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KEY FINDINGS — QUALITY OF LIFE

M Cost of living in metro Austin was in the mid-range compared to peer regions in
late 20006, although transportation costs were comparatively high.

Housing costs are also competitive in Greater Austin, especially
compared to overheated housing markets in Phoenix, Nashville and
Raleigh. The Austin area is also much less vulnerable to sub-prime-
mortgage defaults than Denver, Nashville and Phoenix.
However, price-trends indicate that metro Austin is gradually
catching up to median home values in certain competitor markets.

M Despite Greater Austin’s high average wages, the region has mid-range per capita
incomes and comparatively high adult and youth poverty rates. This indicates
that certain local constituencies are not benefiting from the region’s dynamic
economy.

M Compared to metros with large health-care economies such as Denver, Nashville
and Raleigh-Durham, Greater Austin is relatively underserved for physicians.
The lack of a teaching hospital in metro Austin also contributes to the
region’s low concentration of health-care professionals, although
efforts are underway to address this issue through the development of
a medical teaching facility in the Mueller district.

M Metro Austin is the safest of the peer metros for violent crimes, although its rate
of property crime is more comparable to competitor regions.

M Teenage pregnancies have been declining in the Austin MSA and are well below
state averages. Measures of teenage “idleness” (16-19 year olds not in school or
working) are also comparatively low in Greater Austin.

M Metro Austin’s non-profit organizational capacity and activity is strong, with the
region topping its peer metros in number of registered organizations per
resident.

M Austin’s significantly low numbers of facilities that generate pollution — coupled
with the city’s high per-capita rates of parkland and park-related investments —
combine to make the region’s natural environment a great local strength.

M The Austin area has a competitive array of arts and cultural amenities that not
only contribute to the region’s quality of life, but also rate highly in rankings of
cultural “vitality” and arts-related employment.

Competitive Realities
May 2007 106



 MARKETS!

Community Indices

In the past decade, rankings that profile “best cities” for business, singles, retirees,
entrepreneurs, and the like have become increasingly popular in print and online
media sources. Such rankings and indices can help shape opinions outsiders hold
about communities. This section of the report lists a select group of community
indices recently published in various media including magazines, online, books, and
academic publications in order to gain an “outsider’s perspective” on Greater Austin
compared to Denver, Nashville, Phoenix, and Raleigh-Durham.

Quality of Life

The following table lists the results of three quality of life rankings from Sperling’s
(2005) and Forbes (2006). Sperling’s ranked Austin 22™ out of 331 metro areas in its
“Best Places to Live” list. The ranking analyzed several factors that contribute to
overall quality of life including cost of living, job growth, environmental quality, and
commuting times. Austin ranked considerably higher than Denver, Nashville, and
Phoenix but lower than Raleigh-Durham.

Sperling’s also published a “Best Places for Seniors” ranking in the same year. Based
on an analysis of 331 metro area’s senior living facilities, medical care, transportation
services, and senior population, Austin ranked 29", higher than only Phoenix (which
ranked 35"). Austin’s lack of a medical school and its smaller proportion of senior
residents probably contributed to its ranking in this regard.

Forbes published a “Best Cities for Singles” list in 2006, which ranked 40 of the
largest metro areas in the nation. Indicators examined for the rankings include
nightlife, culture, job growth, number of singles, cost of living, “coolness,” and online
dating activity. Austin ranked as the 8" best metro area in the country for singles.
While it cracked the top ten, Austin still ranked lower than Denver, Phoenix, and
Raleigh-Durham.
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Quality of Life Rankings (by MSA), 2005 and 2006
Sperling's Forbes

Best Places | Best Places for | Best Cities for
to Live, 2005 | Seniors, 2005 | Singles, 2006

Austin 22 29 8
Denver 60 20 1
Nashville 206 24 23
Phoenix 273 35 2
Raleigh-Durham 13 26 6

Best Places to Live (2005): Ranks 331 metro areas based on a variety of quality of life issues including job
outlook, cost of living, weather, environmental quality, crime rates, commuting times, and leisure amenities.

Best Places for Seniors (2005): Ranks 331 metro areas based over to categories such as senior living facilities,
medical care, specialized transportation services, and senior population.

