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~Milwaukee 7

March 2006
While the Mi |l waukee regionds economic base is
believethat he regi ondés future prosperity wild!@ be t |

its economy into one that is basedkmowledge and innovation.

Indeed, fostering innovation has become the call to action for business and political leaders

alike. n its web sitethe Milwaukee 7economic developmentgrotpout s t he r egi ond
success imelpngbusi nesses fAtransform technol ogi cal i n
product s o0 itsnigonraregionthabigigg! obal ly competitive in
e ¢ 0 n @ milganwhile, in his recent state of the state address, Governor Jimd3sgieed

t hat Wi sscponrsriinng sr eisear ch and devel opment t hroc
investors new tools to create stapgso On the federal level as wethe Obama

administratiorhaso ut | i ned AA Str at e g ycallingforincheamsed i can | nnc
federalinvestment irresearch, education and other initiatives commonly segreasilding

blocks of innovation.

With this growing emphasis on innovatiaa a critical component of regional, state and

national economidevelopmenstrategies, it is pertinent to ask where our region stands in

this regard. Sever al | ocal efforts have been
manufacturing, increase univeysit r esear ch and devel opment, and
knowledge workforce. As these efforts pick up steam, it is important to assess whether they

are succeeding and how our region compares to others.

The Public Policy For umodojustthatolma premeen | ndex 1 s
report, we gather baselinegionaldata on measures that have been closely linked to the 21

century economy: idea development and commercialization; entrepreneurship; and the

availability of knowledge and skilled workek&/e utilize that dataot onlyto assess whether

our region is making progress, kalso to evaluatbow we measure up to oth&@milar-sized
metropolitarregions including somehat have been widely recognized for their innovation

prowess.We plan toupdate this analysis at regular intervals in order to continue to measure

our progress and benchmark our success againstretiers.

! Milwaukee 7Mi | waukee Regi onal Economi ¢ Dev adcesgedidln/®9: Securin
http://www.mmac.org/ImageLibrary/User/cdavis/PDF/Investors_Piece_020106.pdf

2 Milwaukee 7,Strategic Frameworkttp://www.choosemilwaukee.com/upload/documentstakeaway:

copy.pdf accessed 7/10/09

% National Economic Council, Office of Science and Technology PoNicStrategy for American Innovation:

Driving Toward Sustainable Growth and Quality JpBgptember 2009 aessed at
http://www.whitehouse.gov/assets/documents/SEPT_20__Innovation_Whitepaper_FINAL.pdf



In economic development circles, innovation is frequently cited as the means to gaining

competitive advantage and helping grow the econdwgording to the Council on
Competitiveness, fAr eald ceatiogméwhmarketssmredmelvs on i nno
val a basiness leve simplfied definition mightbéid oi ng t hi ngs better,
cheaper, 2a0rd, gaseemaemragement consultant Peter I
the specific instrument of entrepreneurship. The act that endows resourcaseith

capacity t olnmovatoatakes mary diffeteht folisew ideas may result in

drastically new or differentiatgoroduct. New or existingechnologiexan beapplied to

improve manufacturing methods or improve supply chain manageWaather incremental

or novel, innovative activitiesanreduce costs, increase productiatyd/or improve

efficiencywith the goal oincreang firm profitability.°

But how does one recognize and meagunevation andhe shift to the knowledge economy
in the Milwaukee region? In short, it is complicatétlich of the current economic data is
geared to an industrial model and oislyvailable for larger geographic areas. To complicate
matters, the process of innovation is continuous and often condycpeivdte businesses,
making it difficult to systematically capture and track the transfer of new ideas and their
application to the marketplace.

Despite tlese limitationspublic data are available on specific inputs and outhatsare
commonlyasso@ted with innovation (Diagram 1)Togetheythis informationhelps provide
abasknepi cture for the Mil wauk e-lekased ecgnonoyn 6s mov e t

* Council on Competitivenes€ompetitiveness Index: Where Amer&tands, 2007,
http://www.compete.org/images/uploads/File/PDF%20Files/Competitiveness_Indexe \Whegrica_Stands_

March_2007.pdf.

°Eri k R. Pages and Gr aham S TheEmrfomic DefieBpmemnt Booradblk8j ng | nnov a
No. 1, Winter 2009.

