program.”
Retrieved from: http://www.bls.gov/cew/

Methodology: Refers to NAICS codes 487, 711, 712, 713, 6116, 5322, and 4539.
Parkland

Sources: National Association of State Park Directors. “The Annual Information
Exchange.” Retrieved by request.

National Park Service. “Listing of Acreages by Park.” Retrieved from:
hitps:/firma.nps.gov/Stats/Reports/National

Golf Courses

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Covered Employment and Wages Program.”
Retrieved from: hitp://www.bls.govicew/
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Methodology: Number of establishments under NAICS 71391.
Trails

Source: National Recreational Trails Program. Retrieved from:
http:.//www.americantrails.org

U.S. Census Bureau. Population Estimates. “State Population Datasets.” Retrieved from:
http://www.census.gov/popest/

Cultural Institutions

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, "Covered Employment and Wages Program.”
Retrieved from: http://www.bls.govicew/

Methodology: Number of establishments under NAICS 711 and 712,
Historical Preservation

Source: National Park Service. Federal Preservation Tax Credit data. Retrieved from:
hitp://www.nps. govitpsftax-incentives.htm

Pocketbook Indicators Sub-driver
Urban Cost of Living

Source: C2ER. “Annual Cost of Living Index"

Methodology: The C2ER survey is metropolitan area-based, and does not include data
for some cities. For this metric, the largest city in each state for which cost of living data is
available was chosen as the metric value.

State and Local Tax Burden

Sources: Tax Foundation. “Tax Freedom Day by State.” Retrieved from:
https:/ftaxfoundation.org/publicationsfacts-and-figures/#previous-publications

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. “Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved from:
hitp://www.bea.gov/regional/index.htm

Urban Housing Affordability

Source: National Low Income Housing Coalition. "Out of Reach.” Retrieved from:
hitp://nlihc.org/oor

Homeownership Rates

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. “Housing Vacancies and Homeownership Annual
Statistics.” Retrieved from: http://www.census.gov/housing/hvs/

Unemployment Rate

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Local Area Unemployment Statistics.” Retrieved
from: http://www.bls.govilau/home.htm

Per Capital Disposable Income

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. “Regional Economic Accounts.” Retrieved
from: hitp://www.bea.gov/regionalfiindex.htm
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Health and Safety Sub-driver
Lack of Health Insurance

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. "American Community Survey.” Retrieved from:
https:/fwww.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/health-insurance/acs-hi.htmt

Crime Index

Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation. “Uniform Crime Reports.” Retrieved from:
hitps:/fucr.fbi.gov/

Law Enforcement Personnel

Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation. “Uniform Crime Reports.” Retrieved from:
hitps:/fucr.fhi.gov/

Healthcare Access

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Occupational Employment Survey.” Retrieved
from: hitp://www.bls.gov/oes/

Methodology: Percent of people employed in healthcare practitioners and technician
occupations.

Clean Air

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. "AirData by Geography.” Retrieved from:
hitps:/iwww._epa.gov/green-book/green-book-data-download




Notes:
*

APPENDIX B:
Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card Indices/Drivers and
Metrics Rankings (2006-2016)

Rankings in this table are updated as of 3/5/18.

*  Greenerflighter shading indicates ranking as a “Top 10" state.

* Redder/darker shading indicates ranking as a “Bottom 10" state.
+ 2016 data year rankings that are higher than 2015 rankings are bolded.

*  Data years that are blank reflect lack of data as of 3/5/18. Where 2016 year data

was not available as of 3/5/18, data from the last available prior data year was

carried forward to calculate ranks for indices and drivers.
* Data sources and methods are provided in Appendix A.

* Rankings for the State Entrepreneurial Sensitivity Index are not includes as they are
considered too variable to be usefully tracked.

Metrics 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 ! 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016
ENTREPRENEURIAL

CHANGE 50 50 49 42 38 10 10 6 13 47 32
Net Establishment Entranis ikl Wi
Increase 39 a9 41 3 15 5 5 g 44 49 28
Increase in High Performance

Firms 41 | 44 | 43 | 42 28 8 11 3 4 19 21
Proprietors Income Growth 7

per Proprietor H 42 44 44 42 38 16 6 2 21 30
Small Business Fayroll f ]

Growth 50 49 49 46 38 27 10 22 28 22 {n/a}
Small Business Growth 47 | a8 | 48 | 46 | 41 | 34 | 41 30 | 32 | 34 | (n/a)
ENTREPRENEURIAL _