Best Cities for Singles (2006): Forbes ranked 40 of the largest continental U.S. metropolitan centers in seven
different areas: nightlife, culture, job growth, number of singles, cost of living alone, coolness, and for the first
time, online dating. All categories are weighted equally, with the exception of the number of singles, which
received a double weighting.

Sustainability

Environmental protection and sustainability have become increasingly important
issues associated with quality of life and community competitiveness. However,
measuring and tracking issues of sustainability on the local and regional levels can be
difficult. SustainLane is the first organization to track indicators associated with
sustainability across communities. Popular media outlets including The New York
Times, USA Today, The Wall Street Journal, NPR, CNN, Forbes, and others have cited
the organization’s achievements in raising awareness about environmental protection
and responsibility.

The following chart shows SustainLane’s rankings of the City of Austin and its peer
cities in air quality, planning and land use, local food and agriculture production,
green (LEED) buildings, and regional public transit ridership. Among the largest 50
cities in the nation, Austin ranked in the top 10 for air quality, local food and
agriculture, and green buildings. It ranked very well for planning and land use as
well. However, the City posted a weaker ranking in regional public transit ridership.

Sustainability Rankings by Indicator (by City), 2006

Planning and Local Food and Green (LEED) Regional Public

Air Quality Land Use Agriculture Buildings Transit Ridership
Austin 8 11 7 8 27
Denver 14 17 10 14 19
Nashville 35 25 23 27 42
Phoenix 46 9 40 28 24
Raleigh-Durham NR NR NR NR NR

Source: SustainLane.com.
Note: The largest 50 US cities by population (based on 2004 US Census data) were selected as the universe
for the study. Neither Raleigh nor Durham was included in the study. More information can be found at
http://www.sustainlane.us/Methodology.jsp, including sources for each indicator.
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Creative Class

Related to rise of the knowledge economy is a group of workers that professor and
author Richard Florida calls the “creative class.” These are the people who use their
minds to create new processes and products. The so-called creative class includes
scientists, engineers, artists, actors, architects, researchers, and analysts. They also
include those who work in knowledge-intensive industries such as finance, law,
health care, business management, and high-tech sectors. According to Florida, the
creative class will drive growth in the 21" century economy. While it is debatable
whether the creative class will indeed be the de facto lynchpin of the New Economy, it
is reasonable to believe that today’s knowledge-based economy is heavily dependent
on the human capital behind it.

According to Florida’s theory, the creative class is attracted to cities with the three
“T’s”: technology, talents, and tolerance. He argues that these principles are key
determinants of successful economic development. To measure community
competitiveness along these dimensions, he developed a Creativity Index of metro
areas based on four factors: the creative class’ share of the workforce, innovation
(measured as patents per capita), high-tech industry (using the Milken Institute’s
Tech Pole Index), and diversity.” The following table shows Florida’s rankings of the
metro areas with the highest Creativity Index. Austin ranked second out of 268
metro areas, bolstered by its high scores in innovation and its total proportion of
creative class workers. While Raleigh-Durham and Denver also scored well, Phoenix
and Nashville did not place in the top 20.

Richard Florida's Creativity Index Rankings (by MSA), 2006

Overall Creative Class High Tech Innovation Diversity
Metropolitan Area Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank
San Francisco 1 12 1 5 1
Austin 2 7 13 6 23
Boston 3 6 2 12 41
San Diego 3 30 14 13 4
Seattle 5 20 3 34 11
Raleigh-Durham 6 5 16 8 52
Houston 7 22 19 39 16
Washington, D.C. 9 4 5 85 18
New York 10 25 15 54 20
Minneapolis 11 14 28 11 60
Dallas 11 55 6 40 15
Denver 14 17 65 29 25
Phoenix 22 92 8 46 21
Nashville 66 79 70 171 45

Source: http://www.creativeclass.org/rankings.shtml
Note: Rankings based on 268 metro areas

* The Tech Pole Index is based on a region’s high-tech industrial output as a percentage of the U.S.
high-tech industrial output, and the percentage of a region’s total economic output that comes from
high-tech industries compared to the national percentage.
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City Vitals Rankings

CEOs for Cities is a non-profit organization with a network of mayors, corporate
CEOs, university presidents, foundation officials, and civic leaders working to
strengthen America’s urban communities. According to the organization’s 2006
“City Vitals” report, competitive communities are those that seek to develop talent,
innovation, connections, and distinctiveness. As such, the report analyzed metro
area competitiveness in four indices along these dimensions.

