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Introduction

Ournational press and local newspapers typically retp@idamage from th&reat Recession of 2008 witatistics and
storiesthe average adult can alily relate tolost jobs, lost homesnd lostretirement savingsTK S NB OS & a A zh¢ Qa A Y LJ
yIEGA2Yy Q& & \ahdthéir owndrssaernSta récdive less frequent and less probing coverage, at least outside of specialized or
academic publicatiesT Of course, not evgone is a small business owner. But given that by some estimates small businesses emplo
half the private workforce and have generated over half of net new jobs, the fate of such firms should concern us all

Thisseries of reportisk 6 2 dzi f 21 y&a>X 2NJ aRSod OFLIAGETE & Ay ( KeBsutdeshldfl y O
a small firm Many small businesses and owners do not have good access to private equity outside their own pockets or those of th
friends, familyor close associates. Thus they continue to be dependent on traditional debt capital from banksi{alotiger
forms ofbusinesdinance) tomaintain cash flow over normal business cycles, to fund the development of new products and processe
in orderto staycompetitive,and toseize opportunities angrow. Whendebt capitaldries up, some businesses faidothers miss
out on opportunities to grow In the end, peoplmiss out on jobs that might have been retained or created.

Because the welfaref emall businesses matters to the economy, and because small businesses are still redditicoral
debt capital, this report examines trends in bank lending to small businesses in Allegheny Cdtsmpearslduring and since the
recession.

Theanalysis was conducteuh seven years of data, from 2007 to 208 Allegheny County and fifteen othérdzND | y O 2 ¢
I NB I & £all delbicked féofhe benchmark regions used by Pittsburgh Tc(tiaxz)://pittsburghtoday.org/)2

Core City Counties andnidependent cities included in the

GdzNB Iy O2dzyide | N

Pittsburgh, PA Allegheny County

Philadelphia, PA Philadelphia County

Boston, MA Suffolk County

Baltimore, MD Baltimore County, Baltimore city

Cleveland, OH Cuyahoga County

Cincinnati, OH HamiltonCounty

Columbus, OH Franklin County

Detroit, Ml Wayne County

Indianapolis, IN Marion County

Kansas City, MO Jackson County

St. Louis, MO St. Louis County, St. Louis city

Minneapolis, MN Hennepin County

Milwaukee, WI Milwaukee County

Denver, CO Dener County

Charlotte, NC Mecklenberg County

Richmond, VA Richmond city, Henrico County, Chesterfield Coun

As noted in Part |., conducting a comprehensive assessment of economic, demographic, small business, or banking indust
trends and howtiey might have influenced lending in each area was not within the scope of effort available for this report. Instead
the series offers:

a quick, dirty, and very aggregate analysis of a limited number of economic indicators for each urban countydireg, incl
population, employment, unemployment, and employment in the finance and banking seotane( inPart I);

! See for example@iThe State of Small Business Lending: Credit Access during the Recovery and How Technology May Chagd theeGarg, A yO4, Mills LIS NJ
and McCarthyHarvard Business School, July 2014.

R NJ Y2 NB 2y K& (GKSAS IINBla 6SNB aStSOGSRz aSS a{ Yl t bpmendz&amgdieavlior] UdiyeRsityy 3 A
April 2015, pp. 3. Linki .


http://heinz.cmu.edu/center-for-economic-development/ced-pubs-projects/download.aspx?id=6735

an assessment of patterns and trends in the number, amount, and recipients (by firm size) of small business loansan each are
based on dataollected undethe Community Reinvestment AG@RA, (Parts Il and I1l); and

a brief and high level look at patterns and trends in business establishments by size in each area, with a focus on smaller
businesses, including ne@mployersex: sole propriairs (Part 1V).

Most figures presented are annual (or annualized), and for the time period from 2007 to 2013. Most percentage figures are
presented in or rounded to the nearest percent or tenth of a percent. In the text, urban county areas will bd tefbyrtheir
centralcities for easier reading. Although this series purposely sticks with relatively aggregated data, more detailed ingestigatio
may follow depending on public interest and the time available to the Center for continued research.