VITALITY a8 39 46 | 33 39 30 15 27 33 30 36
Net Establishment Entrants 49 50 | 48 13 | 46 | 14 2 2 | 4 41 20
Establishment Turnover 16 15 20 13 22 24 18 18 23 33 40
5-Year Establishment Survival 38 45 | 41 45 25 25 g 10 11 11 1
High Performance Firms 27 34 35 a0 a5 30 26 31 30 19 41
IPO Awards 21 31 38 30 29 26 28 32 27 26 25
SBIC Awards 31 29 35 38 38 37 39 36 37 30 26
SBIR Awards 24 20 21 21 17 17 17 21 20 18 20
Nonfarm Self-Employment 39 37 34 356 30 28 30 32 32 a2 33
STTR Awards 20 25 20 18 15 17 16 17 20 17 21
University/Hesearch

Institutions Spinofis 15 17 12 26 29 34 30 34 35 33 31
ENTREPRENEURIAL ’

CLIMATE 39 40 42 | a9 14 12 10 25 25 22 24
Research & innovation 17 20 21 20 20 20 18 21 17 15 13
Federal R&D 34 32 19 18 17 20 19 21 20 21 (n/a)
Industry R&D Performance 2 2 5 7 /i 5 5 5 4 5 (n/a)
NSF Funding Rate 19 26 15 26 26 21 22 26 ] 13 24
Patent per Worker 9 9 8 9 9 9 9 9 g 8 7
Patents Per R&D Dollar P45EEIRN43 | 33 31 36 37 38 38 39 38 35
Research Institutions

Licenses to Small Businesses

& startups 16 19 18 18 18 18 17 22 17 18 14




Metrics 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016
University R&D Performance 18 17 13 9 8 7 7 5 5 5 6
Research Institutions

Royalty/License Income 12 14 13 14 12 15 17 30 28 12 11
Entrepreneurial Programs 22 23 13 17 14 14 14 9 9 8 9
Financial & Institutional

Capital 32 36 36 36 8 10 10 33 35 33 32
Bank Commercial and F
Industrial Lending 10 11 19 29 37 36 37 | 42 | 42 | M | 43
Business Incubators 37 33 36 29 26 21 13 12 11 {nfa) | (n/a)
2nd/3rd Stage Venture

Capital 28 30 29 25 18 32 24 33 29 27 22
IPO Financin 16 35 35 30 1 1 1 30 13 15 14
Private small Business

Lending 18 22 20 22 21 18 18 25 29 28 16
SBIC Financing 40 38 33 34 31 29 28 23 26 28 a7
SBIR Financin 22 21 21 22 21 21 20 22 22 22 22
Seed/Early Stage Venture

Capital 29 a2 24 23 12 29 16 24 20 16 30
STTA Financing 30 32 26 25 18 18 17 19 29 27 29
General Business Growth 50 48 48 49 32 g 12 20 20 16 15
Manufacturtng Capital

Investment Growl 27 33 13 14 8 26 18 22 30 45 46
Export Growth 39 9 14 15 27 a7 a5 42 34 13 26
Foreign Business

Employment Growth (nfa) | (n/a) 32 17 17 4 18 8 29 12 (n/a)
Fortune 500 8 8 7 9 7 9 ] 9 9 10 11
Green Industrias 32 36 36 35 36 36 30 28 28 31 33
Private Business Profil 4

Growth 49 39 49 | 48 35 9 5 12 11 5 (n/a)
Gross Domestic Product =7 fi 2

Growth 150 BNIEN S0 S| RS0 R | 50 47 35 10 16 19 14 13
Building Permits Growth 50 | 50 | 49 | 44 8 3 5 13 19 11 18
Large Business Payroll T '

Growth 49 49 | 49 | 48 | 47 34 10 16 19 14 {n/a)
Export-related Jobs 13 13 16 18 18 18 19 17 17 17 16
Renewable Energy Use 35 34 35 37 35 35 34 a2 29 30 3
EDUCATION 21 27 34 37 30 27 23 27 26 25 31
K-12 Education 33 31 38 39 39 39 40 | 41 37 36 31
ACT Score 32 | 21 | 49 | 47 | 46 | 43 | 44 | 41 | 40 | 40 | &
Advanced Placement Score 24 25 25 26 28 28 28 28 28 28 28
Public High School

