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Introduction 

 Our national press and local newspapers typically report the damage from the Great Recession of 2008 with statistics and 

stories the average adult can readily relate to: lost jobs, lost homes, and lost retirement savings.  The recession’s impact on the 

nation’s small businesses and their owners seems to receive less frequent and less probing coverage, at least outside of specialized or 

academic publications.
1
 Of course, not everyone is a small business owner.  But given that by some estimates small businesses employ 

half the private workforce and have generated over half of net new jobs, the fate of such firms should concern us all. 

 This series of reports is about loans, or “debt capital” in the parlance, a very necessary ingredient to the continued success of 

a small firm.  Many small businesses and owners do not have good access to private equity outside their own pockets or those of their 

friends, family, or close associates.  Thus they continue to be dependent on traditional debt capital from banks (along with other 

forms of business finance) to maintain cash flow over normal business cycles, to fund the development of new products and processes 

in order to stay competitive, and to seize opportunities and grow.  When debt capital dries up, some businesses fail and others miss 

out on opportunities to grow.  In the end, people miss out on jobs that might have been retained or created. 

 Because the welfare of small businesses matters to the economy, and because small businesses are still reliant on traditional 

debt capital, this report examines trends in bank lending to small businesses in Allegheny County and its peers during and since the 

recession.   

 The analysis was conducted on seven years of data, from 2007 to 2013, for Allegheny County and fifteen other “urban county 

areas” areas, all selected from the benchmark regions used by Pittsburgh Today (http://pittsburghtoday.org/).
2
   

Core City Counties and independent cities included in the 
“urban county area” 

Pittsburgh, PA Allegheny County 

Philadelphia, PA Philadelphia County 

Boston, MA Suffolk County 

Baltimore, MD Baltimore County, Baltimore city 

Cleveland, OH Cuyahoga County 

Cincinnati, OH Hamilton County 

Columbus, OH Franklin County 

Detroit, MI 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 Denver County 

Charlotte, NC Mecklenberg County 

Richmond, VA Richmond city, Henrico County, Chesterfield County 

 

Scope  

 As noted in Part I., conducting a comprehensive assessment of economic, demographic, small business, or banking industry 

trends and how they 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 county area, including 

population, employment, unemployment, and employment in the finance and banking sectors (covered in Part I); 

                                                   
1
 See for example: “The State of Small Business Lending: Credit Access during the Recovery and How Technology May Change the Game”: Working Paper 15-004, Mills 

and McCarthy, Harvard Business School, July 2014. 
2
 For more on why these areas were selected, see “Small Business Lending in Allegheny County: Part I”, Center for Economic Development, Carnegie Mellon University, 

April 2015, pp. 2-3.  Link: http://heinz.cmu.edu/center-for-economic-development/ced-pubs-projects/download.aspx?id=6735.  

http://heinz.cmu.edu/center-for-economic-development/ced-pubs-projects/download.aspx?id=6735
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an assessment of patterns and trends in the number, amount, and recipients (by firm size) of small business loans in each area 

based on data collected under the Community Reinvestment Act (CRA), (Parts II and III); 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 non-employers, ex: sole proprietors (Part IV). 

 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 be referred to by their 

central cities for easier reading.  Although this series purposely sticks with relatively aggregated data, more detailed investigations 

may follow depending on public interest and the time available to the Center for continued research.  

