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Dear Partners,

In 2013 we commissioned Vital Signs, a compilation of quality of life
indicators, comparing Greater Milwaukee to 15 metro regions across

the country. Vital Signs 2013 was used by many community residents and
stakeholders to spark conversation and dialogue, and inform the work of
nonprofits, businesses, government leaders, and residents.

Vital Signs 2015 shows movement since 2013 regarding our region’s strength,
well-being, and vitality. The new report retains many of the same indicators as
the 2013 report and compares Milwaukee to the same 15 regions, facilitating
analysis and highlighting important trends.

Sincerely,

Ellen Gilligan
President and CEQ,

Greater Milwaukee Foundation

Both reports have provided empirical evidence reinforcing previous studies
and years of anecdotal observation that sharp racial and ethnic disparities
persist in numerous indicators of regional vitality. We believe that as metro
Milwaukee becomes an increasingly diverse region, it is critical to our region’s
tuture strength and vitality that we advance the well-being of all residents.

It is incumbent upon all of us to use this powerful information to direct the
important work of moving our region forward. We can only accomplish this
goal together, and we look forward to working with you to make it happen.

/A

Julia H. Taylor

President,

Mary Lou Young
President and CEQO,

United Way of Greater Milwaukee
& Waukesha County

Greater Milwaukee Committee
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Introduction

About Community Benchmarking

Benchmarking is a process in which standardized, measurable indicators
are used to track and assess how a community is doing. Communities can
benchmark in several ways against best practices, policies, or leaders in a
field; other communities; the state and nation; or community-established
goals, targets, or trends.

In December 2011, the Greater Milwaukee Foundation, a family
of more than 1,200 individual charitable funds serving the Milwaukee
metropolitan area and beyond, approached Community Research Partners
(CRP) about producing a benchmarking study. Building upon the legacy
of Vital Signs, a program developed by the Greater Milwaukee Foundation
to measure the basic needs in metropolitan Milwaukee through data, CRP
designed and implemented the metro area’s first benchmarking report.

Cosponsored by the Greater Milwaukee Foundation, the United Way
of Greater Milwaukee & Waukesha County, and the Greater Milwaukee
Committee, Vital Signs: Benchmarking Metro Milwaukee 2015 represents the
second edition of the benchmarking project.

Principles Guiding the Project

'This benchmarking project is designed to reflect the following
principles:

Benchmark against both similar and best-in-class communities.
Compare Milwaukee with 15 metropolitan areas that represent both
“peer communities” (similar demographics/geography) and “best-in-class
communities” (having characteristics that other communities emulate).

Select indicators from a broad framework, with a focus on economic
competitiveness. Identify indicators that describe characteristics of the
population, economy, and quality of life that contribute to the economic
competitiveness of the region.

Use easily accessible, recent data. Collect data from existing, centralized
sources. The process does not include conducting new research or collecting
data from individual communities. If possible, the report uses indicator data
no more than three years old that can also be regularly updated.

Produce a product that is useful to a wide audience. Prepare a report
that (1) is easy for a variety of users to understand, (2) can be used to guide
program and policy development, (3) informs the community about how
Milwaukee stacks up, and (4) inspires the community to act.

Provide regular updates. After the initial release, produce updates to
assess progress and trends.

The Indicator Groups

'The indicators in Vital Signs: Benchmarking Metro Milwaukee 2015 are
organized within five sections, each describing a facet of the community that
contributes to economic competitiveness:

1. Population Vitality: indicators of population growth, diversity, age,
and households

2. Economic Strength: indicators of industries and innovation, business
growth, business size and ownership, productivity, employment, and
workforce

3. Personal Prosperity: indicators of income, economic equity and

hardship, homeownership, and housing affordability

4. Lifelong Learning: indicators of educational attainment, language,
school attendance, and enrollment

5. Community Well-being: indicators of health, safety, civic life,
transportation, and environmental quality
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The Metro Areas

'This report compares the Milwaukee metro area with 15 others across

the country. For most of the indictors, these are the Metropolitan Statistical
Areas (MSAs) defined by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) in February 2013 and used by the Census Bureau and other federal
agencies for statistical purposes. They are composed of counties and county
equivalents. For a list of all 16 metro areas benchmarked in this report and
their corresponding geographic definitions, see the table on the facing page.

The OMB redefines MSA geographies every 10 years based on new
data from the Decennial Census. About two-thirds of the indicators in this
report use the current definitions, however many data sources continue to use
the June 2003 MSA definitions and these are identified on the applicable
indicator pages. While the Milwaukee metro area has remained the same, the
definitions for eight of the comparison MSAs have changed. The June 2003
definitions for the 16 metro areas benchmarked in this report can be found in

Appendix C.
CRP has also collected much of the indicator data for the top 100 MSAs

by population. Where possible, these data are used to create an average for
comparison purposes. In addition to this report, an online resource includes
the data collected for the top 100 MSAs to enable users to perform their own
benchmarking comparisons:

http://www.communityresearchpartners.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/
VitalSigns2015_Top100.xlsx

A map of the top 100 MSAs, highlighting Milwaukee and the 15

benchmarking metros, can be found on page iv.

Organization of the Report

Each section begins with an overview of the data in the section. These
introductions include an analysis, in both narrative and graphic format, of
how the Milwaukee metro area compares to the other 15 communities.

'The report comprises 74 topics, each with a primary indicator and one or
more related indicators. Each topic (with two exceptions) is displayed on one
page. The indicator pages include data sources and definitions, a table, and a
bar graph that together illustrate multiple dimensions of the indicator topic.
Where historical data are available, a Milwaukee Trends line graph presents
the data for Milwaukee on the primary indicator over time.