Part | of the serieattempted to provide some context for loan trends, aothpared Pittsburgto its peers by population,
employment, unemployment, and banking presernthe good news is that Pittsburgh did not lose as many jobs asfitsgpeers
during the recessiomndit ended the 20072013 period with more employment than it started with, with significamivr in its
banking sector andn unemployment rate below the national average. The not so good news is that its estiopatiatign remained
flat, and its unemployment rate, while still under the national rate, slipped against its peers By 2013.

Part Il of the series examined the distribution and trends of bank loan originations reported under tinek@i#g smaller
andlarger loans.There was good news agaittsburgh fared well compared to fieers on small business lendirigy. 2013it moved
up in rank fromsixth to third place for number of loans behind St. Louis and Minnedpo#813 Pittsburgh moved from gixo
second in total loan valubehindSt. LouisTheénot so good newistY A G G 3 6 dZNHK Q& G2 Gt f 2 y2012) f dzSa
ticking up noticeably only in 201B.Pittsburgh did not fall as haad most of its peersieither did it show sit of steady or sustained
year to year growth in loan value, at least for the period examiRed. Il concluded with some mysterious news, in thabtherage
loan values for Pittsburgh appedrto be outliers compared tthe average values of itfForexamplefi KS | @SNIF 3S @I f dz
f2lye F2NItAGGA0dzZNAEK g a wrialnakelelypeediazéverDy@af dxandinddspité thexfactthdt: f t SN
larger Pittsburgh loans were slightly smaller than their peers, the volume ahdatioa of them did not fall as hard, enabling Pittsburgh
to move from 7th place to 2nd place for total value of larger loans between 2007 and 2013, trailing only Stidanughile
t AGGA0dZNBKQA | GSNF IS G f dzS LItlllydigherithiart aByiv its férgiséa redultayf RiS adiainager n Y
Pittsburgh moved up from 3rd place to 1rst plait smaller loan values

Part Il examinettends in small business loansdigeof recipient firm. It found thatPittsburgh fared wettompared to its
peers in loan volume and value to smaller firmsving up in rank between 2007 and 2013 from 5th to 3rd place for loan volume to
smaller businesses, and from from 5th to 2nd place for the total dollar value associated with theségaians both cases Pittsburgh
moved up in rank mainly because it did not fall as hard as its peers during the worst of the Great R&ittsbiagh did not
perform as well on loan volume to larger firmsding the period with the same rank it begathvim 2007: sixth place. It did better on
loan value to larger firms, moving up fraih to 3rd place

This report (Part IMurns from examining trends in business loans to tren@isisinesses Specifically it takes a high level
look at trends in theumber of businesses in each arkath overall and byirm size, with special attention to smaller firms and sole
proprietors. Businessrendsmake sense to examine in tandem with an assessofamball business lending,@k S& ' NB GKS
i 2 TF¢Eh8potential consumers and beneficiaries of small business.loans

Thefinalreport of the series will provide a brief outline of key findings and suggestions for further res€amiments and
suggestions frormotal policymakergractitioners and @ademicsnterested in this spacare very welcome and should be sent to
glagana@andrew.cmu.edu
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Results in Brief

While previous reports in this series focused on trends in small business loans, this one focuses on trends in snmesl busines
Which ares saw the greatest increase businesses, how did area business growth or decline vary byibaseredwow did
Pittsburgh do? WhilBittsburgh experienced relatively favorable outcomes in employment, unemployment rates, bank growth, and
small busineslending during the recessianerallit did not appear to experience a commensurate amount of growth in small firms.

The number of businesses with paid employeeBittsburghappeaed to hold stady form 2009 to 2012, period where
firm countssteadily if gradually dropped for most other areasered in this report Because it did not drop as oftenmuch as most
of its peers,Pittsburgh moved up in rank for number of establishtmérom5th place in 2007 to"3in 2013 passing Detroit and
Cleveland in the process, but still behind St. Louis and Minneapolis.

Despite the fact that its total number of businesses did not falhet as its peers, Pittsburgh still lost busines€as. of
nine possible size categories the only types of businedsek did not see declines Rittsburghfrom 2007 to 2013 were
establishments with either 289 or more than 1,000 employees.