Talented City

The skill and abilities of a community’s workforce play a key role in its
competitiveness in today’s knowledge economy. Because studies have shown the
correlation between a person’s income level and his/her educational attainment, the
regions with the best educated residents also typically have the highest levels of
income. This index looked at the following indicators to measure intellectual capital
by region.

* Educational attainment: Percent of the metro population ages 25+ with at
least a four-year college degree

= Creative professionals: Percentage of workers employers as mathematicians,
scientists, artists, engineers, architects, and designers

* Young and restless: Percentage of the metro population that are 25-34 years
old who have competed at least a four-year college degree

= Traded sector talent: Percent of metro workers who have a college degree
and are employed in private sector businesses excluding health care and
education

= International talent: Percentage of metropolitan population ages 25+ who
have competed a college degree and were born outside of the United States

As shown in the following chart, Raleigh-Durham ranked higher than Austin in each
indicator area. However, Austin was highly rated in workforce competitiveness. It
ranked higher than Denver, Nashville, and Phoenix for every indicator area.

Talented City Indicators (by MSA), City Vitals Rankings, 2006

Raleigh-

Indicator Austin Denver | Nashville| Phoenix | Durham
College Attainment 3 6 22 33 1
Creative Professionals 4 5 31 25 2
Young & Restless 2 6 14 33 1
Traded Sector Talent 4 9 26 29 2
International Talent 17 27 44 23 21

Source: CEOs For Cities “City Vitals” report
Note: All calculations were computed at the metropolitan area level using the best and most recent data
available. A complete methodology can be found in the report on page 5.
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Innovative City

Because the ability to create and commercialize new ideas is a key factor of economic
growth, promoting innovation is a key strategy for competitive communities. As
noted in the “City Vitals” report, regions with strong clusters of talent, innovative
firms, and research institutions with a strong risk-taking entrepreneurial climate
account for a greater number of new ideas and patents. This index examined four
indicators to measure innovation activity by region.

* Patents: Number of patents issued per 1,000 population
= Venture capital: Amount of venture capital raised per 1,000 population
» Self-employed: Percent of adult population who are self-employed

* Small business: Number of firms with fewer than 20 employees per 1,000
population

Austin ranked higher than its peer metro areas in patents and venture capital activity.
However, it ranked comparatively lower in self-employment and its proportion of
small businesses.

Innovative City Indicators (by MSA), City Vitals Rankings, 2006

Raleigh-

Indicator Austin Denver | Nashville| Phoenix | Durham
Patents 3 12 48 13 6
Venture Capital 3 6 22 25 5
Self-Employment 15 17 7 12 20
Small Businesses 24 11 46 44 23

Source: CEOs For Cities “City Vitals” report
Note: All calculations were computed at the metropolitan area level using the best and most recent data
available. A complete methodology can be found in the report on page 5.

Connected City

Because of the realities of today’s global economy, connected communities maintain
a competitive advantage. The study examined many dimensions of connectedness
including physical connections (made through transportation infrastructure),
telecommunications connections, and local connections (made through volunteering
and voting). The “City Vitals” index examined seven indicators to measure these
dimensions of connectedness.

* Voting: Number of votes cast in the November 2004 presidential election
divided by the voting age population of the metro area

» Community involvement: Percentage of the metro area population who
reported volunteering for a community activity in the past year

* Economic integration: Percentage of the population who would not have to
move from their current neighborhood in order to equalize the distribution of
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high-income and low-income households across all neighborhoods in a metro
area

» Transit use: Percentage of non-poor households that use public
transportation at least once per week

» International students: Number of foreign students enrolled in institutions
of higher education in the metro area per 1,000 population

= Foreign travel: Percent of the population reporting taking a trip outside the
United States

= Wireless internet access: Number of Wi-Fi hotspots per 100,000
population

Austin ranked highly in foreign travel, internet connectivity, community
involvement, and proportion of international students. However, it ranked very low
in voter participation and economic integration.