About the Rankings

'The format of the report is intended to highlight the data. Unlike some
benchmarking reports, there are neither letter grades nor up and down
arrows to compare the metro areas. However, each indicator section contains
a bar graph that rank-orders the metro areas, and there are rankings in
the data tables as well. Many of the graphs display data as a percentage or
rate to enable apples-to-apples comparisons of metro areas with different
populations.

In ranking most of the indicators, 1 indicates both “highest” and “best,”
and 16 indicates both “lowest” and “worst.” For some indicators (e.g.,
unemployment rate, poverty rate, crime rate), the lowest number is actually a
positive sign and so is ranked 1, whereas the MSA with the highest number
is ranked 16. A footnote indicates the rank-order system used on each page.
Tied metro areas (identified with T) are each assigned the next number in the
ranking sequence. The ranking then skips over the number(s) that would have
been assigned if there were no tie (e.g., 1,2, T-3,T-3,5).

Finally, ranking should be considered within the context of the specific
indicator. For data where the spread between the highest and lowest figures is
small, ranking may be a less useful tool for analysis.
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Metro area | U.S. Census Bureau MSA Component counties and county equivalents

Charlotte* | Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Cabarrus, Gaston, Iredell, Lincoln, Mecklenburg, Rowan, Union, NC; Anderson, Chester, York, SC

Chicago Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-IN-WI Cook, DeKalb, DuPage, Grundy, Kane, Kendall, Lake, McHenry, Will, IL; Jasper, Lake, Newton, Porter, IN; Kenosha, WI

Cincinnati Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN Brown, Butler, Clermont, Hamilton, Warren, OH; Boone , Bracken, Campbell, Gallatin, Grant, Kenton, Pendleton, KY; Dearborn, Franklin, Ohio, IN
Cleveland Cleveland-Elyria, OH Cuyahoga, Geauga, Lake, Lorain, Medina, OH

Columbus* | Columbus, OH Delaware, Fairfield, Franklin, Hocking, Licking, Madison, Morrow, Perry, Pickaway, Union, OH

Denver Denver-Aurora-Lakewood, CO Adams, Arapahoe, Broomfield, Clear Creek, Denver, Douglas, Elbert, Gilpin, Jefferson, Park, CO

Detroit Detroit-Warren-Dearborn, MI Lapeer, Livingston, Macomb, Oakland, St. Clair, Wayne, Ml

Indianapolis*
Jacksonville
Kansas City*
Louisville*
Milwaukee
Minneapolis*
Nashville*
Pittsburgh

Saint Louis*

Indianapolis-Carmel-Anderson, IN
Jacksonwville, FL

Kansas City, MO-KS
Louisville/Jefferson County, KY-IN

Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis, WI

Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI

Nashville-Davidson-Murfreesboro-Franklin, TN

Pittsburgh, PA

St. Louis, MO-IL

Boone, Brown, Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, Johnson, Madison, Marion, Morgan, Putnam, Shelby, IN

Baker, Clay, Duval, Nassau, St. Johns, FL

Bates, Caldwell, Cass, Clay, Clinton, Jackson, Lafayette, Platte, Ray, MO; Johnson, Leavenworth, Linn, Miami, Wyandotte, KS

Bullitt, Henry, Jefferson, Oldham, Shelby, Spencer, Trimble, KY; Clark, Floyd, Harrison, Scott, Washington, IN

Milwaukee, Ozaukee, Washington, Waukesha, WI

Anoka, Carver, Chisago, Dakota, Hennepin, Isanti, Le Sueur, Mille Lacs, Ramsey, Scott, Sherburne, Sibley, Washington, Wright, MN; Pierce, St. Croix, WI
Cannon, Cheatham, Davidson, Dickson, Hickman, Macon, Maury, Robertson, Rutherford, Smith, Sumner, Trousdale, Williamson, Wilson, TN
Allegheny, Armstrong, Beaver, Butler, Fayette, Washington, Westmoreland, PA

Franklin, Jefferson, Lincoln, St. Charles, St. Louis, St. Louis (city), Warren, MO; Bond, Calhoun, Clinton, Jersey, Macoupin, Madison, Monroe, St. Clair, IL

Note: Most of the indicators in this report use the February 2013 metro area definitions. The definitions for eight of the comparison MSAs, indicated with an asterisk (*), changed from 2003 to 2013.
For the June 2003 defintions, see Appendix C.

Caveats About Accuracy

Some of the data sources used in this report are based on surveys—such
as the American Community Survey—that provide estimates along with a
margin of error. It is important to note that the margin of error may affect the
accuracy of the rankings and trends over time. However, given the nature of
this report, the margin of error can be confusing and distracts from the big
picture. Furthermore, the design of this report makes it difficult to display

the margin of error in a comprehensible way. For these reasons estimates are
presented without the margin of error.

CRP has been careful in collecting, analyzing, and presenting data from a
variety of sources to prepare this report. Data sources are judged to be reliable,
but it was not possible to authenticate all data. If careful readers of the report
discover data or typographical errors, feedback is welcome and any corrections
will be incorporated into future versions of the report.
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http://www.communityresearchpartners.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/VitalSigns2015_Top100.xlsx
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Section 1: Population Vitality

This section includes indicators of population
growth, diversity, age, and households

that describe the vitality of the metro area
populations.