Pittsburgh registered a decline in its count of establishments witbriployees from 2007 to 2013s a resulit finished the
period in ninth place faigrowth in this category of firmsehind several areas which notched gains in saisiecategory(St. Louis,
Philadelphia, Denver, Bostand Charlott§ andthree which saw relatively smaller declin&siisas City, Richmond, and
Minneapoli3. Pittsburgh also experienced losses inribenbe of firms with 520 employees.

If one measures the prevalence of smaller establishg{ids than 10 employees) against the total number of
establishments or workerin each area, Pittsburgh runs in the middle of the pack. Smaller firms seem to be more prevalent in
Denver, Charlotte, Minneapolis, and St. Louis than Pittsburgh. On the other hand such firms are noticeably more prevalent in
Pittsburgh than in BostoMilwaukee, Indianapolis, Cincinnati, or Columbus.

Businesses without paid employees such as sole proprietors, independent contractors, and etmeplesiéd individals
FNE OFGS3I2NAT SR a ay2ySYLX 28 SNJ 6dza Ay S&a Sumpedio the wnkedfthd 2 S NY Y
recessiorfor most peersPittsburgh saw the smallegtar to year percengeincrease in nonemployd¢nanany of its peerending the
LISNA2R AY VYAYGK LX I OS 7T .DNdpiy da¥ BitSINIgRBneyioyeSbridide Rk &INattér Brsadd a €
receipts reported to the IR8llowing Pittsburgho holdfifth place amongst its peers by 20fb8 average business sales

Xexcept for Milwaukee.



Data, Definitions, and Approach

Thisanalysigresents trends in thestimated annuahumberof business establishmerfty fifteen urban county areas
including Alegheny Court PA by size (in number of paid employees) and year from 2007 to 2013. It also briefly examines trends in
the number of nonemploydrsusinesseand receips for each area for the same period

The primary datasets used were publicly availfisidiles from the County Business Patterns and Nonemployer Statistics
programs of the Census Buredthe source of the data on businesses is the County Business R@&Rjsogram of the U.S.
Census, which covers virtually all private businesses in@leThe unit of measure used by the CBP isstablishment
Establishments are not the equivalent of a corporation or other legal form of a business organization. Instead thépuoaghtlud t
AYaadSIER 4 aodzaArySaa f 2 Qlthekshaleinsany.Pér thy GBP ardestdblsnilieSbysidallsi@iust2 v §
have at least one paid employee. For easier reading, the remainder of this report will refer to establishments intetgtensjeeh
firms or businesses.

The establishments tracked under thePGBclude sole proprietorshipad other forms of seémployment. Instead these
types of businesseme tracked at the county level under the Nonemployer Statistics progweording to the U.S. Census a
nonemployer business is @that has no paid employees, has annual business receipts of $1,000 or more ($1 or more in the
construction industry), and is subject to federal income tﬁxﬁsnemployers include sole proprietors and independent contractors
and consultants.

Perhaps the most commonly cited government definition of a small businessitisuseel the Small Business
Administration, which caps the definitionmfn 1~ S Y LI 2 & S S &till Sebihsiprtty EargesAs duthried in Part Il of this series,
theRSTAYAGAZ2Y 2F aavYl ff SN 6dza A ydhidelingsarefinis JiISK @r 1638 dngrniiabsales SRathed S & |
than set a hard threshold for small businesses, this report ugedatdBto outline trends of businesses of all sizésweverextra
FGGSyGAz2y A& LIAR G2 (GK2&S 6A0GK dzy RSNJ pive eSploydeszanddried@mployek y Of dzR
businesses.

Theanalysis isthited to bar and line charts abunts ofbusinesseper area The data used isoth annualized and
aggregategdand we did not attempto assess the infmation in more details (for example by industrial classificatimr)did we
attempt to applymore sophisticated statisticedchniques

This report illustrates trends in the number of establishments falling into one of several size categoriess bot dttempt
to illuminate the dynamics behind shifts from one category to anotNer.does it show the precise number, share, or trend of paid

4 Per the CBprogram,ii K S BolefisimoséiNAICS industries excluding crop and animal production; rail transportation; National Postal Service; gtmsion, hea
welfare, and vacation funds; trusts, estates, and agency accounts; private households; and publicaidmil@&P also excludes most establishments reporting
government employees. { 2izNDSE Y i