The Story So Far…  

 Part I of the series attempted to provide some context for loan trends, and compared Pittsburgh to its peers by population, 

employment, unemployment, and banking presence.  The good news is that Pittsburgh did not lose as many jobs as most of its peers 

during the recession, and it ended the 2007-2013 period with more employment than it started with, with significant growth in its 

banking sector and an unemployment rate below the national average. The not so good news is that its estimated population remained 

flat, and its unemployment rate, while still under the national rate, slipped against its peers by 2013.
3
 

 Part II of the series examined the distribution and trends of bank loan originations reported under the CRA, including smaller 

and larger loans.  There was good news again: Pittsburgh fared well compared to its peers on small business lending.  By 2013 it moved 

up in rank from sixth to third place for number of loans behind St. Louis and Minneapolis. By 2013 Pittsburgh moved from sixth to 

second in total loan value, behind St. Louis. The “not so good news”: Pittsburgh’s total loan values mostly declined from 2007-2012, 

ticking up noticeably only in 2013.  If Pittsburgh did not fall as hard as most of its peers, neither did it show signs of steady or sustained 

year to year growth in loan value, at least for the period examined.  Part II concluded with some mysterious news, in that the average 

loan values for Pittsburgh appeared to be outliers compared to the average values of its.  For example, the average value per “larger 

loan” for Pittsburgh was slightly but consistently smaller than for almost every peer for every year examined.  Despite the fact that 

larger Pittsburgh loans were slightly smaller than their peers, the volume and total value 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 St. Louis.   Meanwhile 

Pittsburgh’s average value per “smaller loan” (under $100K) was substantially higher than any of its peers.   As a result of this advantage 

Pittsburgh moved up from 3rd place to 1rst place in smaller loan values. 

 Part III examined trends in small business loans by size of recipient firm.  It found that Pittsburgh fared well compared to its 

peers in loan volume and value to smaller firms, moving 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 these loans.  Again in both cases Pittsburgh 

moved up in rank mainly because it did not fall as hard as its peers during the worst of the Great Recession.  Pittsburgh did not 

perform as well on loan volume to larger firms, ending the period with the same rank it began with in 2007: sixth place.  It did better on 

loan value to larger firms, moving up from 7th to 3rd place. 

 This report (Part IV) turns from examining trends in business loans to trends in businesses.  Specifically it takes a high level 

look at trends in the number of businesses in each area, both overall and by firm size, with special attention to smaller firms and sole 

proprietors.  Business trends make sense to examine in tandem with an assessment of small business lending, as they are the “mouths 

to feed” – the potential consumers and beneficiaries of small business loans.  

 The final report of the series will provide a brief outline of key findings and suggestions for further research.  Comments and 

suggestions from local policymakers, practitioners, and academics interested in this space are very welcome and should be sent to 

glagana@andrew.cmu.edu.   

                                                   
3
 “Small Business Lending in Allegheny County: Part I” pp. 4-6. 
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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 small businesses.  

Which areas saw the greatest increase businesses, how did area business growth or decline vary by business size, and how did 

Pittsburgh do?  While Pittsburgh experienced relatively favorable outcomes in employment, unemployment rates, bank growth, and 

small business lending during the recession, overall it did not appear to experience a commensurate amount of growth in small firms. 

Pittsburgh fared well compared to its peers in overall business count 

 The number of businesses with paid employees in Pittsburgh appeared to hold steady form 2009 to 2012, a period where 

firm counts steadily if gradually dropped for most other areas covered in this report.  Because it did not drop as often or much as most 

of its peers, Pittsburgh moved up in rank for number of establishments from 5th place in 2007 to 3
rd

 in 2013, passing Detroit and 

Cleveland in the process, but still behind St. Louis and Minneapolis.   

But it still lost businesses of (almost) every size 

 Despite the fact that its total number of businesses did not fall as hard as its peers, Pittsburgh still lost businesses.  Out of 

nine possible size categories the only types of businesses which did not see declines in Pittsburgh from 2007 to 2013 were 

establishments with either 20-49 or more than 1,000 employees. 

“Microbusinesses” declined in Pittsburgh while other peers saw gains 

 Pittsburgh registered a decline in its count of establishments with 1-4 employees from 2007 to 2013.  As a result it finished the 

period in ninth place for “growth” in this category of firms, behind several areas which notched gains in this same category (St. Louis, 

Philadelphia, Denver, Boston, and Charlotte) and three which saw relatively smaller declines (Kansas City, Richmond, and 

Minneapolis).  Pittsburgh also experienced losses in the number of firms with 5-20 employees. 