'The following are the Population Vitality indicator categories:

Population Growth
Birth Rate

Foreign-born Population
Race and Ethnicity
Residential Segregation
Child Population

Senior Population
Median Age

Households

Same-sex Couples

POPULATION VITALITY 11



Population Vitality Overview

'This section includes demographic indicators measuring population
growth, migration, diversity, age, and household size and composition. These
help describe the vitality of the metro area populations. Faster growing, more
diverse, and younger metro areas tend to be more economically competitive.

'The table on the right shows where the rankings in this section fall.

For the most part, the rankings have not changed much from the last
benchmarking report. Milwaukee still tends to rank in the middle or toward
the bottom tier when it comes to population vitality. However, there are signs
the population will be getting younger and more diverse in the near future.
'This demographic transition will pose new challenges if the racial divide
continues to widen.

Age and Diversity

Milwaukee currently has a moderate level of diversity. The metro area still
ranks near the top tier in the percentage of the population of a racial or ethnic
minority (Indicator 1.04). At the same time, the population is aging slightly.
Although ranks have not changed much, the percentage of the population
age 65 and older (1.07) has grown and the percentage under 18 has dropped
from the last report (1.06). All of these demographic changes reflect national
trends. However, there is a large age disparity in Milwaukee between Whites
and non-Whites—the non-Hispanic White population is one of the oldest
among the 16 metros, whereas the African American and Asian populations
are among the youngest (1.08). This suggests that as older Whites reach the
end of life, the younger non-White population, who tend to have higher birth
rates, will grow and reverse the aging trend.

Racial Disparities

As the population becomes more racially and ethnically diverse, the
divide—both literal and figurative—between the White and non-White
populations in metro Milwaukee may continue to grow as well. Although
the data have not been updated since the last report, it is worth restating
that Milwaukee has the worst residential segregation between Whites and
African Americans (1.05). Also, as mentioned above, there is a disparity in age
between races.

Population Vitality: How Milwaukee Compares
'This figure depicts how the Milwaukee metro area compares to the other
15 metro areas using data from the bar graphs on the indicator pages in the
Population Vitality section.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Population (% change) [ ]
Births per 1,000 population [
Foreign-born population (%) [
Minority population (%) [
Black-White Dissimilarity Index* [ ]
Population under age 18 (%) o
Population age 65 & older* (%) ([ )
Median age* ([ ]
Average persons per household [ J

Same-sex couples PY
per 1,000 households

® Milwaukee metro area Top tier Middle tier Bottom tier

These indicators are ranked from highest (1) to lowest (16), except (*) ranked lowest (1) to highest (16).

These racial disparities can be seen throughout the report. African
American and Hispanic households have among the lowest median incomes
in the cohort, whereas non-Hispanic White households in the metro area
earn more than twice as much (3.01). Likewise, the percentages of African
Americans, Asians, and Hispanics in poverty are all among the highest;
African Americans in Milwaukee have the highest poverty rate among the
16 metro areas, but the poverty rate among non-Hispanic Whites is one of
the lowest (3.05). Perhaps most devastating, African American mothers in
metropolitan Milwaukee experience one of the highest infant mortality rates
in the cohort, whereas White mothers in the community experience one of
the lowest rates (5.05).
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Indicator 1.01: Population Growth

'This indicator includes U.S. Census Bureau data on the total metro _

area populations in 2010 and 2013 and the increase or decrease in
population from 2010 to 2013. This indicator has been modified 1.50% 1.26%
from the 2013 report (see Appendix A). 1.25%

1.00%
0.75%
0.50%

0.25%
0.00%

2006-2009 2007-2010 2008-2011 2009-2012 2010-2013

Metro area Total population Total population
2010 2013 S 2.78%, Top 100 MSAs

Denver 2,553,829 2,697,476 I 5.62%
Charlotte 2,223,635 2,335,358 I 5.02%
Nashville 1,675,945 1,757,912 I 1, 89 %
Jacksonville 1,349,095 1,394,624 I 3.37 %

Indianapolis 1,892,323 1,953,961 I 3.26 %

Columbus 1,906,243 1,967,066 I, 3.19 %

Minneapolis 3,355,167 3,459,146 I 3.10%

Kansas City 2,013,691 2,054,473 I 2.03%

Louisville (16) 1,237,851 (16) 1,262,261 _ 1.97%

Cincinnati 2,117,344 2,137,406 I 0 95%

Milwaukee (14) 1,556,549 (14) 1,569,659 I 0.84% (11)

Chicago (1 9,470,335 (1 9,537,289 I 0.71%

Saint Louis 2,789,893 2,801,056 I 0.40%

Pittsburgh 2,356,658 2,360,867 W 0.18%

Detroit 4,291,400 4,294,983 0 0.08%

Cleveland 2,075,690 2,064,725 -0.53% I

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Estimates (# Ranked from highest (1) to lowest (16)
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Indicator 1.02: Birth Rate

'This indicator includes data on birth rates from the U.S. Census
Bureau. The birth rate is the total number of live births occurring to
residents of an area expressed as a percentage of an area’s population.
'The rate is estimated using reports from the Census Bureau’s
Federal-State Cooperative Program for Population Estimates and
the National Center for Health Statistics.