Pt 8NJ GKS /.t LINPIANIYS atb y ocatidriialt vthich\basinasSig dondicted or serdidey df indstrinlpEeratior® aré pefformed. It is not
necessarily identical with a company or enterprise, which may consist of one or more establishments. When two or neseeectuitried on at a sindéeation

under a single ownership, all activities generally are grouped together as a single establishment. The entire estabtikssifietion the basis of its major activity

FYyR ff REFEGF I NB AyxO0dzR S A Ay KaprBsgril theOnnizm &f Sogalibd withpaiy eémployees any time during thé year.{ 2 dzZNDS Y
accessed 06/11/2015.
6 See inThis dataset has its own limitations which are also covered on this site. The most significant one is

that the location used in the data is often the homedrads listed on the tax return, which may be different from where the work site (if a fixed one exists). While
many independent contractors who work in Allegheny County regularly surely live in outlying counties, we do not atteoytttéoathis here

! Technically this ceiling applies only to manufacturing and mining firms. It gets complicated. See the following taknfor mo
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http://www.census.gov/econ/cbp/definitions.htm
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https://www.sba.gov/content/summary-size-standards-industry-sector

employees per firm size categofthis report is about trends in the existence of businesses, not employment. The two are related
but not perfectly correlatedSuch assessmeswould bepossiblehrough theuse ofstate managednicrodata sets on firms such as
those collected by states to support the QCEW (formerBOBBprogrambut such an analysis wast within the scope of effort
available for the seriesThe reader islsocautioned not to interprenonemployerbusinesses ageivalent to (selemployed) full

time jobs. While they can be, many are,rasid represent only marginal income opportunities for their owners

Once agaiour primary intent is descriptive, ard this stageve avoid interpreting, theorizing, or hypothesizing about the
results. Interestingfindingsraised questions that weill highlight at the end of thiseriesasopportunities for further research.



Trends in Business Establishments 2007-2013

The chart below shows the number of business establishments by area and year from 2007 Ey2baBing the chart
indicates that year to year changeshe number of establishmeniser areawere usuallygradual and ultimately modesterthe
entire period Each bar can be thought of as a stock of business sites for a given year. f@rarges year to the next are the
NBadzAgZ G 2F GKS RAFFSNBYOS 0SG6SSy (GKS aoANIKE 2 FmbiitSsaandf A NI a
RSFGKa FNB NBfFGAGStE@ NINB S@Syida F2NIFye IAGSYy ewicahy (KS
small in percentage termghat said most areas samoticeabledrop forbetween2007 into 2008, and an upkbetween 2012 and
2013.

Number of establishments by area, 2007 - 2013
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On the other handCharlotte, Denver, Indianapolis, and Boston appeared to follow their own drummers, generally resisting
the steady slides exhibited by their peers. Pittsburgh also seemed unique, after two consecusivts &gl of establishments
appeared to hold steadjarough 2013 As a resuPittsburgh moved up in rank for number of establishments from fifth place in 2007
to 3%in 2013, passing Detroit and Cleveland in the proeessstill behind St. Louis aklinneapolis. St. Louis also appeared to make
a large gain in 2013.

| SNBQ& GKS alyS RIGI SELINBaasSR Ia {/SouddhadéntmberdK y3S ¥F
establishments declined by at least 4% from 2007 to 2011 for most®areh#adelphia is the primary outlier here, showing a modest
but unique surge in establishmeritem 2007 on a trend whichBostonjoinsafter 2010. Unlike most of their peers, Denver,
Charlotte, and St. Louis also eventually saw increases thdtdeftwith more establishments that they began with in 2007.

As for the rest, Pittsburgh did the be¥thile it never attained a higher level of establishments than it began with in 2007,
t A G G & éstEdiEhiiedtcount seemed to hold in place from 20@8ugh 2012, a period which includes some of the worst years of
the recession

Percentage change in number of establishments vs. 2007 levels

#— Allegheny County, PA - Pittsburgh

Baltimore, MD
Cuyahoga County, OH - Cleveland
Denver County/City, CO
Franklin County, OH - Columbus
Hamilton County, OH - Cincinnati
Hennepin County, MN - Minneapolis
Jackson County, MO - Kansas City

= Marion County, IN - Indianapolis
Mecklenburg County, NC - Charlotte
Milwaukee County, WI - Milwaukee