® Center for Regional Development, Purdue University and €raksing the NexRegionalFrontier:

Information and Analytics Linking Regional Competitiveness to Investments in a Knowledgee d Economy, 0
October 2009, p. 74, accessed at

http://www.eda.gov/PDF/Crossing_Regional_Frontier%20Report_0ct%202009.pdf



Diagram 1

—

Inputs b glnnovation ‘ Outputs

Idea Development Productivity
—
e 3
Workforce: Talent and
Skills S
+ F
Business Dynamism and Prosperity

Entrepreneurship
7

Capital Formation

The gitical inputsidentifiedi which include the sufficiency oesearch and gelopment

(R&D) funding qualifications of theegional workforcet he st r engt bultuwwef t he r e
of entrepreneurship, aride availability of venture capitai contributeto the innovation

process and help develop promising ideas into viable bssisggroducts or servicek

addition, recognizing thatleas alone will not move the region further along the knowledge

economy continuum nor make our region more competitive necessary to look at the

impacts innovation activities may have on #ider economy This report does so by

collecting data omutputsthat reflectproductivity, exports and regional prosperity.

Theselectedndicatorsportraythe innovation footprint in th8outheast Wisconsiregion

The indicatorggauge bothresource inputs and outpwach of which is tied toreative

process improvemengdproduct and business development. This report defines the

A r e gi thenMilwaakee Metropolitan Statistical Areahich includesMilwaukee,

Ozaukee, Washingtonnd Waukesha Countiesndicators are utilized to measure the

regionbs progress an the following input area

1 IdeaDevelopment Targeted egional investmertanhelpspur the creation afew
ideas and processes that can be further developed andrieshséethe marketplace.
Specifically,investmenin idea developmens$ measured by how much is being spent
andby thesources of research and developnseport (federal or nonfederal)
area universities.

While university R& plays an important role in basic researobyeimmediate

results are often seen through industrial research and investrhéti allowsviable

ideas to more quickly be transferred to markdie@implemented by compasto
maintain or grontheirmarke s hare. Analyzing regional b u
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provides a more complete picture of idea development in the region than looking at
university R&D alone. For this indicator, patent filings serve as a proxy of firm
investment in R&D.

1 Regional Talenand Skill® Knowledge workers are often the source and
implementers of new ideaSonsequentlya skilled workforce is integral to spurring
an innovation environment where compargasto compete globallylndicatos
utilized to assess regional talentlaskills includeconcentrations of area scientists
and engineers, knowledge workers and middle skill workarsther indicator
utilized for this measurementtise numberof highly educated foreighorn workers
in the region.

1 Business Dynamism aiithtrepreneurshi@ Implementing innovative ideas requires
taking calculated risks in developing and launching new products and business ideas.
Startup and young firms provide a conduit for taking such risks. To gauge the
Mi | waukee regi on 0 s theindexmeaguretherneimberiofaatea c 1 i mat e
small businesses and their associated job growtladdition it assesselsusiness
dynamismwhichis measurd bythe entry (openings) and exit (closings) of firms.

1 Capital Formatiod Capital is essential for busineg®wth, and #racting capital is
necessary to start new businesses and bring new products and ideas toAsatket.
of capital formatiorindicatols measures area businesses who have been awarded
Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) and Small Businesadiegi
Transfer (STTR) awards through the federal governmedsmall business loan
activity in the region.

To provide a more complete picture of the regional economy, the Innovation Index includes
the following output measures.

1 Productivitygains,asmeasured by GDP per worker,shoh anges i n the regi
overall economic health.

1 Global Exportsmeasureghevalue of products from the Milwaukee region being sold
outside the U.S.

1 Prosperitycaptures changes in the economicvieek i ng of résidentsr egi onods
through changes in employment and greessonaincome and median household
income.

The outputs, while naxclusively linked tannovationspecific inputs, measure
improvements in economic health, whigtenresultfrom innovation.

Tosupp ement the trend data and provide context
the Index uses two sets of benchmark regions (leader and peer regions) (THbéetitee
leader regionare Austin, which is considered a current leader;kantsas City ad



Portland, ORwhich are considered emerging leadef&hese regions are widely known for
their high tech industes, and they werehoserfor comparisorio provide a better
understanding of elements existing in regional economies that allesdsnadea
successfushift to the knowledge economy. Three Midwestern regional peers (Cincinnati,
Indianapolis, and Minneapolis) provide a more localized perspdobrewhich to compare
the Milwaukeere g i 0 n 6 s ® Vhileamy dumbeg of comparison regioould have been
selectedthe goal was to choose a mix of regions and bat twardwhich the Milwaukee
region could strive to improve its performance.

Data for the analysis comes from several sources including:

1 The National Science Foundation

1 The Harvard Cluster Mapping Project

1 U.S. Census and the American Community Survey

1 Occupational Employment Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics

1 National Establishment Time Series available from the Edward Lowe Foundation

i Statistics of U.S. Businesses, U.Sn€és Bureau

T Smal | Business AMemi ni strationbés Tech

1 Bureau of Economic Analysis

1 U.S. Department of Commexdnternational Trade Association

1T National Center for Education Statisticsb©o
System

It should be noted thanuch of the data reviewed pdatethe current economic downturn.
This is an appropriate timboweverto take a baseline measuremd@espite the changes

that have occurred recently in the regional econoheyjdentified trendshouldbe

informative fa policymakers and business leaders as they make decisions on how best to
deploy regional economic development resources to foster innovation and grow a
knowledgebased economy.