14.5
14.0
13.5
13.0
12.5

12.0

lal=5
id 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

(#) Milwaukee metro area rank from current and previous Vizal Signs reports shown in parentheses

Metro area Total births

12,7, Top 100 MSAs
Indianapolis 27,021 I —— 3.8
Columbus 26,464 I — 13.5
Kansas City 27,632 I —— 13.4
Minneapolis 44,980 I —— 13.0
Nashville 22,821 I ——13.0
Denver 34,971 I ——13.0
Cincinnati 27,366 I — 1.8
Milwaukee (14) 19,963 I, 12.7 (T-8)
Chicago (1) 120,920 I —— 127
Charlotte 29,505 I —— 12.6
Jacksonville 17,510 I — 12..6
Louisville (16) 15,698 I —— 2.4,
Saint Louis 34,204 I — 1.2
Detroit 50,105 I —— 1.7
Cleveland 23,204 I — 1.2
Pittsburgh 23,938 I —10.1

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Estimates

(#) Ranked from highest (1) to lowest (16)
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Indicator 1.03: Foreign-born Population

'This indicator includes data from the American Community Survey
on the number and percentage of the total population who were not
U.S. citizens at birth. The percentage of foreign-born persons who
arrived in the United States in 2000 or later provides a picture of

new immigrants in a metro area.

8.5%
8.0%

7.4%
7.5%
7.0%
6.5%
6.0%

5.5%

id 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

(#) Milwaukee metro area rank from current and previous Vizal Signs reports shown in parentheses

Metro area Total foreign-born Percentage entered
population United States, e 16.6%, Top 100 MSAs
Chicago (1) 1,694,826 35.4% I — 17 8%
Denver 324,111 42.9% I — 12.0%
Minneapolis 336,263 49.8% . 9.7 %
Charlotte 225,673 49.4% I, .7 %
Detroit 400,284 42.1% I 9.3 %0
Jacksonville 113,671 41.9% I B.2%
Nashville 131,415 55.5% I, 7.5 %
Columbus 139,562 54.8% I 7.1%
Milwaukee (13) 110,618 1) 44.1% I 7.0% (9)
Kansas City 134,385 50.3% I 6.5 %
Indianapolis 127,767 59.6% I 6.5%
Cleveland 114,501 (16) 33.8% I 5.5%
Louisville (16) 62,494 (1) 63.2% I 4.9%
Cincinnati 93,691 55.5% I 4.4%
Saint Louis 122,762 44.3% I 4.4%
Pittsburgh 88,999 48.6% I 3.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey

(#) Ranked from highest (1) to lowest (16)
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Indicator 1.04: Race and Ethnicity

'This indicator includes data from the American Community
Survey on the racial and ethnic diversity of the metro areas. These

data reflect self-identification by people according to the race and 34.0%
ethnicity with which they most closely identify. The percentages in o 2175 32.0%
the data table do not total 100% because there are additional Census 32.0% 31.1% 31.3% —— -
‘6 eat 31.0% ® ®
race classifications not shown on the table. ©
30.0% 29.2%
29.0%
28.0%
v 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

(#) Milwaukee metro area rank from current and previous Vizal Signs reports shown in parentheses

Metro area White, | Black or African Asian, Hispanic or
non-Hispanic GO, | AR 0 0 44.4%, Top 100 MSAS
non-Hispanic (of any race)
Chicago (16) 54.3% 16.6% (T-1) 6.0% 21.4% I 15.9%
Charlotte 63.3% 22.0% 3.0% 9.6% I, 36.9 %
Jacksonville 64.9% 21.2% 3.6% 7.7% I 3552 %
Denver 65.4% (16) 5.2% 3.7% | (1) 22.7% . 34.9 %
Detroit 67.5% (1) 22.3% 3.8% 4.1% Iy, 32,7 %o
Milwaukee (11) 68.1% (7) 16.3% (-6) 3.2% | (3) 10.1% I 32.0% (6)
Cleveland 71.1% 19.6% 2.1% 5.1% I, 29.0%
Kansas City 73.7% 12.4% 2.5% 8.6% I 265 %
Nashville 73.7% 15.3% 2.4% 6.7% I 265 %
Indianapolis 74.5% 14.6% 2.5% 6.3% I 25.8%
Saint Louis 74.7% 18.1% 2.3% 2.8% I, 254 %
Columbus 75.7% 14.4% 3.2% 3.7% I 24.4%
Minneapolis 77.8% 7.4% (T-1) 6.0% 5.6% . 22.4%
Louisville 77.8% 13.9% (16) 1.6% 4.3% I 22.2%
Cincinnati 80.9% 11.9% 2.1% 2.8% I 19.2%
Pittsburgh (1) 86.5% 8.1% 2.0% | (16) 1.5% I 13.6%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (#) Ranked from highest (1) to lowest (16) *All racial groups except non-Hispanic White are included.
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Indicator 1.05: Residential Segregation

'This indicator includes data from the Population Studies Center

at the University of Michigan. A dissimilarity index can be used to
measure racial and ethnic residential segregation in a community.
It calculates the evenness with which two groups are distributed
across a defined area. An index of 0 means complete integration,
and an index of 100 means complete segregation. The dissimilarity
index was based on an analysis of 2010 Decennial Census tract
data. These data are for metro areas based on June 2003 definitions.
New data were not available to update the indicator for the 2015

report.