Connected City Indicators (by MSA), City Vitals Rankings, 2006

Raleigh-
Indicator Austin Denver | Nashville| Phoenix | Durham
Voting 41 19 25 46 18
Community Involvemen 4 6 47 35 5
Economic Integration 49 47 12 43 13
Transit Use n/a 14 n/a 23 n/a
International Students 11 10 44 25 27
Foreign Travel 1 29 41 23 3
Internet Connectivity 1 10 15 9 12

Source: CEOs For Cities “City Vitals” report
Note: All calculations were computed at the metropolitan area level using the best and most recent data
available. A complete methodology can be found in the report on page 5.

Distinctive City

The “City Vitals” report noted that one of the paradoxes of globalization is that,
through increased communication and commerce, distinctive differences between
communities are often diminished. Fostering a strong “sense of place” makes
communities more attractive to visitors and helps enhance quality of life for local
residents. In addition, ideas gained through local experiences are often the
inspirations behind major technological and business-model breakthroughs.
Because there are many dimensions of distinctiveness, this index examined four
broad measures.

= Weirdness index: Average of the extent to which the metro area’s 10 most
distinctive consumer behaviors exceed the national norm for each behavior

* Culture/cable radio: Ratio of persons attending cultural events to the
number of persons regularly watching cable television
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= Restaurant variety: Ratio of ethnic restaurants to fast food restaurants in the
metro area

» Movie variety: Variance of local movie attendance from national movie
attendance for the top 60 motion pictures nationally in 2005

Despite the local push to “Keep Austin Weird,” Denver ranked higher on all
dimensions of distinctiveness. While Austin ranked better than the other
comparison metro areas in weirdness and the culture/cable ratio, it ranked in the
bottom half of the index for movie and restaurant variety.

Distinctive City Indicators (by MSA), City Vitals Rankings, 2006

Raleigh-

Indicator Austin Denver | Nashville| Phoenix | Durham
Weirdness Index 17 3 25 23 27
Culture/Cable Ratio 7 2 50 14 17
Restaurant Variety 28 21 35 18 24
Movie Variety 30 10 27 31 21

Source: CEOs For Cities “City Vitals” report
Note: All calculations were computed at the metropolitan area level using the best and most recent data
available. A complete methodology can be found in the report on page 5.
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Southern Growth Policies Board Community Index

In 2005, the Southern Growth Policies Board published its Southern Community
Index. The index tracks southern states’ progress in building healthier, more vibrant
communities. To achieve this, the index includes 15 quality of life measures that are
— together — considered to be the foundation for healthy and viable communities.

These measures include: access to healthcare; homeownership rates; crime rates;
employment rates; and levels of civic engagement and leadership diversity. Building
strong communities underpins long-term economic development strategies by
providing the services, infrastructure, and environment to support families, workers,
and businesses.

In addition to tracking state progress along these 15 dimensions, the stated goal of
publishing this index was to encourage communities to develop a localized index to
gauge progress and competitiveness. Using the Southern Community Index as a
basis, Market Street developed the following index to gauge Austin’s competitiveness
against its peer metro areas.

In terms of competitive advantages, the educational attainment of Greater Austin’s
workforce is clearly an advantage. In addition, the region has the highest proportion
of international students enrolled in higher education compared to Denver, Nashville,
Phoenix, and Raleigh-Durham. Despite this, metro Austin’s per capita income as a
percent of the U.S. per capita income is 99 percent. In Denver, Nashville, and
Raleigh-Durham PCI as a percent of national PCI exceeds 100 percent.

Austin’s “weirdness” is also an advantage in creating an environment attractive to
knowledge workers. The Austin metro area has the highest number of arts
businesses per 1,000 residents at 3.46 compared to 2.8 in Denver, 2.66 in Nashville,
2.21 in Raleigh-Durham, and 1.85 in Phoenix.

In terms of competitive disadvantages, Greater Austin’s high real estate prices make
rents unaffordable for a higher percentage of renters. It also helps explain
comparatively low home-ownership rates. These findings are supported by research
noted earlier in this report.
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Southern Growth Policies Board Community Index (by MSA)

Raleigh-
Indicator Austin | Denver | Nashville] Phoenix | Durham U.S.