——— Philadelphia County/City, PA

= Richmond, VA

= §t. Louis, MO

= Suffolk County, MA - Boston

= \Wayne County, Ml - Detroit

8caNyv2ad AF y2id Fff 2F GKSAS IINBFaX wnmm gl a GKS dintfarii@abured SithNE atea en@iByNkEn? (i K
and small business loan volume and value has typiwedin 2010, not 2011.
8



The table beloveummarizes the change in number of establishments for each area between 2007 and 2013, in percentage
and absolute termsCleveland and Detroit saw therdiestdropin businesses, followed by Cincinnati, which actually saw the largest
percentage decrease. Again Boston, Philadelphia, Denver, Charlotte, and St. Louis were the only areas to see ainet increase
establishments over the period; of these Bostehieved the highest percentage increase.

Change in Number of Establishments, 20013

Area % Change Change
Suffolk County, MA - Boston 4% 747
Philadelphia County/City, PA 3% 887
Denver County/City, CO 3% 740
Mecklenburg County, NC - Charlotte 1% 410
St. Louis, MO 1% 516
Allegheny County, PA - Pittsburgh -2% -845
Richmond, VA -3% -617
Hennepin County, MN - Minneapolis -3% -1,123
Jackson County, MO - Kansas City -4% -663
Franklin County, OH - Columbus -4% -1,251
Baltimore, MD -5% -1,743
Milwaukee County, WI - Milwaukee -7% -1,513
Marion County, IN - Indianapolis -7% -1,825
Wayne County, Ml - Detroit -8% -2,947
Cuyahoga County, OH - Cleveland -8% -3,056
Hamilton County, OH - Cincinnati -9% -1,985




Distribution and trends by size of establishment

The CBIProgram alsgrovidesdata whichcategorizes establishments by number of paid emplogeesite. The chart

below shows percentage frequency distributions of establishments acrossatigesgatedize categories for each area for 200d a
2013. Theategories usellereare1-9, 1699, a 100 or more employees, with this last category containing a broad range of firm
sizes including locations with over 1,000 workéitse data is sorted by the share of sites wihdmployees as of 200TCut this way
at first glancethe a S & (i I 0 fsixefskKurtBébiieach area looks similar. In 2007 the proportion of businesses-@i#mployees
ranged from about & to just 72%. The range for stswEbusinesses with0-99 businesses was alsoal at 5%30% to 25% Six

years later changes to these distributions wiaigdy minute. When rounded to the nearest percent, the share of sites wéth 1

employees did not appear to change at all for nine of the areas. Columbus, Cincinnati, MjlRaisgkesgh, and Minneapolis all saw
decreases in share tife smallest sized business#st least 1%whileCharlotte and especially St. Louis saw increases. There

appeared to beninimalmovement in sharesf firms over 99 employees.

Distribution of establishment by size, area, and year, 2007 v. 2013
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
10%
0% Hamilto |Mil k Mecklen| Allegh H i|Cuyah
Franklin | Marion amitto fliwau Jackson eciden) Alleghe ennepituyahog .
County. | Coun n ee Suffolk <t Coun burg ny n a Philadel Wayne Denver
Oth‘ N . County, County, | County, Louis Moty‘ County, | County, | Richmo | County, |County,  phia Baltimor|County, County/
Colur;lb Indiar_la OH - W1 - MA - MO’ Kans;s NC - PA- |nd,VA MN- | OH- |County/ e, MD | MI- Citv. CO
R pCincinna Milwauk| Boston ) Charlott| Pittsbur Minnea |Clevelan City, PA Detroit RZ
us olis . City N
ti ee e gh polis d
mnl_9'07 66% 66% 66% 67% 67% 68% 69% 69% 69% 69% 70% 70% 71% 71% 72% 72%
mnl 9'13 65% 66% 65% 66% 67% 71% 69% 70% 68% 69% 69% 70% 71% 71% 72% 72%
mnl0 99'07| 30% 30% 30% 29% 29% 29% 28% 28% 28% 28% 27% 27% 26% 26% 25% 25%
mnl1l0 99'13| 31% 31% 31% 30% 29% 27% 28% 27% 29% 28% 27% 27% 26% 26% 25% 25%
nl100+'07 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3%
nl100+'13 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3%
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In fact alot is going on under the surface. The most detailed categorizies of establishments by number of paid employees
available from the CBP progrataces fims into ninesizedbucketg, from 14 firms this small are often calledicrobusinessgo
1,000 or mor€. The chart belovghowsthe absolute change in establishments by each of these nine categories for each area
between 2007 and 201%. Areas are sorted by the shifthether increase or decreasa)the number of microbusinesseghe first
takeaway is that chayesin the number of microbusinesseshether increases or decreaselgarly dominatd all other categories.
Shifts in the counts of this categdherefore drivesthe count of establishments of all sizes.