88.0
86.0
84.0 82.8

P— 81.5
82.0

80.0

78.0
76.0 )

1990 2000 2010

Metro area Asian-White Hispanic-White

dissimilarity index dissimilarity index 56.2, Top 100 MSAs median
Minneapolis 42.8 42.5 I 52.9
Jacksonville 37.5 ©) 27.6 | —— 531
Charlotte 43.6 47.6 I 3.8
Nashville 41.0 47.9 I 56.2
Louisville 42.2 38.7 I —  538.1
Kansas City 384 44.4 I — 61.2
Columbus 433 41.5 I 62.2
Denver (1) 334 48.8 I 626
Pittsburgh (16) 52.4 28.6 I 65.8
Indianapolis 41.6 47.3 I, 6.4
Cincinnati 46.0 36.9 I 69.4
Saint Louis 443 30.7 I — 77 3
Cleveland 41.3 52.3 I 741
Detroit 50.6 433 I —— 75.3
Chicago 44.9 56.3 I 76.4
Milwaukee 4) 40.7 (16) 57.0 I, 31.5 (16)

Source: University of Michigan, Population Studies Center

(#) Ranked from lowest (1) to highest (16)
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Indicator 1.06: Child Population

'This indicator includes data from the American Community Survey
on the number and percentage of individuals under age 18. A larger
share of children in a population is an indicator of a family-friendly

community and a vibrant, growing workforce.

26.0%
25.5%
25.0% 9
6 24.6% 246% 24.4%

245% ¢ —— 24.2% :
24.0% ©) Nf 2
23.5% (10)
23.0%

¥ 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

(#) Milwaukee metro area rank from current and previous Vizal Signs reports shown in parentheses

Metro area Total population

O g 8 00 23.6%, Top 100 MSAS
Indianapolis 496,260 I 25.4%
Kansas City 514,008 | 251 %
Charlotte 580,589 1NN 2.9 %
Cincinnati 519,692 N 2. 4 %
Minneapolis 840,956 | 23 %
Columbus 476,407 I 2.2 %
Denver 649,551 I 24 1%
Chicago (1) 2,294,736 | 2. %
Nashville 419,370 | 23 9 %
Milwaukee (14) 373,796 I, 23.5% (10)
Detroit 996,014 | 23 2%
Louisville (16) 291,455 [ 23. 1%
Saint Louis 643,436 I 23,07
Jacksonville 318,542 | 22 5%
Cleveland 458,268 I 2.2 %
Pittsburgh 459,307 I 10.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey

(#) Ranked from highest (1) to lowest (16)
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Indicator 1.07: Senior Population

'This indicator includes data from the American Community Survey
on the number and percentage of individuals age 65 and older. As
baby boomers age, the senior population across the country grows,
posing new challenges. A larger share of seniors in a population

is an indicator of a community with greater health care needs and
more people exiting the workforce and becoming economically

dependent on the working-age population.

Metro area

Total population

14.5%
14.0% 13.5%
13.5% 13.1%
(10)

13.0% R 12.6% 12.7%
12.5% [ ® (10)
12.0%
11.5%

id 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

(#) Milwaukee metro area rank from current and previous Vizal Signs reports shown in parentheses

A0 B A Ol 13.2%, Top 100 MSAs
Denver 303,346 I — 11.2%
Columbus 229,647 I 11.7%
Nashville 206,771 I 11.8%
Minneapolis 411,028 I —— 11.9%
Charlotte 280,572 I 12.0%
Indianapolis 236,165 I 12.1%
Chicago (16) 1,184,616 I 12.4%
Kansas City 266,047 . 13.0%
Cincinnati 284,077 I 13.3%
Milwaukee (4) 211,820 I 13.5% (10)
Jacksonville 192,450 I 13.8%
Louisville (1 177,340 . 14.0%
Detroit 616,038 . 14.3%
Saint Louis 404,480 I 14.4%
Cleveland 334,796 I 16.2%
Pittsburgh 425,433 1 18.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey

(#) Ranked from lowest (1) to highest (16)
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Indicator 1.08: Median Age

'This indicator includes data from the American Community Survey
on the median age of the metro area populations. The median age,

which is expressed in years, is the age that divides the population 40.0
into two groups of equal size. Half the population is older than the 39.0
median age, and half is younger. This indicator includes median age 38.0 37.0 . 37.0 37.1 37.2
data for the total population as well as the median age for selected 37.0 ¢ —— T = :)
racial and ethnic subgroups. 268
35.0
34.0
i 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

(#) Milwaukee metro area rank from current and previous Vizal Signs reports shown in parentheses

Metro area White, Black or Asian Hispanic
non-Hispanic Aftican O 0 ] 37.5, US.
American (of any race)
Columbus () 385 31.5 325 24.6 I — 357
Indianapolis 39.2 31.4 329 (1) 24.4 I 36.0
Denver 40.6 33.7 35.2 27.2 I 361
Nashville 39.5 31.6 33.1 24.8 I 361
Chicago 42.4 34.5 36.5 27.7 I, 36.5
Kansas City 40.2 33.1 32.8 255 I, 36.6
Minneapolis 40.9 (1 27.2 (1) 28.7 24.6 I, 366
Charlotte 41.4 32.8 32.1 25.8 I 36.9
Milwaukee (14) 43.5 (2) 29.0 | (2 29.7 | (6) 25.1 I 37.2 (9)
Cincinnati 40.3 323 32.1 24.6 I — 37 .9
Jacksonville 42.5 31.3 38.9 30.0 I 38.0
Saint Louis 41.8 33.2 33.7 25.8 I, 386
Louisville 41.5 32.2 31.5 27.3 I 38.9
Detroit 433 | (16) 35.2 (16) 34.6 | (16) 26.3 I — 10.0
Cleveland 44.6 35.1 35.1 26.5 I 1.3
Pittsburgh (16)  45.0 335 31.0 25.8 k]
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (#) Ranked from lowest (1) to highest (16)
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Indicator 1.09: Households

'This indicator includes data from the American Community

Survey on the number and type of households in the metro areas. A
household is defined as an occupied housing unit, and households

are categorized into types based on the characteristics of the

primary householder and his or her relationship with others in the
household. Examples of household types include married couples,
persons living alone, and single mothers with children and no
husband present. Average household size is calculated by dividing
the total number of people living in households in an area by the

total number of households.