Pittsburgh continues to have an “average” level of microbusinesses compared to its peers 

 If one measures the prevalence of smaller establishments (less than 10 employees) against the total number of 

establishments or workers in 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 Boston, Milwaukee, Indianapolis, Cincinnati, or Columbus. 

The number of self-employed individuals in Pittsburgh grew, but not as fast as its peers 

 Businesses without paid employees such as sole proprietors, independent contractors, and other self-employed individuals 

are categorized as “nonemployer businesses” by the government.  While this category of businesses jumped in the wake of the 

recession for most peers, Pittsburgh saw the smallest year to year percentage increase in nonemployer than any of its peers, ending the 

period in ninth place for number of nonemployer “firms”.  Despite this Pittsburgh’s nonemployer businesses fared better on sales 

receipts reported to the IRS, allowing Pittsburgh to hold fifth place amongst its peers by 2013 for average business sales. 

By 2013 Pittsburgh had the smallest ratio of nonemployer businesses to workers of its peers  

…except for Milwaukee. 
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Data, Definitions, and Approach 

 This analysis presents trends in the estimated annual number of business establishments for fifteen urban county areas 

including Allegheny County PA by size (in number of paid employees) and year from 2007 to 2013.  It also briefly examines trends in 

the number of nonemployer businesses and receipts for each area for the same period. 

Data Sources  

 The primary datasets used were publicly available flat files from the County Business Patterns and Nonemployer Statistics 

programs of the Census Bureau.  The source of the data on businesses is the County Business Patterns (CBP) program of the U.S. 

Census, which covers virtually all private businesses in the U.S.
4
  The unit of measure used by the CBP is an establishment.  

Establishments are not the equivalent of a corporation or other legal form of a business organization.  Instead they can be thought of 

instead as “business locations”: some businesses have one, others have many.
5
  Per the CBP an establishment (the physical site) must 

have at least one paid employee.  For easier reading, the remainder of this report will refer to establishments interchangeably as sites, 

firms or businesses.  

 The establishments tracked under the CBP exclude sole proprietorships and other forms of self-employment.  Instead these 

types of businesses are tracked at the county level under the Nonemployer Statistics program. According to the U.S. Census a 

nonemployer business is one 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 taxes.
6
  Nonemployers include sole proprietors and independent contractors 

and consultants.   

Defining “Small Business”  

 Perhaps the most commonly cited government definition of a small business is one in used the Small Business 

Administration, which caps the definition of 500 employees or less…which still seems pretty large.
7
  As outlined in Part II of this series, 

the definition of “smaller business” under Community Reinvestment Act guidelines are firms with $1M or less in annual sales.  Rather 

than set a hard threshold for small businesses, this report uses CBP data to outline trends of businesses of all sizes.  However extra 

attention is paid to those with under 50 employees, including “microbusinesses” with less than five employees, and nonemployer 

businesses. 

Approach and Caveats  

 The analysis is limited to bar and line charts of counts of businesses per area.  The data used is both annualized and 

aggregated, and we did not attempt to assess the information in more details (for example by industrial classification), nor did we 

attempt to apply more sophisticated statistical techniques.   

 This report illustrates trends in the number of establishments falling into one of several size categories, but does not attempt 

to illuminate the dynamics behind shifts from one category to another.  Nor does it show the precise number, share, or trend of paid 