1 |Voter Turnout (as percent of registered 61% n/a 70% 78% 69% 64%
voters)

2 |Teenage Idleness (16-19 year olds not 5% 5% 6% 7% 4% 5%
in school or workforce)

3 |Economic Integration 54% 55% 63% 56% 63% n/a

4 |International Students (# enrolled in 54.2 45.6 10.8 18.1 45.6 n/a
higher education per 1,000 population)

5 |Uninsured (as percent of total 14% 15% 11% 17% 13% 14%
population)

6 |Homeownership Rate 60% 68% 68% 68% 65% 67%

7 |Renters with Unaffordable Housing 49% 50% 47% 48% 45% 49%

8 |Violent Crime Rate (per 100,000 346 444 894 513 386 469
population)

9 Property Crime Rate (per 100,000 4,134 4,458 4,136 5,236 3,438 3,430
population)

10 |Arts Businesses per 1,000 Residents 3.46 2.80 2.66 1.85 2.21 n/a

11 |Children in Poverty 16% 12% 16% 20% 14% 18%

12 |Per Capita Income (as percent of U.S.) 99% 123% 106% 94% 101% 100%

13 |Labor Force Participation Rate 83% 84% 79% 78% 80% 78%

14 |Population with H.S. Degree or Higher 87% 88% 85% 84% 88% 84%

15 |Population with a B.A. or Higher 39% 37% 28% 27% 42% 27%

Sources and Notes:
1 Texas, Arizona, and Colorado Secretary of State offices; NC State Board of Elections; TN Dept. of State
2 American Community Survey, 2005
3 City Vitals Report by CEOs for Cities.
Measure reflects the number of students who would not have to move from their current neighborhood in
order to equalize distribution of high-income households across all neighborhoods in the metropolitan are¢
4 City Vitals Report by CEOs for Cities
5 U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Health Insurance Estimates, 2000
6,7 American Community Survey, 2005
8, 9 Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2005
10 Americans for the Arts, 2004 (based on 2000 data)
Arts businesses include those in museum/collections; performing arts; visual/photography; film, radio, TV
design/publishing; and schools/services.
11 U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates, 2004
12 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2005
13 Texas Workforce Commission, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Census Bureau, 2005
14, 15 American Community Survey, 2005
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CONCLUSION

The competitive issues, challenges and opportunities faced by Greater Austin as it
embarks on development of the Opportunity Austin II strategy are alike in some ways
to the concerns identified in 2003’s first Opportunity Austin strategic process, but
there are significant differences. Traffic congestion and mobility are still priority
local competitive constraints, as are challenges to effectively leverage the region’s
growing minority populations. The protection and enhancement of Greater Austin’s
quality schools, plentiful greenspace, dynamic quality of life and inimitable
quirkiness still deserves serious strategic attention. However, metro Austin is in a
different place in 2007 than it was in 2003. The economy is racing along in high-
gear, total population and per-capita incomes are increasing, regional cooperation
and public-private partnerships have been solidified, and Greater Austin is again
prominently on the economic development “radar screen” for relocation
professionals and non-local companies.

Therefore, successfully addressing the key issues identified in this Competitive
Realities report — and each successive research phase of this planning process — will
focus on taking Greater Austin to the “next level” of success.

The priority competitive concerns identified in this report can be summarized in the
following categories:

Talent — This issue impacts the full spectrum of workforce availability,
including:
» Improvement of regional school systems’ ability to effectively
prepare students for college and the workplace;
= Addressing enrollment capacity issues of regional two and four-
year colleges and universities, and better linkages of these
institutions’ curricula with local occupations-in-demand;
»  Working to provide good jobs for local graduates with non-
technology degrees; and
» Ensuring that professionals with specialized skills and
demonstrated management experience are available for local
companies.