2.65
2.60
2.55
2.50

2.45 (4 (13)

2.40

2.35
Y 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

(#) Milwaukee metro area rank from current and previous Vizal Signs reports shown in parentheses

Metro area Total Married | Persons living Women

households couple alone* | with children

Feneiel i (no husband e 2470, Top 100 MSAs
present)*

Chicago (1) 3,450,331 47.7% 28.6% 8.4% I — 72
Charlotte 859,709 48.4%| (1) 26.8% 9.4% I —, .68
Jacksonville 516,144 46.7% 28.8% 8.6% I, 2 .65
Nashville 662,187 48.2% 28.7% 8.1% I — 1 .60
Indianapolis 739,503 47.2% 28.7% | (16) 9.5% I, 0 .59
Denver 1,035,096 47.6% 29.4% 7.3% I — > 57
Detroit 1,658,085 45.2% 29.8% 9.1% I, .56
Columbus 750,394 46.3% 28.6% 8.6% I, ? .56
Minneapolis 1,332,110 (1) 50.1% 27.8% 7.1% I —, ) 55
Cincinnati 822,005 48.0% 27.8% 9.1% I .54,
Kansas City 798,618 47.9% 28.6% 8.8% I — 0 53
Louisville (16) 494,276 46.3% 29.1% 8.8% I .50
Saint Louis 1,105,652 47.3% 29.0% 8.9% I ? 48
Milwaukee (14) 622,962 (15) 44.7%| (14) 30.5% | (F11) 9.1% I 2.47 (14)
Cleveland 844,428 | (16) 42.4%)| (16) 33.0% 9.2% I, 7 .39
Pittsburgh 988,106 46.1% 32.9% (1 6.4% I — ) .33

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey

(#) Ranked from highest (1) to lowest (16)
except (*) ranked from lowest to highest
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Indicator 1.10: Same-sex Couples

'This indicator includes data from the American Community Survey
on same-sex partner households. The number includes both married
and unmarried same-sex couples.

7.00

6.00 5.29 493

5.00 4.19

4.00 3.43 3.43
@
3.00 (16)

2.00

1.00
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

(#) Milwaukee metro area rank from current and previous Vizal Signs reports shown in parentheses

e e Male couples Female couples
T 4,66, Top 100 MSAs
Denver 4,542 2,950 I — 7.24
Columbus 2,857 2,454 I —— 7 .08
Indianapolis 1,564 2,731 I —— 5.3
Minneapolis 3,735 3,936 I 5.76
Jacksonville (16) 988 1,535 1 — 489
Kansas City 1,892 1,658 Iy £, A5
Louisville 1,063 1,073 I 1,32
Milwaukee (11 1,529 (14) 1,079 I 4.19 (8)
Saint Louis 1,870 2,749 I 4,18
Pittsburgh 2,399 1,620 I 4.07
Nashville 1,540 (16) 980 I 3.81
Cincinnati 1,428 1,460 I 3.51
Detroit 2,403 3,363 I 3.48
Cleveland 1,365 1,559 I 3.46
Chicago (m 7,381 (1) 4,445 I 3.43
Charlotte 1,178 1,242 I 2 .81

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey

(#) Ranked from highest (1) to lowest (16)
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'This section includes indicators of industries

and innovation, business growth, business size
and ownership, productivity, employment, and
workforce that describe the strength of the metro
area eConomies.

'The following are the Economic Strength indicator categories:

2.01
2.02
2.03
2.04
2.05
2.06
2.07
2.08
2.09
2.10
2.11

Industry Sector Employment
Employment Change by Industry
High-tech Industries

Patents

Entrepreneurship

Fortune 1000 Companies
Venture Capital

Business Firms

Small Business Firms

Small Business Startups

Minority Business Ownership

2.12
2.13
2.14
2.15
2.16
2.17
2.18
2.19
2.20
2.21

Women'’s Business Ownership
Gross Metropolitan Product
Exports

Income and Wages
Occupations

Workforce

Creative Jobs

Green Jobs

Unemployment

Brain Gain
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Economic Strength Overview

'This section includes economic indicators measuring industrial
specialization and growth, business development, diversity in business
ownership, innovation, productivity, income and wages, workforce vitality and
creativity, the clean economy, and brain gain. These help describe the strength
of the metro area economies. A growing, diverse, and innovative economy—
and workforce—can drive the economic competitiveness of a region.

'The table on the next page shows where the rankings in this section fall.
'They provide a troubling economic picture for Milwaukee, which has twice as
many indicators in the bottom tier as in the top tier. Milwaukee continues to
transition from declining industries to more resilient ones, but the metro area
is falling behind in other areas.

Business Development
'The metro area still has a solid manufacturing sector—second only to
the education and health services sector in employment—remaining in first
place for manufacturing as a percentage of total employment (Indicator
2.01). Manufacturing in Milwaukee has endured because it has evolved and
specialized over time to keep up with demand. At the same time though, the
metro area has become one of the slowest in terms of business development.
Milwaukee ranks in the bottom tier for venture capital (2.07) and in last
place for the percentage of business owners in the workforce (2.05). This lack
of investment and entrepreneurship can begin to explain the inability to create
new businesses. The region ranks in the bottom tier for growth in the number
of employer firms (2.08), very small businesses as a percentage of all employer
firms (2.09), and very small business startups (2.10).