" Mayer, Heike, Brookings Metropoi t an Pr ogr am. -TFeéhoEvidesce froaJhreée Emerghig g h
High Technol ogy Metropolitan Areas. 06 June 2009,
http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/reports/2009/06 _metro_hightech_mayer/06_metro_hightech_mayer
pdf.

® The Midwestern peers wereaden based on a combination of factors including size, location and having a
combined higher ranking on both tNew Economy Index
(http:/Avww.neweconomyindex.org/metro/rankings.htmhdEconomic Strength
(http://www.policom.com/metrorank.hjm



Regions Spurring Innovation

Austin, Texas:With just over 1.6 million people, Austin is often recognized for its diverse cultul
scene, ability to attract knowledge workers, and dynamic +égth business community. The
region continues to invest in idea development through research and develdpahéme
University of Texas, Austin and area companies, resulting in 27.9 patents per 10,000 workers
approved in 2007 (Harvard Institute on Strategy and Competitiveness, 2009). Successful idez
developmentc coupled with the ability of entrepreneuts attract seed funding and venture
capital¢ help make Austin a regional leader in fostering innovation.

Kansas City, Kansédissouri: The business and economic development comniesih the
Kansas City region have taken a proactive approach tRBuy’ 3 G KS 02 Y Y dfiyikedi ¢
FaaSdad {GFNIAYI AY mMophpy> GKS NBIA2Y o6S3t
many life sciences firms and formed the Kansas City Area Life Science Institute (KCALSI,
www.kclifesciences.org). RegalrR&D has been spurred not by a strong R&D university, but b
clusters of firms in pharmaceutical contract research and animal health and nutrition compani
(Mayer, June 2009). A dynamic business environment linked to frequent mergers and acquisi
of area companies laid the groundwork for an active regional entrepreneurial clinvhteh is
recognized as a key component in spurring innovation.

Portland, OregonLike Kansas City, idea development is not centered on a strong research ar
developmenty A GSNEAGE&® LYyadSHRIE Ayy20FidA2y Aa a
(Mayer, June, 2009). Growth of the so called Silicon Forest has been linked to substantial
investment by local industry in research and development and educational prograrfoniits)
workforce. Retooling within local industry during the 1980s spurred increaseefgisiness
development, fueling a more entrepreneurial culture in the region.

Table 1: Benchmark MSAs at a Glance

. . S Colleges Univers!ties
MSA Name I\/!a!or _ Population Counties in and Reporting Stajte
Municipality 2008 MSA . . R&D Capitl
Universities .
Expenditures
MilwaukeeWaukeshaWest Allis,  Milwaukee 1,549,308 4 16 4 No
Wi
Leader Regions
AustinRound Rock, TX Austin 1,652,602 5 6 2 Yes
Kansas City, MBS Kansas City 2,002,047 15 20 2 No
PortlandVancouveiBeaverton, Portland 2,207,462 7 19 6 No
ORWA
Peer Regions
CincinnatiMiddletown, OH Cincinnati 2,155,137 15 10 3 No
IndianapolisCarmel, IN Indianapolis 1,715,459 10 9 1 Yes
MinneapolisSt. Paut Minneapolis 3,229,878 13 32 3 Yes

Bloomington, MNWI
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, National Science Founbaégrated Postsecondary Education Data Sysfemblic Policy Forum



Theldea Developmernhdicatois capture regional investment in encouraging idea and

process discoveries that can be further developed and transferred to the marketplace. Viable
new ideas, whether for products, processes, or services, provide opportunities for fueling the
creation of ne/ businesses and enable existing firms to maintain and grow their besiness
andpotentiallyenter new market3.heldea Developmenndicators tack regional

investment in new ideas Imyeasuring niversity R&D expenditures and regional patent

activity (which is a means adpproximaing business R&D activity

Regional Trend:ﬁ
Comparison to BenchmarksAverage

Quick View
University prominence in R&D hdeng been Regional Trenghows the direction of
recognized as helping to catalyze regional economic the data trend for the Milwaukee
growth. Investment iruniversity R&D for science and = region.
engineerings trending upwardationally and in the Comparison to Benchmarksites our
Milwaukee regionTotal R&D expendituresit NEIAZ2YyQa LISNF 2NN
Marquette, UWMilwaukee, Mlwaukee School b 1

the 6 benchmark regions.
Engineering (MBOE), and the Medical College of E

Wisconsin equaled $211.7 million in 2007, more than Favorable =top 2 positions
doubke the amount spent 000 (Table 2)While each Average =the middle of the

of these universities contributed to thee g i gaimid s SO PENIOI) i =t el
R&D spendingijt should be noted thatsabstantial Unfavorable =bottom 2 positions

portion (5%) of the regionods 2007
emanated from the Medical College, followsdUW-
Milwaukee(19%), Marquettg4%) and MSOHK2%).