                                                   
4
 Per the CBP program, the data “covers most NAICS industries excluding crop and animal production; rail transportation; National Postal Service; pension, health, 

welfare, and vacation funds; trusts, estates, and agency accounts; private households; and public administration. CBP also excludes most establishments reporting 
government employees.”  Source: http://www.census.gov/econ/cbp/overview.htm.  
5
 Per the CBP program, “an establishment is a single physical location at which business is conducted or services or industrial operations are performed. It is not 

necessarily identical with a company or enterprise, which may consist of one or more establishments. When two or more activities are carried on at a single location 
under a single ownership, all activities generally are grouped together as a single establishment. The entire establishment is classified on the basis of its major activity 
and all data are included in that classification”…”Establishment counts represent the number of locations with paid employees any time during the year.”  Source: 
http://www.census.gov/econ/cbp/definitions.htm accessed 06/11/2015. 
6
 See http://www.census.gov/econ/nonemployer/definitions.htm.  This 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 home address 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 attempt to account for this here. 
7
 Technically this ceiling applies only to manufacturing and mining firms.  It gets complicated.  See the following link for more info: 

https://www.sba.gov/content/summary-size-standards-industry-sector.  

http://www.census.gov/econ/cbp/overview.htm
http://www.census.gov/econ/cbp/definitions.htm
http://www.census.gov/econ/nonemployer/definitions.htm
https://www.sba.gov/content/summary-size-standards-industry-sector
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employees per firm size category.  This report is about trends in the existence of businesses, not employment.  The two are related 

but not perfectly correlated.  Such assessments would be possible through the use of state managed microdata sets on firms such as 

those collected by states to support the QCEW (formerly ES-202) program, but such an analysis was not within the scope of effort 

available for the series.  The reader is also cautioned not to interpret nonemployer businesses as equivalent to (self-employed) full 

time jobs.  While they can be, many are not, and represent only marginal income opportunities for their owners.    

 Once again our primary intent is descriptive, and at this stage we avoid interpreting, theorizing, or hypothesizing about the 

results.  Interesting findings raised questions that we will highlight at the end of this series as opportunities for further research.   
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Trends in Business Establishments 2007-2013 

 The chart below shows the number of business establishments by area and year from 2007 to 2013.  Eyeballing the chart 

indicates that year to year changes in the number of establishments per area were usually gradual and ultimately modest over the 

entire period.  Each bar can be thought of as a stock of business sites for a given year.  Changes from one year to the next are the 

result of the difference between the “birth” of new firms to an area and the “death” of existing firms.  Since both firm births and 

deaths are relatively rare events for any given year, the year to year “net change” in establishments for any given area is typically 

small in percentage terms. That said most areas saw a noticeable drop for between 2007 into 2008, and an uptick between 2012 and 

2013.   
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 On the other hand Charlotte, 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 consecutive drops its level of establishments 

appeared to hold steady through 2013.  As a result Pittsburgh moved up in rank for number of establishments from fifth place in 2007 

to 3
rd

 in 2013, passing Detroit and Cleveland in the process, and still behind St. Louis and Minneapolis.  St. Louis also appeared to make 

a large gain in 2013. 

 Here’s the same data expressed as the percent change from 2007 levels for each area.  It shows that the number of 

establishments declined by at least 4% from 2007 to 2011 for most areas.
8
   Philadelphia is the primary outlier here, showing a modest 

but unique surge in establishments from 2007 on,  a trend which Boston joins after 2010.  Unlike most of their peers, Denver, 

Charlotte, and St. Louis also eventually saw increases that left them with more establishments that they began with in 2007.   

 As for the rest, Pittsburgh did the best.  While it never attained a higher level of establishments than it began with in 2007, 

Pittsburgh’s establishment count seemed to hold in place from 2009 through 2012, a period which includes some of the worst years of 

the recession. 

 

 

  

                                                   
8
 For most if not all of these areas, 2011 was the “worst year”.  For other trends examined previously in this series the low point for measures such as area employment 

and small business loan volume and value has typically been 2010, not 2011. 
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 The table below summarizes the change in number of establishments for each area between 2007 and 2013, in percentage 

and absolute terms.  Cleveland and Detroit saw the largest drop in 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 a net increase in 

establishments over the period; of these Boston achieved the highest percentage increase. 