Jobs

For better or worse, a robust manufacturing sector often means an
abundance of low-paying blue-collar jobs. When all benchmarking metro
areas are adjusted to Milwaukee’s cost of living, Milwaukee ranks in the
bottom tier for per capita income (2.15).

'The unemployment rate currently falls in the middle tier. However, it
is worth noting that in the last report, Milwaukee ranked in the top tier for
this indicator, with one of the lowest rates among the 16 metro areas (2.20).
Although the unemployment rate is lower now than it was two years ago, the
substantial drop in rank indicates that the unemployment rate is falling faster
in other cities and that the economic recovery from the Great Recession has
slowed down in Milwaukee.

Milwaukee has moved into the top tier for creative jobs as a proportion
of all jobs (2.18). At the same time, the metro ranks near the bottom tier
for management and professional occupations as a percentage of total
employment (2.16), with only a slight improvement from the last report. The
lack of these jobs helps explain why Milwaukee is relatively poor at attracting
graduate degree—level talent. The metro area ranks in the bottom tier for the
number of new residents age 25 and older with a graduate degree per 100,000
persons in the population (2.21).
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Economic Strength: How Milwaukee Compares
'This figure depicts how the Milwaukee metro area compares to the other

15 metro areas using data from the bar graphs on the indicator pages in the
Economic Strength section.

12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 2 3 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
Education & health services PY Minority-owned businesses (%) [ ]
employment (%)
Women-owned businesses (%) [ ]
Manufacturing employment (%)| @
GMP per capita
Education & health services PY
employment (% change) Merchandise exports,
value per capita
Manufacturing emp. (% change) [
Adjusted per capita income ([
High-tech GDP LQ ([ )
Management, bqsiness, science, °
Patent grants per 100,000 pop. [ J and arts occupations (%)
Business ownership rate (%) [ ] Prime working-age pop. (%) [
Fortune 1000 companies [ ] Creative jobs per 1,000 jobs (]
VC investment per capita [ J Clean economy jobs °
per 1,000 jobs
Employer firms (% change)
Unemployment rate* (%) o
Very small business firms (%) .
New residents age 25+
Very small establishment births ) W'th1 gog(r)?)%uate dle%ree ®
per 1,000 establishments P Y MUY [efelilEnireln
® Milwaukee metro area Top tier Middle tier Bottom tier @ Milwaukee metro area Top tier Middle tier Bottom tier

These indicators are ranked from highest (1) to lowest (16), except (*) ranked lowest (1) to highest (16).

These indicators are ranked from highest (1) to lowest (16), except (*) ranked lowest (1) to highest (16).
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Indicator 2.01: Industry Sector Employment (1 of 2)

'This indicator includes data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics
(BLS) on the distribution of employment by industry. The BLS
uses the North American Industry Classification System, which
groups similar establishments into industry groups or sectors.
Descriptions of the selected industry sectors used in this indicator
are in Appendix B. These data are for metro areas based on June

2003 definitions.

20.0%
19.0% 18.2% B— 18.4%
17.9% 17.9% 1%
e 0
18.0% o= —— —— @)
3
17.0% 3)
16.0%
15.0%
14.0%
¥ 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

(#) Milwaukee metro area rank from current and previous Vizal Signs reports shown in parentheses

Metro area Professional Financial Information Government
and business activities e 15.7%, Top 100 MSAs
services
Pittsburgh 15.1% 6.2% 1.6% 10.3% I — 0.7 %
Cleveland 14.2% 6.1% 1.5% 12.9% I — 19.1%
Milwaukee 149 14.3% 8 6.6%| (8) 1.8% | (14) 10.7% I 18.4% (3)
Saint Louis 15.0% 6.5% 2.3% 12.3% 1 17.9%
Minneapolis 15.3% 7.9% 2.2% 13.1% I 16.5%
Detroit (1) 19.2% (16)  5.5% 1.5% | (16) 10.1% I 16.0%
Nashville 15.0% 6.3% 2.5% 12.8% I — 5.7 %
Cincinnati 16.0% 6.4% (16)  1.4% 12.4% I — 15.3%
Chicago 17.3% 6.5% 1.8% 12.4% I 15.3%
Jacksonville 15.5% (1) 10.0% 1.5% 12.1% I 14.9%
Indianapolis 15.2% 6.3% 1.7% 12.9% I, 1446 %
Columbus 16.7% 7.7% 1.9% | (1) 16.7% I 14.1%
Kansas City 16.0% 7.4% 3.0% 14.7% I — 13.7 %o
Louisville (16)  12.5% 6.9% 1.5% 13.4% I, 13.7 %
Denver 18.0% 7.4% (1 3.4% 14.2% . 12.3%
Charlotte 16.5% 8.5% 2.5% 13.8% I 10.2%

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Current Employment Statistics
Note: All industry sectors are not included, so percentages do not total 100%.