Graduation Rate (nfa) | {nfa) | (nfa) | (n/a) | (n/a) 37 35 36 36 36 | 40
NAEP Mathematics 31 35 | 34 | 35 | 36 | 36 | 40 | 40 36 | 32 | (n/a)
NAEP Reading 31 32 34 34 34 33 34 36 34 34 (n/a)
SAT Performance (va) | (n/a) | (nfa) | (nfa) | (nfa) | (n/a) | (n/a} | (nfa) | (n/a) | (n/a) | 43
Postsecondary Education 15 20 21 28 14 12 9 12 12 17 28
Colle%e Migration 41 {n/a} 44 {n/a) 42 (n/a) a5 (n/a) 38 {n/a) | (n/a)
Four-Year College Costs vs 3

Household Income Growth 32 36 39 47 29 36 6 17 15 21 36
Top Ranked Graduate

Program (nfa) | (nfa) | (nfa) | (nfa) 7 6 11 11 10 7 7




Metrics 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016
4Y Knowledge Degrees (excl.
tech fields) 8 7 7 g 10 13 13 15 16 18 (n/a)
4Y+ Tech Credentials 10 10 8 7 7 7 6 5 6 6 (n/a)
Pre-BA Tech Credentials 21 22 18 24 24 28 21 26 28 30 n/a
Two-Year College Costs vs ”
Household Income Growth 18 14 20 28 38 31 27 36 30 30 48
Top Ranked Undergraduate
Program (nfa) | (nfa) | {nfa) | (nfa) | (n/a) 14 16 13 16 15 15
WORKFORCE
PREPAREDNESS 14 12 12 13 13 9 10 10 12 12 13
High School Diploma

Attainment 29 30 28 28 28 25 23 21 24 28 25
Adult Education 16 18 18 19 21 20 24 29 32 37 (n/a}
Post-secondary pre-BA
Attainment 16 12 11 10 11 7 4 3 4 8 11
Bachelor's Degree Attainment 21 24 26 28 28 27 28 29 32 a0 24
High Tech Manufaciuring
Employment 1 1 1 4 4 4 3 2 1 2 Al
High Tech Services
Employment 13 13 14 16 14 13 12 12 12 12 12
Other Innovation Workers 21 24 22 25 27 25 23 26 25 30 30
Physical Science and
Engineering Workers 8 5 5 4 6 2 4 4 1 1 2
Skilled Immigrants 20 20 21 21 21 16 17 18 20 21 21
Technologist and Technician
Workers 23 24 22 22 22 17 14 16 16 19 20
BUSINESS COSTS 46 39 m m 36 39 24 24 23 23 31
Business Taxes 16 28 | 27 30 19 13 9 8 5 4 1
State Business Tax Structure "m m l_&?l m 49 8 9 9 7 8
Enerﬁy Costs i 32 29 30 34 34

mall Business Health Care
Premiums 39 32 20 38 29 22
Metro Industrial Rents {n/a) | (nfa) | (nfa) | (n/a) 7 5
Unemployment Insurance
Costs 9 “ m 4
Unemployment Insurance
Structure m m m
Unit Labor Cost 43 38 4 36 a7
Workers Compensation
Premiums {n/a) 19 13 24 9 11 8 7 7 7 {n/a)
Workers' Compensation
Costs n/a 20 n/a) 28 (n/a) 19 (n/a) 17 n/a) 17 (nfa
PRODUCTIVITY & LABOR i' H
SUPPLY 4 43 49 0 40 1 2
Prime Working Age
Population 29 29 34 41 1 "ﬂ 4 4 m
Gross State Product per Job 21 22 29 30 | 29 31 32 31 32 29 29
Laborforce Participation as | 37 | a1 | 39 39 | 40 | 37
Net Domestic Migration Rate 45 E?!E' '5-0‘ IEBI 38 39 30
Service Sector Productivity 22 23 26 26 27 29 32 a3 31 32 31
Manufacturing Value Added
per Hour 38 31 34 33 30 39 1! 39 41 I 40 39