Change in Number of Establishments, 2007-2013 

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, MI - Detroit -8% -2,947 

Cuyahoga County, OH - Cleveland -8% -3,056 

Hamilton County, OH - Cincinnati -9% -1,985 
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Distribution and trends by size of establishment  

 The CBP program also provides data which categorizes establishments by number of paid employees per site.  The chart 

below shows percentage frequency distributions of establishments across three aggregated size categories for each area for 2007 and 

2013.  The categories used here are 1-9, 10-99, a 100 or more employees, with this last category containing a broad range of firm 

sizes including locations with over 1,000 workers.  The data is sorted by the share of sites with 1-9 employees as of 2007.  Cut this way 

at first glance, the “establishment size structure” of each area looks similar.  In 2007  the proportion of businesses with 1-9 employees 

ranged from about 66% to just 72%.  The range for shares of businesses with 10-99 businesses was also small at 5% (30% to 25%).  Six 

years later changes to these distributions were fairly minute.  When rounded to the nearest percent, the share of sites with 1-9 

employees did not appear to change at all for nine of the areas.  Columbus, Cincinnati, Milwaukee, Pittsburgh, and Minneapolis all saw 

decreases in share of the smallest sized businesses of at least 1%, while Charlotte and especially St. Louis saw increases.  There 

appeared to be minimal movement in shares of firms over 99 employees. 
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 In fact a lot is going on under the surface.  The most detailed categorizies of establishments by number of paid employees 

available from the CBP program places firms into nine size “buckets”, from 1-4 (firms this small are often called microbusinesses) to 

1,000 or more.
9
  The chart below shows the absolute change in establishments by each of these nine categories for each area 

between 2007 and 2013.
10

  Areas are sorted by the shift (whether increase or decrease) in the number of microbusinesses.  The first 

takeaway is that changes in the number of microbusinesses, whether increases or decreases, clearly dominated all other categories.  

Shifts in the counts of this category therefore drives the count of establishments of all sizes.   

 St. Louis in particular saw a relatively large leap of almost 2,000 microbusinesses, far more than its nearest peer Philadelphia.  

It led other areas that also saw growth in the microbusiness category: Philadelphia, Denver, Charlotte,  and Boston.  However, unlike 

those “gainers” St. Louis also suffered declines on six different size categories, suggesting that something of a trade off between 

categories may have occurred.  Philadelphia and Denver saw increases in microbusineses, but also more modest decreases for the 

next size up, 5-9.  Boston was somewhat unique for seeing relatively few declining categories and for having categories that “grew 

together”.  It saw six size categories increase to some degree, more than any other.  On the other hand microbusiness declines were 

rarely accompanied by increases in other categories.  Cleveland and Detroit had the worst of it, falling in almost all size categories.  

Areas that lost microbusinesses but gained noticeably in other categories included Pittsburgh and Columbus.  

 

 

  

                                                   
9
 The “1-4” category is almost but not quite representative of common definitions of a microbusiness, which can include firms with less than five or five or less 

employees. 
10

 The shifts in the chart should be thought of as “net changes” resulting from a range of possible events with regards to each category.  For example, an increase in 
any bar can be from a firm of that size being “born” or a firm “joining” the category by growing or shrinking out of another one.  Similarly, a decrease can occur from 
firm deaths or similar shifts from one category to another.  All shifts shown are result of all these kinds of events combined.   
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 Another way to look at the 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 they began.  The chart below 

shows percentage changes for the smaller 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 firms with 20-49 employees in Boston 

grew at comparable rates.  While the last chart suggested that absolute declines for Kansas city were relatively small compared to its 

peers, they were actually much larger in percentage terms, at least for the larger size categores.  On the other hand both Pittsburgh 

and Charlotte seemed to experience very modest changes between 2007 and 2013 on a percentage basis.  Those areas suffering both 

broad (across categories) and deep (in percentage terms) losses in smaller size categories included Cleveland, Milwaukee, Cincinnati, 

Indianapolis, and Detroit. 
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 Here’s a second similar chart, this time limited to larger firm sizes.  Some of the changes here are more sweeping, but must 

be viewed with caution, as the 2007 counts for larger firms are actually much smaller (ranging from 18 to 60 firms for the largest 

category, for example).  Results are sorted by change in the largest category, with 1,000 or more paid employees per location.   