Table 2: Total University R&D Expenditures by MSA ($1,000s)

Total Avg. Annual
MSA 2000 2004 2007 R&D Annual Growth
Rank Growth Rank
Milwaukee $100,264 $180,301 $211,678 5 13.9% 3
Leader Regions
Austin $277,318 $353,016 $454,655 2 8.0% 4
Kansas City* $20,324 $33,066 $28,137 6 4.8% 6
Portland, OR $150,041 $278,830 $317,403 4 14.0% 2
Peer Regions**
Cincinnati $182,695 $292,579 $401,165 3 15.0% 1
Minneapolis*** $414,615 $531,164 $629,173 1 6.5% 5
U.S. Total $30,084,148 $43,257,731 $49,430,767 8.0%

* University of Kansas, located in Lawrenceville, Kansas, is in close pragifégsas City, but falls outsid:
the MSA definition and was not included in this data analysis.

** Data for the Indianapolis MSA was insufficient to measure for university R&D spending. While Indi
UniversityPurdue University (IUPUI) conducts R&diivities in the MSA, official numbers are attributed tc
the separate entities that make up the partnering institutions (Indiana University located in Bloomingtc
and Purdue University based in West Lafaygltt.

*** The Minneapolis MSA total R&inding is skewed by the reporting of University of Minnesota R&D
expenditures for all campuses.

Source: National Science Foundation

R&D funding for science and engineeringuatversities can be divided infederal and

nonfederal sources. Federal fgrate the primary source of university R&D activities

nationally and in Milwaukee (Chart 1 ederal funding in the Milwaukee region almost

doubled between 2000 and 2Q0@écounting for 63% of total R&D expenditures in 2007.

Nonfederal sourcesvhich include university endowments, outside grants, and industrial

funding are an increasingly important element of university R&D suppodounting for

38% of total university R&D expenditures nationally. Nonfederal funding support for R&D

in the Milwaukee re@in increased from just over $33 million in 2000 to over $78 million in

2007, making up 37% of area wuniversitiesodo spe

° The avdability of R&D funds from the Federal government has slowed, increasing by just 2.3% in FY 2008
(Rhonda Britt, National Science Foundatifederal Government is the Largest Source of University R&D
funding in S&E; Share Drops in FY 2008eptember 200@ccessed at
http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/infbrief/nsf0931)8/
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Chart 1

Milwaukee Region's University
R&D Expenditures (in $1,000s)

$250,000
$200,000 |
$150,000 -
$100,000 -
$50,000 | -
$0

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

i Federally Funded & Nonfederally Funded

Source: National Science Foundation, Division of Science Resources Statisticdc206@iic Researend
Development Expenditures: Fiscal Year 20@failed Statistical Tables NSF303.

Despite growth in R&D expenditures, the Milwaukee region lags behind most of the
benchmark MSAs (Metropolitan Statistical Areas), falling well behind MinneapoligirAus
Cincinnati, and Portland, OR in total R&D dollars spent (Table 2). Only Kansas City, which
lacks a major university within its MSA boundaries, ranks lower than Milwatfkee.

While Milwaukeeranks lowin total R&D funding, regionagrowthin university R&D

compares favorably with other MSAs (Chart 2). Between 2000 and 2007, Milwaukee
experienced a 111% increase in total R&D expenditures, behind only Cin¢i2Geb
increasepnd on par with Portland, OR12% increase Adjusted for inflation, the

Milwaukee region still experienced a significant 75% increase in total university spending on
R&D between 2000 and 2007.

9 University of Kansas, which is located in Lawrenceville, Kansas, is in close proximity to Kansas City, but
falls outside the MSA definition. Data for the Indianapolis MSA was insufficiemdasure for University

R&D spending. While Indiana Universigurdue University (IUPUI) conducts R&D activities in the MSA,
official numbers are attributed to the separate entities that make up the partnering institutions (Indiana
University located in Blomington, IN and Purdue University based in West Lafayette) making it difficult to
track and compare actual R&D investment in the Indianapolis MSA.

11



Chart 2

Growth in Univ R&D Spending by MSA
20002007

160%
140%
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100%
80%
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40%
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-20%

u Total

u Federal

m Nonfederal

Source: National Science Foundation.

Regional Trend:lv

Comparison to Benchmarks: Unfavorable

Area companieare an important source of new ideas. To be successfal,dusinesses
mustcontinuouslyinvest in internal research and development, make adjustments to their
products, seek process improvements, and interact with their custtaessvaluable
innovationsarediscovered and applied by area companies, forming the basis of how business
is done. While much of this innovation is hard to capstagistically patent activity provides

one window tocorporate R&Dactivity in the regiort?