Metrics 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016
LEGAL ENVIRONMENT 29 35 35 37 32 30 29 24 27 24 26
Business Liability Costs 17 17 27 k]l 21 22 20 17 18 10 (n/a)
Liability System Reputation 23 33 30 30 28 27 26 26 24 21 21
Malpractice Costs 46 | 47 | 46 | 48 | 46 | 42 | 40 | 40 | 42 | 42 | 40
PHYSICAL
INFRASTRUCTURE 18 22 20 a 32 27 29 25 26 32 38
Airport Performance 33 29 27 16 43 | 31 23 14 14 17 22
Bridge Quality 27 27 29 29 27 27 24 25 35 36 37
Energy Reliability (nfa) | (n/a) | (nfa) | (nfa) | (n/a) | {(n/a) [ (n/a) 20 24 20 17
| Highway Quality 43 | 40 | a0 | 40 | 41 | 40 | 36 | 35 | 38 | 37 | 47
Major Market Air Access 36 a6 36 a5 a5 35 34 34 33 3 30
Transit Use 28 31 28 31 32 29 29 28 28 28 29
Water Systems 2 6 9 3 13 13 6 6 4 3 5
DIGITAL CONNECTIVITY 36 27 30 39 43 | a5 | 49 | a9 | a5 | a7 | 48
Broadband Connection 34 ! 35 | 41 | 41 | 356 | 34 | 30 | 28 | 30 | 42 | 42
Broadband Coverage (nfa) { (nfa) | (n/a) 34 36 37 34 35 36 37 38
Internet Speed (nfa) 14 18 16 21 19 13 14 12 14 16
Next Generation Internet 34 35 33 38 43 47 4700 | 70| a7 | 97| a7
Rural Internet Access (n/a) 24 {n/a) 26 {n/a) 26 (n/a) 22 (n/a) 25 (n/a)
QUALITY OF LIFE - 40 33 34 31 35 31 35 27 29 16 16
Civic Energy & Harmony 42 37 34 29 29 36 41 37 39 29 30
Charitable Giving 23 23 22 21 22 22 30 31 32 30 | (nfa)
Generational Creative Class (nfa) | (nfa) | (n/a) 35 37 38 39 40 36 32 26
Gender Equity 45 | 37 | 39 | a7 | 38 | a1 | 4t | 37 | 36 | 31 | 26
Hate Crimes 45 | 48 | 46 | 33 | 35 [ 39 | 49 | 42 | 41 | 31 | 33
Nonprofits 34 34 34 33 32 33 33 36 34 33 33
Racial Equity 22 17 18 11 9 12 20 14 34 26 23
Voter Turnout 8 (n/fa) 7 {n/a) 21 (n/a) 10 {n/a) 15 (n/a) 13
Lifestyle & Play 34 33 29 31 34 3s 36 37 34 3z 38
Cultural Institutions 43 | a5 | 43 | 42 | a2 | 42 | 42 | 41 | 40 | a2 | @
Golf Courses 12 11 10 10 10 11 10 11 11 1 12
Historical Buildings 21 23 24 19 24 22 21 28 28 16 30
Leisure Sector Employment 29 29 28 29 36 39 40 38 38 37 39
Parkland 10 10 10 10 10 10 1 11 11 11 (n/a)
Time to Work 25 28 26 30 28 28 28 27 27 27 27
Trails 29 e} 33 33 33 29 29 <3 30 30 33
Pocket Bock Indicators 40 39 36 37 33 21 19 27 22 9 19
Homeownership Rates 5 2 3 4 6 6 2 5 3 2 3
Per Capita Disposable T
Income 37 39 38 41 37 36 38 37 37 35 32
State and Local Tax Burden (nfa) | (nfa) | {nfa} | (n/a) | (n/a) | (n/a) 24 26 28 26 32
Unemployment Rate 50 | 50 | 50 | s0 | 49 | 46 | 43 | 46 | 46 | 20 27
Urban Cost of Living 30 20 24 26 21 13 22 18 16 (nfa) | {n/fa)




Metrics 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 { 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016
Urban Housing Affordability 27 26 24 22 22 24 22 23 22 19 23
Health & Safety 36 31 34 35 37 36 33 15 13 13 14
Clean Air 39 32 3z 32 32 32 32 16 17 21 25
Crime Index 26 26 24 27 25 24 21 21 20 14 14
Healthcare Access 26 26 25 26 26 24 24 22 25 25 25
Lack of Health Insurance 8 11 17 13 19 16 14 14 13 12 | 11
Law Enforcement Personnel | 42 | 44 | 43 | 46 | 48 | 47 | 48 | 47 | a8 | a8 | a3




m

michigan municipal [rague

Browr Cammur s Bane Wctign
MiBiz

*%%,
DA suBmcInGAN AssocTON oF
...‘.‘-' STATE UNIVERSITIES

SCORE CARD SPONSORS

Blue Cross Blue Shield of Michigan

Consumers Energy

DTE Energy Foundation

MiBiz

Michigan Association of State Universities
Michigan Municipal League

Michigan State Housing Development Authority

Small Business Association of Michigan

2018 - Fourteenth Annual Edition
The Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card

is published by MiQuest