St. Louis in particul@aw a relatively largeapof almost 2,000nicrobusinessesfar more than its nearest peer Philadelphia
It led other areas thadlsosaw growthin the microbusiness categorfghiladelphia, Denver, Charlottend Boston. However, unlike
thoseda 3 I A $t3 bulis &lssufferad declines on six different size categories, suggetaigomething of a trade offetween
categories may have occurre@hiladelphia and Denver saw increases in microbusineses, but also more modest decreases for the
next size up,®. BostonwassongeK I i dzy AljdzS F2NJ aSSAy3a NBflIGA@Ste TSo RSOt Ay
023SHKSNE @ LG atr¢ aAE aral S OFiGS3a2NRSaE AyONBlIasS (2 saewrS RS
rarely accompanied by increes in other categories. Cleveland and Detroit had the worstfalliiigin almost all size categories
Areas that lost microbusinesses but gained noticeably in other categories included Pittsburgh and Columbus.

Net change in establishments by category of size and area, 2007-2013
gy S
n1000+
n500 999
n250 499
®n100 249
mn50 99
— mn20 49
mni0_19
mn5_9
mnl_ 4
-2000 -1500 -1000 —SIOO {I] 500 1000 1500 2000 2500

® Thedt-4¢ categoy is almost but not quite representative of comnuefinitions of a microbusiness, which can include firms with less thaor five or less
employees
1% The shiftsn the chartshould be though2 | & ¢9/a%0 NB@dEIIAy3I FNRBY I NI y3S 2F LRa&aAotS S50S8yiGa A
anybarcanbefrom FANX 27F (K| ofa fizmijdinthg théchtggary By arawitlyf ér shrinking out of another one. Similarly, a dearaa occur from
firm deaths or similar shifts from one category to another. All shifts shown are result of all these kinds of eventd.combine
11



Anotherway to look at tk data above is by the percentage change in each size category against a 2007 baseline. This
illustrates how dramatic (or not) the absolute changes in each size category are compared to where thejHeegaart below
shows percentage changes for tmeadler size categories. Again results are sorted by change in microbusinesses.

By this measure the chart shows that the increases in microbusinesses in St. Louis and firré9néth@0yees in Boston
grew at comparable rates. While the last chargasted that absolute declines for Kansas city were relatively small compared to its
peers, they weractuallymuch larger in percentage terms, at least for the larger size categores. On the other hand both Pittsburgh
and Charlotte seemed to experienceyarodest changes between 2007 and 2013 on a percentage basis. Those areas Isoiffering
broad(across categoriegnd deep(in percentage termdpsses in smaller size categories included Cleveland, Milwaukee, Cincinnati,
Indianapolis, and Detroit.

Net percent change in establishments by smaller size categories, by area

2007- 2013
Philadelphia County/C =

Denver Coupty/City, (O, I

Suffolk Cqunty, MA - Bosto
Mecklenburg Cou

Jack

mn50 99
Hennepin County, =20 49
Allegheny County, mn10_19
mn5 9
mnl 4

-20% -15% -10% -5% 0% 5% 10% 15%
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Both Indiannapolis and Minneapolis registered sizeable percentage gains in the number of establishtheetw® largest
categorieg500 or more employegs Baltimore and Pittsburgh also saw growth in the top category, althoughébwaterbalanced
by decreases in theategoriesmmediatelybelow. Denver, Detroit, and Cleveland also saw increases in firms with 500 to 999
employees accongmied by decreases in firms over 1,000. These pattgraissuggest some trade off between categories may be

occuring®*

aS02yR aAYAf | NIm3iKe. bk ofihk dhangas heveSire ndrersivei piuRmust 2
be viewed with caution, as the 2007 counts for larger firms are actually much smaller (ranging fromfii&nsf@0the largest
category, for example). Results are sorted by change in the largest category, with 1,000 or more paid employees per location.