(#) Ranked from highest (1) to lowest (16)
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Indicator 2.01: Industry Sector Employment (2 of 2)

17.0%
16.0%
14.6% 0
15.0% 14.2% 14.0% 14.4% 14.4%
F

14.0% ———— “'—(1) "(1)
13.0%
12.0%
11.0%

id 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

(#) Milwaukee metro area rank from current and previous Vizal Signs reports shown in parentheses

Metro area Transportation Retail trade Wholesale Leisure and

and utilities trade hospitality S 7.5%, Top 100 MSAS
Milwaukee 15) 3.2% (16) 9.4% (13) 4.3% (16) 8.8% I 14.4% (1)
Detroit 3.3% 10.8% 4.6% 9.6% I, 12..3%
Cleveland (16)  3.0% 9.9% 4.8% 9.3% I 12.1%
Louisville (1) 6.8% 10.1% 4.7% 10.4% I 11.8%
Cincinnati 3.8% 10.1% (1) 5.8% 10.8% I 10.4%
Minneapolis 3.5% 9.8% 4.6% 9.3% I 10.2%
Chicago 4.6% 10.2% 5.4% 9.6% I 9.2 %
Indianapolis 6.0% 10.3% 4.9% 10.1% I, 9.0%
Nashville 4.3% 10.6% 4.9% 10.9% 1, 8.8 %
Saint Louis 3.5% 10.6% 4.6% 10.8% [, B.6%
Charlotte 4.3% 11.1% 5.3% 11.1% [, 8.4%
Pittsburgh 3.7% 10.9% (16)  3.9% 9.9% I — 7.7 %
Kansas City 4.5% 10.4% 5.0% 9.8% [ 7.2 %o
Columbus 4.7% 10.2% 4.0% 10.0% I 6.9 %
Denver 3.8% 9.9% 5.0% 10.9% I 4.9 %
Jacksonville 5.1% (Mm  11.8% 4.1% (M 11.9% I 4.6 %

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Current Employment Statistics

Note: All industry sectors are not included so percentages do not total 100%

(#) Ranked from highest (1) to lowest (16)
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Indicator 2.02: Employment Change by Industry (1 of 2)

'This indicator uses Bureau of Labor Statistics data to measure the
percentage of employment change (an increase or decrease in jobs)
tor selected industry sectors for the period from 2002 to 2011.
Descriptions of the selected industry sectors used in this indicator
are in Appendix B. These data are for metro areas based on June 2003

definitions.

22.0%

)
20.0% 18.5% 17.9%
18.0%

15.3% 15.1% 15.7%
16.0% ) =0
(13)

14.0% (15)
12.0%

10.0%

7 2000-2009 2001-2010 2002-2011 2003-2012 2004-2013

(#) Milwaukee metro area rank from current and previous Vizal Signs reports shown in parentheses

Metro area Professional Financial Information Government

and bS:SrI‘:::: activities o 251 %, Top 100 MSAs
Minneapolis 12.2% 0.5% -10.6% -2.1% N 37.3%
Denver 25.9% -23% -14.6% 12.6% I 37 .2 %
Charlotte 26.6% 8.3% 37% | (1) 24.1% I, 36.8 %)
Columbus 21.2% 1.9% -7.6% 6.2% I 355 8%
Jacksonville 20.1% 4.5% -21.6% 1.0% I, 33.6 %6
Nashville 1 32.8% M  14.4% (1) 5.2% 7.9% I, 293 %
Indianapolis 21.9% -6.3% -2.4% 5.8% I, 8 8%
Kansas City 23.4% 7.1% | (16) -34.1% 3.1% I, 762 %5
Chicago 12.5% -10.8% -15.3% -2.1% I, 23,6 %0
Saint Louis 9.8% 10.6% 0.7% -3.1% I, 0009 %
Cincinnati 11.2% 1.1% -11.9% -4.5% I 19.4%
Cleveland 6.1% | (16) —18.3% -24.1% -6.5% I 18.7 %
Milwaukee (10) 12.6% | (12) -6.2% | (12) -20.7% | (12) -3.5% I 15.7% (13)
Detroit (16) -1.2% -12.1% -15.3% | (16) —20.6% I 15.3%
Louisville 20.2% 10.5% -5.9% 9.3% I 13.7 %
Pittsburgh 24.7% 2.7% -23.3% -6.9% I 12.2%

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Current Employment Statistics

(#) Ranked from highest (1) to lowest (16)
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Indicator 2.02: Employment Change by Industry (2 of 2)

-5.0%
-11.0%

-12.4%

-10.0%
-25.0%
-20.0%
-25.0%

-30.0%

-35.0%

2001-2010 2002-2011 2003-2012 2004-2013

2000-2009

(#) Milwaukee metro area rank from current and previous Vital Signs reports shown in parentheses

Metro area Transportation Retail trade Wholesale Leisure and
and utilities trade hospitality ~15.9% _ Top 100 MSAs

Louisville 16.6% -35% 0.3% 12.9% -87% _
Minneapolis -6.8% -5.3% -3.0% 8.2% -9.9% _
Denver -1.2% 5.6% 5.0% 19.8% -11.0% _
Milwaukee (16) -12.5% (11) =5.9% | (15) -9.4% 9 9.2% (T-3) -11.0% I
Pittsburgh ~9.9% ~8.2% ~1.9% 9.0% ~13.19 I——
Kansas City 0.4% -5.1% 8.4% 7.0% -13.7% _
Cincinnati -10.3% -6.6% 5.5% 7.4% -14.6% _
Charlotte 0.8% M 16.5% -1.7% (1) 32.9% -14.8% _
Nashville (1) 22.9% 3.1% (1 15.0% 22.2% -15.0% _
Columbus 18.3% -8.2% 6.5% 13.0% -16.6% _
Jacksonville 3.7% 1.0% -6.7% 27.5% -16.9% _
Indianapolis 20.0% 0.0% -0.4% 11.8% -17.4% _
Cleveland -6.5% | (16) -9.8% | (16) -9.5% 2.9% -17.7% _
Chicago 2.6% -2.9% -0.9% 11.5% -18.2% _
Saint Louis -4.8% -4.5% 3.4% 3.0% -22.5% _
Detroit -5.8% -9.7% -9.1% (16) —2.6% -23.1% —

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Current Employmen