 Both Indiannapolis and Minneapolis registered sizeable percentage gains in the number of establishments in the two largest 

categories (500 or more employees).  Baltimore and Pittsburgh also saw growth in the top category, although it was counterbalanced 

by decreases in the categories immediately below.  Denver, Detroit, and Cleveland also saw increases in firms with 500 to 999 

employees accompanied by decreases in firms over 1,000.  These patterns again suggest some trade off between categories may be 

occuring.
11

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                   
11

 While a growth trend in the largest firms may sound promising, the numbers here are establishments, not employment.  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 employed by the category grows. 
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 The next four charts show trends in four categories of smaller businesses: those less than 50, those less than 10, those 

between 10 and 19 paid employees, and those with 20-49 employees.  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 businesses with paid employees 

for most areas in this report.  Because this aggregated category dominates the total number of establishments, the trends in this chart 

are similar to the previous chart for all establishments on page 8.  
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 Looking at only the percent change from baseline for the number of establishments with 20-49 employees, a different 

pattern emerges.  Pittsburgh was one of four peers to see a fitful increase in this category over 2007 levels, leading Denver and 

Richmond, although it only exceeded baseline levels in 2013.  Of 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 firms of this size they started with in 2007, 

although Minneapolis and Baltimore appear to be on track to do so. 

 

  



16 

 

 For firms with 10-19, the trends are more varied in trajectory, if not as sweeping in range.  Early on the areas appeared to 

split into two groups, those dropping from 2007 to 2008, and those dropping a year later (with St. Louis in between).  While several 

areas in the first group attained higher numbers of firms in this category during the period, by 2013 only four (Denver, Philadelphia, 

Charlotte, and Columbus) were over their 2007 levels.   Pittsburgh started in the 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, Cleveland, and once again 

Detroit took the biggest hits, seeing between over 8 or 10 percent reductions by 2013. 
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 Finally, for firms with fewer than 10 employees, only Boston and Charlotte managed to see an increase in establishments 

above 2007 levels.  Philadelphia started strong but steadily faded after 2008.  Although it did not perform as well as these three, 

Pittsburgh appeared to do better than the rest of the pack, mainly by not falling as hard as the rest in 2010, and making something of 

a recovery thereafter.  Cincinnati is the noticeable downside outlier here, and shows little sign of recovery any time soon in for this 

category of firms. 
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 Two additional ways to look at this same data are: (1) the percentage of all establishments with less than 10 employees, and 

(2)  the ratio of the number of such firms to workers.  Both offer some sense of the degree to which smaller firms are prevalent in 

each area.
12

  

 As shown in the chart below, the differences in the percentage of establishments with less than 10 employees from area to 

area are small (a range of around 5-7%, depending on the year) but relatively sturdy, in that they change very slowly.  Each trend 

appears to fall roughly into three bands.  Charlotte, Philadelphia, Baltimore, and perhaps counterintuitively, Detroit all seem to have a 

larger share of such firms.  Indianapolis, Milwaukee, Cleveland, Cincinnati, and Columbus have the smallest shares, which appear to be 

getting smaller.  Pittsburgh started in the middle band, but appeared to gradually lose share after 2010.  Conversely St. Louis, also in 

the middle band, appears to be on the march, and poised to join the first band. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                   
12