Net percent change in establishments by larger size categories, by area

Marion County, \N‘— Indianapolis
Hennepin County, MN \» Minneapolis.
B‘altimore, MD
Allegheny County, Pf ~Pittsburgh

Mecklenburg County, TC ~Charlotte

H

)

milton County, OH - Cincinnati
Jackson County, MO - Kansas City
FranklinCotnty, OH=Columbus

Suffolk County, MA - Boston

ichmond, VA

Milwaukee County, W‘I - Milwaukee
|St. Louis, MO
|

Philadelphia County/Clty PA

Wayne County, Ml - Detroit
|
Cuy?hoga County, dH Cleveland

‘ Denver Cﬂunly/(]ty co
|

2007 - 2013

n1000+

‘ n500_999
n250_499
n100_249

-20%

-15%

-10% %

5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

1 While a growth trend in the largest firms may sound promising, the numbers here are establishmentploynent. It is important to keep in mind that just

because the number of firms in the largest category of firms grows does not mean that the total number of workers emiileyeddgory grows.
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The next four charts show trends in four categories of smaller busindssss less than 50, those less than 10, those
between 10 and 19 paid employees, and those witd2@mployees. All trends represent the percentage change from 2007 levels
for each area.

The first chart below shows trends for firms under 50 workers, which represents over 90% of busiitie geed enployees
for most areas in this report. Because this aggregated category dominates theitoteer of establishments, the trends in tbigrt
are similarto the previous chart foall establishmentsn pages.

Percentage change in establishments with <50 employees
from 2007 levels, 2007-2013

#— Allegheny County, PA - Pittsburgh

Baltimore, MD
Cuyahoga County, OH - Cleveland
Denver County/City, CO
Franklin County, OH - Columbus
Hamilton County, OH - Cincinnati
Hennepin County, MN - Minneapolis
Jackson County, MO - Kansas City

== Marion County, IN - Indianapolis
Mecklenburg County, NC - Charlotte
Milwaukee County, WI - Milwaukee

== Philadelphia County/City, PA

= Richmond, VA

= St. Louis, MO

= Suffolk County, MA - Boston

= \Wayne County, MI - Detroit
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Looking at nly the percent change from baseline for the number of establishments with 2tnployees, a different
pattern emerges Pittsburghwas one of four peers to seditul increase in this category over 2007 levels, leading Denver and
Richmond althoughit only exceeded baseline levels in 2008 the four Boston achieved the most dramatic growth at almost ten
percent, all attained since 2011. The rest of the pack has yet to equal the number of thissizehey started with in 2007,
although Minneapolis and Bianore appear to be on track to do so.

Percentage change in establishments with 20-49 employees
from 2007 levels, 2007-2013

#— Allegheny County, PA - Pittsburgh

Baltimore, MD
Cuyahoga County, OH - Cleveland
Denver County/City, CO
Franklin County, OH - Columbus
Hamilton County, OH - Cincinnati
Hennepin County, MN - Minneapolis
Jackson County, MO - Kansas City

= Marion County, IN - Indianapolis
Mecklenburg County, NC - Charlotte
Milwaukee County, Wi - Milwaukee

—— Philadelphia County/City, PA

= Richmond, VA

= 5t. Louis, MO

= Suffolk County, MA - Boston

= Wayne County, Ml - Detroit
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For firms with 1019, the trends are more varied in trajectory, if not as sweepingnge Early on the areas appeared to
split into two groups, those dropping from 2007 to 2008, and those dropping a year lateBtvituis in between). While several
areas in the first group attained higher numbers of firms in this category during the perfd,dgnly four (Denver, Philadelahi
Charlotte, and Columbus)ere overtheir 2007 levels. Pittsburgh started ithe second group, and while it did better than several
other peers in this group it did not appear to be on track to recover 2007 levels by 2013. Indianapolis, Clevelandagaih once
Detroit took the biggest hits, seeing between over 8 or 10 percecti®ns by 2013.
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