Chart3 shows patefit activity among the benchmark MSAZhose MSAgorm two distinct
group® one with large numbers of patents (Austin, Minneapolis, and Portland) and the other
with considerably fewer patents (Cincinnati, Indianapolis, Milwaukee, and Kangas Ci

Higher rates of patent activitgdicatemore idea generation aggeaterinvestments to

protect intellectual property.

" patent data is one of the few data sourcesfiectsindustry R&D activity andhatis available at th local

level. While this datgprovides insight into local industry innovation, it should be notedit s some

limitations. Patent totals are simply totals and do not differentiate based on quality of the ideas or assess

commercial potential. Somedrature also suggests that patents may impede innovation rather than promote

innovation when used by large firms to protect market share.

12 patent activity measures the number of utility patents which inclodestionofinew and usef ul proc
machinge manufacture, or composition ofatter, or a new and useful improvement theredf
http://www.uspto.gov/web/offices/ac/ido/oeip/taf/patdesc.htm
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As noted, the Milwaukee region falls into the group with fewer patents. Patent activity in the
region remains relatively flat auss the 16/ear period, placing Milwaukee at the bottom of
its Midwestern peers with 4Jpatents awarded in 2007.

Chart 3
Total Patents by MSA 1998 to 200
3,000
2,500
e Milwaukee
2,000 e AUSEIN
- - A Kansas Cit
B S CEEE—
1,500 e )
Portland, OR
1,000 (— Cincinnati
e |ndianapolis
500 : = ‘wa Minneapolis
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Source: Harvard Institute for Strategy and Competiveness, Cluster Mapping Project,
http://data.isc.hbs.edu/isc/.

Alookatpateh s per empl oyee further highlights the
ranking in this area. Patents per employee between 1998 and 2007 declined not only in the
Milwaukee region, but in several other MSAs (Tablé3Jhis may be attributablieat least

in parti to the acknowledged backlog in patent approvals by the U.S. Patent ffice.

However, the relatively flat and falling regional activity also could be indicative of a less

creative environment that produces fewer patentable discoveries. It aldeepagsible that

local companies and inventors are choosing to apply their inventions without seeking patent
approva™! f the |l atter is true, then it may be ber
innovative business activity capacity through 1ti@ditional measurement methods.

13A more finegrained analysis of patent activity by McKinseyGmpany places Milwaukee in the category of

isilent | akesd for patent a-growinginnbwation etasystenes backed iyas ar e m:
narrow range of very | arge established companies that
Christoph Loos and Lui s Pi WkasMattefsBvicKinsay & Ganpasmiarch nnovat i on
4, 2009. http://wahtmatters.mckinseydigital.com/innovation/buildingnnovatiorrnation.

“Schmid, John. fANo Qui Mikwaukeedouma SeBtiactOk2#/2009, i n Si ght , o
http://www.jsonline.com/watchdog/watchdogreports/65911387.html.

15 Regional variation in patent activity may also be influenced by size of businesses and industry mix.
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Table 3: Patents Per 10,000 Employees

1998 2002 2007 2007 Rank
Milwaukee 6.79 8.32 5.26 6
Leader Regions
Austin 30.98 30.25 27.92 1
Kansas City 2.90 3.88 3.84 7
Portland, OR 11.74 15.04 17.00 2
Peer Regions
Cincinnati 10.25 8.74 5.50 4
Indianapolis 7.75 6.47 5.41 5
Minneapolis 13.28 14.49 10.61 3

Source: Harvard Institutier Strategy and Competiveness, Cluster Mapping

Project, Http://data.isc.hbs.edu/isc

14



A technologically sophisticated and globally competitive economy
demands increasingly higher level skitsn all workers, and requires
that workers continuously upgrade skills.

~ Council on Competitiveness
Competitiveness Index: Where
America Stand007

Talentand Skilgsr e t he currency of the knowledge econ
the ideaghat create new businesses and #matble established businesses to gain and

maintain a competitive advantager e gi ond6s <col |l ective skills bas
location and relocation decisioffsClearly, the development and maintenance sKiked
and educated workforceesr i t i cal t o t he Midchesadompetiivee gi ono s

regional economy.

Quiality of primary and secondary education, the availability of continuing education and

training andthe availability of indemand trained and skilled workers all contribute to the

healthofar e gi ondéds human capital assets. To gauge W
this important asset, thieegional Talent and Skilladicatos examine educational athment
andoccupational skillevels by measurinthe concentration of scientists and engineers,

knowledge workers, and skilled and technical workers in the re§§iastherindicator also

assesseshe Mi |l waukee r egi onedatednbmigrtantd,y t o attract
demographic often associated with innovative businé$ses.