 The ideal way to measure the level of employment concentration across firm size would be employment per size category.  However, constructing such a measure 
was not possible with the data examined for this report. 
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 Comparing the number of smaller firms to workers (in this case tens of employed persons as measured by the LAUS program 

of the Bureau of Labor Statistics) yields a different pattern.  First, Denver appears to stand alone with the highest number of small 

firms to workers.  Charlotte, Minneapolis, and again St. Louis also score high on this measure.  Pittsburgh once again appears to be 

near the middle of the pack.  By 2013 Detroit, Milwaukee, and Columbus had the lowest ratios of firms to employees, followed by 

Philadelphia and Baltimore. 
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Trends in Nonemployer Businesses, 2007-2013 

 As noted by the Census, “the majority of all business establishments in the United States are nonemployers, yet these firms 

average less than 4 percent of all sales and receipts nationally”.  Despite its relatively small share of the business sales pot, the 

employment trends for this category during the recession are striking.  The data below are from the Nonemployer Statistics Program 

of the Census, which is collected annually and based primarily on information from tax returns. 

 While the number of businesses with paid employees generally dipped for all areas during the recession, self-employment 

jumped for every area by 2008 -- except Pittsburgh.  The chart below shows the number of nonemployer businesses sorted by 2013 

levels.  Detroit started and finished first, and appeared to see the largest increase in such firms over the period.  Pittsburgh dropped in 

rank from 7
th

 to 9
th

 place for the number of nonemployer businesses by 2013.  It appeared to be something of an outlier throughout 

the period, as it seemed to experience relatively little change from year to year compared to its peers.  
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 Once again, here’s the same data expressed as the percent change from 2007 baselines.  By 2013 the changes range from 

about 21% for Denver to 2% for Baltimore and Pittsburgh.  Pittsburgh saw the least nonemployer firm growth of any of its peers during 

the recession. 
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 The Nonemployer Statistics program also collects information on the average sales receipts per reported nonemployer 

business.  The numbers below are not adjusted for inflation or local cost of living.  They show a fairly significant range of average 

receipts between Boston, Denver, and Minneapolis (all at or over $50K) vs. Detroit (about $30K).  By 2013 Pittsburgh moved up from 

the eighth to the fifth highest average nonemployer receipts of the pack. 
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 Finally, this last chart shows the ratio of nonemployer businesses to (tens of) workers.  Denver again leads the pack with the 

highest ratio of nonemployers to workers, followed by Charlotte and Detroit.  By 2013 Pittsburgh had the smallest ratio of 

nonemployers to workers of all its peers except for Milwaukee. 
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Next Steps 

 The final paper of this series will summarize key findings across the series, pose questions for further research, and offer a 

few policy suggestions.  We hope to release it by August of 2015. 

About this Report 

 This report was prepared by the Center for Economic Development.  Greg Lagana conducted the data analysis, and authored 

the report.   Its conclusions and opinions are the CED’s alone.  This report does not represent the conclusions, views, or official 

positions of Carnegie Mellon University or any of its corporate officers. 

About the CED 

 The School of Public Policy and Management at the Heinz College at Carnegie Mellon University exists to improve the ability 

of public, non-profit and private organizations to address the most difficult challenges facing society.   Established in 1968, Heinz takes 

a broad interdisciplinary approach that combines systems analysis, quantitative analysis, and information technology to address policy 

questions.   

 The Center for Economic Development at the College exists to help local institutions address challenges in the Pittsburgh 

region, and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.  Since its inception under the College in 1987, the Center has also followed an 

interdisciplinary approach to help the region and state confront problems and opportunities in economic, workforce, and community 

development.  Through objective research and technical tools, the Center helps clients manage change through policy, strategy, and 

programming.  Our toolkit includes economic, demographic, geographic, and institutional data analysis, economic and statistical 

modeling, survey design and analysis, performance measurement, and program design and evaluation. 

 Since 2008, with the assistance of its twelve EDO partners and eight C-level Executive Fellows, the CED has also provided a 

steady pipeline of academic, extracurricular, and experiential learning opportunities for master’s students interested in economic 

development in the U.S. context. 

 Copyright © 2015, Carnegie Mellon University. This copyright marking must be retained in any public use of this report.  

Written permission to use the name of Carnegie Mellon University must be obtained from Carnegie Mellon University prior to use. 
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Appendix: Changes per Establishment Size per Area, 2007 to 2013 

Change 2007-2013 n1_4 n5_9 n10_19 n20_49 n50_99 n100_249 n250_499 n500_999 n1000+ 

Cuyahoga County, OH - Cleveland -1661 -572 -451 -190 -120 -64 3 8 -9 

Wayne County, MI - Detroit -1418 -562 -503 -282 -95 -67 -17 5 -8 

Franklin County, OH - Columbus -1013 -220 56 -105 -23 33 34 -14 1 

Baltimore, MD -948 -426 -176 -45 -83 -39 -24 -8 6 

Marion County, IN - Indianapolis -919 -431 -316 -100 -35 -34 -1 5 6 

Milwaukee County, WI - Milwaukee -881 -188 -203 -132 -50 -27 -21 -11 0 

Hamilton County, OH - Cincinnati -831 -679 -184 -164 -96 -25 -5 -4 3 

Hennepin County, MN - Minneapolis -728 -318 4 -29 -22 -53 -11 24 10 

Allegheny County, PA - Pittsburgh -593 -198 -182 118 12 -2 -4 -4 8 

Richmond, VA -235 -223 -90 9 -52 -25 -2 1 0 

Jackson County, MO - Kansas City -106 -248 -163 -61 -28 -56 4 -6 1 

Suffolk County, MA - Boston 401 114 -22 196 50 -23 19 11 1 

Mecklenburg County, NC - Charlotte 463 10 63 -98 -21 -17 10 -4 4 

Denver County/City, CO 664 -138 136 52 36 -5 -4 2 -3 

Philadelphia County/City, PA 912 -115 109 -17 41 -15 -11 -12 -5 

St. Louis, MO 1960 -627 -313 -264 -131 -88 -1 -17 -3 

 

% Change 2007-2013 n1_4 n5_9 n10_19 n20_49 n50_99 n100_249 n250_499 n500_999 n1000+ 

Cuyahoga County, OH - Cleveland -9% -8% -9% -5% -9% -8% 2% 14% -17% 

Milwaukee County, WI - Milwaukee -9% -5% -7% -6% -6% -5% -16% -16% 0% 

Hamilton County, OH - Cincinnati -8% -14% -5% -7% -10% -4% -3% -7% 10% 

Marion County, IN - Indianapolis -8% -9% -9% -4% -3% -5% -1% 11% 17% 

Wayne County, MI - Detroit -8% -8% -11% -9% -9% -10% -10% 9% -13% 

Franklin County, OH - Columbus -8% -4% 1% -3% -2% 4% 20% -18% 2% 

Baltimore, MD -5% -7% -4% -1% -7% -6% -13% -14% 16% 

Allegheny County, PA - Pittsburgh -4% -3% -4% 3% 1% 0% -2% -6% 16% 

Hennepin County, MN - Minneapolis -3% -5% 0% -1% -1% -5% -4% 23% 17% 

Richmond, VA -2% -5% -3% 0% -6% -6% -2% 3% 0% 

Jackson County, MO - Kansas City -1% -7% -7% -3% -4% -14% 4% -14% 6% 

Mecklenburg County, NC - Charlotte 3% 0% 2% -3% -2% -3% 6% -5% 11% 

Suffolk County, MA - Boston 4% 3% -1% 10% 6% -5% 12% 15% 2% 

Denver County/City, CO 6% -4% 5% 3% 5% -1% -4% 5% -10% 

Philadelphia County/City, PA 7% -2% 3% -1% 5% -3% -6% -15% -10% 

St. Louis, MO 10% -9% -6% -6% -8% -9% 0% -18% -5% 

 