Regional Trend:ﬁ
Comparison to Benchmarks: Unfavorable

In the knowledge economy, higher levels of education are prized, signaling a workforce with

the skills and abilities to perform and support innovative product and task development;

process implementation; and sale of products and services in the glokelpizae. This
indicator analyzes the Mi | wa udkireepercerdageobnds edu
adults 25 years or older living within the MSA with various levels of education including

high school diploma, some collede/o-year college degree @0 c i at e dosir-yghe gr e e )
coll ege degree (bachelords degree), and gradu

18 Existing workforce skillsop Site SelectonMaiazi neds | i st of top 10 factors cor
executives when making location decisions, November 2@8//www.siteselection.com/portal/index.shtml
"Herman, Richard T. and Robert L. Smitlmmigrant, Inc.2009.
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Table 4: Milwaukee Region Level of Educational Attainment
2000 2005 2008

High School Diploma 29.1% 29.9% 28.3%
Some College 21.6% 21.2% 22.4%
Associates Degree 6.8% 7.3% 7.2%
Bachelors Degree 18.3% 20.4% 20.4%
Graduate/Professional Degree 8.7% 9.7% 10.5%
High School Plus 84.5% 88.6% 88.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census and American Communi
Survey 2005 and 2008

Educational attainment in the Milwaukee region is improving. Between 2000 and 2008, the
percent of our regionds popul atfrono8.5%a t h at | e
88.9% (Table 4). Much of the increase was fueled by an increase in the raimrésdents

with abachelors degree or higher (Chart 4).

Chart 4

Milwaukee Region
Educational Attainment

100.0%

80.0%

60.0% 2000

40.0% 12005
2008

20.0% ‘

0.0%
High School Diploma Plu: Bachelors Degree Plu

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census and American Community Survey 2005 and 2008

While the Milwaukee region exceeds the national rates of population with a bachelors degree

or higher (Table 5), our region falls behind comparable innovation leader regions and two of

three Midwestern peers (Indianapolis and Minneapdiisis indicateshat despite

i mprovements, there is a need to further i mpr
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Table 5: 2008 Levels of Educational Attainment

High High Associate  2-Yr Bachelors Grad or
School Bachelors Bachelors
School (2-yr Degree = Degree Prof
Plus Plus Rank Degree
Plus degree) Rank Plus Degree
Rank
Milwaukee  88.9% 4 7.2% 5 30.9% 6 20.4% 10.5%
Leader Regions
Austin 86.5% 7 6.8% 7 38.2% 1 24.5% 13.7%
Kansas City 90.1% 2 7.3% 4 31.9% 4 20.5% 11.4%
Portland 90.0% 3 8.2% 2 33.3% 3 21.5% 11.7%
Peer Regions
Cincinnati 87.4% 6 7.8% 3 28.1% 7 17.7% 10.4%
Indianapolis 88.7% 5 7.1% 6 31.7% 5 21.0% 10.7%
Minneapolis 92.7% 1 9.0% 1 37.6% 2 25.4% 12.1%
u.s. 85.0% 7.5% 27.7% 17.5% 10.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Comn8unirgy 2008.

While much of the emphasis of the knowledge economy is on highly educated workers,

workers with a range of educational abilities and skill leatde are required A Mi ddl e s ki |
jobs, for exampleare occupations that require at least a high school diploma, but less than a
four-year college degree. Middle skill jobs such as registered nurses, health technicians, and

many production workers require specialized training, certificatdsjmyear colege

degrees.

Attainment of awo-year degree can be used as a proxy of the availability of skilled workers
for middle skill jobs. Thepercentage of the Milwaukeee g i wonkforee with an associate
degree is increasing. Howevéreregion falls behindhe national attainment rate of 7.5%, as
well asseverabf the leader regions and its Midwestern peers.

Regional Trend:<:>

Comparison to Benchmarkgverage
Scientists and Engineers (S&Es) make up a small percentageldSheorkforce (1.5 %).

Their rolein discovery of new products and procesbsesvevermakes them a muetoveted
demographic in the innovation economy.
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Chart 5

Milwaukee's Regional Workforce
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Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment Statistics 300&3008.

The Mil waukee regionbés S&E popul ation mirrors
1.5% of regional occupations in 2008 (TableTd)e number of S&E jobs the regiorhas

grown, increasing 7.3% between 2005 and 2008. However, the rateezfsads slower than

the rate of growth nationally (8.8%). S&E positions in the region are flat as a percentage of

total occupations and on a per capita basis during the period gFhart

Table 6: Scientist and Engineers by MSA, 2008
XKE % of S&E Jobs

Occupations People
Milwaukee 12,350 1.5% 8.0 4
Leader Regions
Austin 18,650 2.4% 11.3 1
Kansas City 14,710 1.4% 7.3 5
Portland 18,940 1.8% 8.6 3
Peer Regions
Cincinnati 13,400 1.3% 6.2 6
Indianapolis 8,430 0.9% 4.9 7
Minneapolis 28,340 1.6% 8.8 2
National 2,026,030 1.5% 6.7

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment Statistics Survey, 200
Public Policy Forum.

Milwaukee is in the middle of the pack when comparednowation leader economies

(Chart 6)and peer regiain both perceratgeof total jobs that are S&E and per cafi&E

jobs Milwaukee has more S&E positions per capita than Kansas City, Cincinnati, and
Indianapolis, but lags Portland and Austin. As expkdheistin leads all the benchmark

regions with the most S&E positions per capita, growing by 31.2 percent between 2005 and
2008.
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Chart 6

Scientists and Engineers
Leader Region Comparison
12.0
11.0
_é 10.0
o 90 = Milwaukee
8 80 — Austin
i
g 0 e=mmKansas City
o 6.0
— Portland
5.0
4.0
2005 2006 2007 2008

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment Statistics Survégob%

Regional Trend:
Comparison to Benchmarkgsverage

Knowledge workers, a broadly defined category of occupations which includes scientists and
engineers (see Appendix A), are the source of many of the ideas upon which the innovation
economy is built.

Mi |l waukeeds knowl edge workforce of al most 145
comparison regions (Table 7). With just over 17% of all occupations in knowledge jobs,

Milwaukee lags the 18.7 percent of knowledge jobs available across the nation and thehind al
comparison regions except Indianapolis. The M
experienced a limited increase (3.2%) between 2005 and 2008, again falling below the 8.2%

growth of knowledge jobs nationally. On a per capita basis, Milwaukee faregavorably

with 93.5 knowledge jobs per 1,000 people in comparison to 83.2 jobs per 1,000 nationally,

and falls in the middle of comparable MSAs.

8 The Occupational Empjanent Statistics use panel data to reflect gradual changes in staffing patterns.

However, changes in occupational categories can result in significant shifts in employment totals. The analysis

period was chosen to minimize affects of such changes. Désigi&ffort spikes are seen in the data for some

MSAs. I n chart 6, there is a sudden spike in Portland?o:
occupational category of computer hardware engineers is added for the MSA. A similar spike is rwttheen f

other MSAs because the category was already in place for the 2005 and 2006 data sets.
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Table 7: Knowledge Workers by MSA, 2008

Total % of Total Knowledge Per
Employment  Occupations Jobs per Capita
1,000 Rank
People
Milwaukee 144,810 17.1% 93.5 4
Leader Regions
Austin 188,430 24.3% 114.0 2
Kansas City 200,710 19.8% 100.3 3
Portland 196,360 18.8% 89.0 6
Peer Regions
Cincinnati 182,530 17.7% 84.7 7
Indianapolis 154,310 17.1% 90.0 5
Minneapolis 395,640 22.2% 122.5 1
National 25,296,130 18.7% 83.2

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment Statistics Survey, 2(

Public Policy Forum.

Benchmarkedolelywith recognized leader regiordjlwaukeecomparegavorably with
Portland, but behind Austin and Kansas @itknowledge jobs per 1,000 peof{ehart7).

Chart 7
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Trend:ﬁ

Comparson to BenchmarksFavorable

Between 2006 and 201&n estimated 46% of job openings in Wisconsin are expected to be

in middle-skill jobs that require some training, but less thdawa-year college degre® As

seen in Table 8, one of oure g i o ngthslies sntitgslallad workfore. Skilled and

techncal occupationgsee Appendix A for definition also known as middiskilled jobs

make up 13.6 percentofalljobsn t he Mi | waukee region. While t
percentage of all occupations skikedaondb mpar abl e t
technicaljobs per 1,000 people at 74.4 exceeds all the comparison leader and peer regions

(Chart 8). Despite the loss of manufacturing jobs, the Milwaukee region continues to see an
increase in skilled jobs, growing by 8.6 % between 2005 and 203 Rortland

experienced a larger jump at 22.2%.

Table 8: Skilled and Technical Workers, 2008
SkilledJobs Per

0,
Em[-l_l(())t;lrlnent O?C?pr-;?i:)a::s per 1,000 Cahs
People Rank
Milwaukee 115,300 13.6% 74.4 1
Leader Regions
Austin 82,290 10.6% 49.8 7
Kansas City 37,800 13.6% 68.8 4
Portland 143,210 13.7% 64.9 5
Peer Regions
Cincinnati 137,130 13.3% 63.6 6
Indianapolis 119,640 13.2% 69.7 3
Minneapolis 33,740 13.1% 72.4 2
National 18,148,800 13.4% 59.7

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistidscupational Employment Statistics Survey, 2008
Public Policy Forum.

19 Skills to Compete Wisconsin and The Workforce Alliardd, s c onsi nds FSkilJplist t en Mi ddl e
Meeting the Demands of a 2Century EconomyOctober 2009 aessed on 11/4/09 at
http://www.skills2compete.org/atf/cf/%7B8E9806BB63421 7-AF74-
26F62108EA68%7D/FORGOTTENJOBS_WI_FINAL.PDF
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Chart 8

Skilled and Technical Workforce
Leader Region Comparison
80.0
= 75.0 _—
3
$ 700
8 65.0 ——— e S Milwaukee
ijr 60.0 Austin
% 55.0 esmmKansas City
8 50.0 Portland
™ 450
40.0
2005 2006 2007 2008

Regional Trend:<:>

Comparison to Benchmarks: Average

Highly educated foreign born immigrants are a key demographic associated with innovation.

For example, atent activity among immigrants has been shown to be almost double that of

the United Statesd native born epdpgatedtimgt i on. Th
may be linked to the substantial number of immigrants who hold advanced degrees in science

and engineering’ In addition, The Kauffman Index of Entrepreneurial Activitynd that

immigrants start businesses at higher rates than nativedsigents in the U.3: and other

researczzgl has showhat immigrants oftearefounders of U.Sbased firms receiving venture

capital:

In Milwaukee, the immigrant population age 25 years old and older increased by more than
11,000 peoplél4d.7%)between 2005 and 2008. Like many regions, much of the growth
among immigrants the Milwaukee regioms comprised ofesseducated foreigivorn

residents. Neverthelesss seen in Table $he Milwaukee region continues to attract highly
educated foreigihorn residentas well,though at a slower pace than leskicated

immigrants.

2 Hunt, Jennifer and Marjolaine Gauthieroi sel | e, fAHow much does i mmigration
http://www.iza.org/confeance_files/TAM_08/hunt_j136.pdf
Fairlie, Robert, AThe Kauffma#0l0B8de&x pof lEnacepssreu @it :

http://www.kauffman.org/uploadedFiles/kiea_042709.pdf

2 Anderson, Stuart and Michaela Platzer for the National Venture CApiaciation American Made: The
Impact of Immigrant Entrepreneuasd Professionals on U.S. Competitiven&gsvember 2006,
http://www.nvca.org/index.php?optionem_content&view=article&id=79&Itemid=103
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Table 9 also shows thdid Milwaukeeregiob s educated i mmi grant popul
size when compared to the benchmark regions, falling behind Minneapolis, Austin, and
Portland (Table 9). Milwaukee also is experiengtayvergrowthof educated immigrants.

Table 9: Highly Educated Foreign Born Residents by MSA, 2008

Foreign Born ~ Number of Foreign Highly Rank % Change in
as % of Total Born (25years and Educated % Educated Highly
Population (25 older ) with Foreign Born as  Foreign Educated
and Older) Bachelors or Higher % of Total Pop  Born Pop Immigrants
Milwaukee 8.5% 5,212 2.5% 4 ~ 85%
Leader Regions
Austin 18.1% 54,090 5.2% 1 o 111%
Kansa<ity 7.4% 7,529 2.1% 5 15.6%
Portland, OR 15.1% 1,280 4.1% 2 O 9.9%
Peer Regions
Cincinnati 4.2% 5,814 1.8% 7 S 28%
Indianapolis 6.0% 2,743 2.0% 6 12.7%
Minneapolis 10.3% 2,490 3.4% 3 -~ 188%

Source: American Community Survey 2005 and 2008.
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Indicator Set#3 z Business Dynamism and Entrepreneurship
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that are able to support a high level of entrepreneurship actiVity.

Local entrepreneurs play a pivotal role in the kremlgle economylhe entrepreneurial spirit
is commonly housed most prominently maller and newer companies that strive
translate new ideas and technologies into viable prodUgis.indicator offers a snapshot of

our regionods

e n t nt tarpughejab grawthi assbciatedwith smalln me

businesses and the dynamic environment of business creation

and destruction.

A. Entrepreneurial Job Growth

Regional Trend'
Comparison to Benchmarks: Average

Small businesses make upiaareasing number of
Milwaukeearea businesses. In 2007, almost 87% of region:
businesses employed fewer than 100 people (Chart 9). The
same small establishments (micro plus small businesses)
provided over 387,000 jopbamounting talmost 43% of jobs
in the region(Chart 10).

Chart9

Business Size Defined

Micro Businesss less than 10
employees

Small Businesss 10-99 employees

Medium and Large Firmsnore than 100
employees

Nonresident Firns: firms headquartered
outside of Wisconsin

NoncommerciaBusines