Economic Development Catalysts — This dynamic is inclusive of:

» Sufficient venture and seed-capital resources to enable local
researchers and entrepreneurs to successfully create growing
businesses;

= A best-practice regional environment for technology-transfer and
research commercialization; and

= Comprehensive attention to the key supportive actions necessary
to expand local companies of all sizes.
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Keeping Greater Austin Great — These concerns address the region’s
inevitable growth, including:

* Getting “ahead” of growth by coordinating regional development
and transportation planning to the extent necessary to improve
mobility, protect natural environments and accommodate
residents of all incomes and ages; and

* Ensuring that Greater Austin’s quality of life and all that
contributes to it continues to be the region’s principal competitive
strength.

Ultimately, strategic actions recommended to address these issues will require a level
of participation and attention from regional stakeholders at least equivalent to — and
likely even more robust — than the dynamic efforts aligned behind implementation of
Opportunity Austin in 2004.
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APPENDIX A: METHODOLOGY

This section describes the methodologies used in the research and data analysis of
this report, including geographies used in the Competitive Position Analysis as well as
a note on the data sources cited in this Competitive Realities report.

Geography

The Austin-Round Rock MSA (also referred to as Greater Austin, metro Austin, and
the Austin region) is comprised of five counties in central Texas: Bastrop, Caldwell,
Hays, Travis, and Williamson. The City of Austin is located in Travis County.

Austin-Round Rock, Texas MSA 2005
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This report compares the Austin-Round Rock metropolitan statistical area against the
state of Texas and the United States in the demographic and economic snapshots and
against four peer metro areas in the Competitive Position Analysis. The peer metro
areas include Denver, Colorado; Nashville, Tennessee; Phoenix, Arizona; and
Raleigh-Durham, North Carolina.

The following chart shows how these metro area’s definitions have changed since the
1999 classifications used for the decennial Census. The Austin and Phoenix metro
area definitions have not changed, but changes did occur for Denver, Nashville, and
Raleigh-Durham. Because most of these changes reflect the inclusion of outlying,
developing counties, the 1999 definitions for Nashville, Denver, and Raleigh-
Durham include more than 94 percent of the population captured by the 2005 MSA
definitions. As such, Market Street is comfortable using data sources that aggregate
these metro areas according to the 1999 definitions (2000 Census and the 2005
American Community Survey. Where possible, Market Street has aggregated data to
match the most current MSA definitions.
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Metro Area Definition Changes, 1999 (used for the 2000 Census) and 2005

1999 Definition 2005 Definition
Austin Austin-San Marcos MSA Austin-Round Rock MSA
Bastrop
Caldwell
Hays Definition remains the same
Travis
Williamson
Current Population (based on 1999 def.) Current Population (based on 2005 def.)
1,452,529 1,452,529
Denver Denver PMSA Denver-Aurora MSA
Adams Adams
Arapahoe Arapahoe
Denver Broomfield*
Douglas Clear Creek
Jefferson Denver
Douglas
Elbert
Gilpin
Jefferson
Park
Current Population (based on 1999 def.) Current Population (based on 2005 def.)
2,262,650 2,359,994
96% of the pop captured by 2005 def.
Nashville Nashville MSA Nashville-Davidson-Murireesboro MSA
Cheatham Cannon
Davidson Cheatham
Dickson Davidson
Robertson Dickson
Rutherford Hickman
Sumner Macon
Williamson Robertson
Wilson Rutherford
Smith
Sumner
Trousdale
Williamson
Wilson
Current Population (based on 1999 def.) Current Population (based on 2005 def.)
1,337,541 1,422,544
94% of the pop captured by 2005 def.
Phoenix Phoenix-Mesa MSA Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale MSA
Maricopa Definition remains the same
Pinal
Current Population (based on 1999 def.) Current Population (based on 2005 def.)
3,865,077 3,865,077
Raleigh-Durham Raleigh-Durham-Chapel Hill MSA Raleigh-Cary MSA / Durham MSA
Chatham Chatham (Durham)
Durham Durham (Durham)
Franklin Franklin (Raleigh-Cary)
Johnston Johnston (Raleigh-Cary)
Orange Orange (Durham)
Wake Wake (Raleigh-Cary)
Person (Durham)
Current Population (based on 1999 def.) Current Population (based on 2005 def.)
1,368,651 1,405,868
97% of the pop captured by 2005 def.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Estimates (2005)

Note: 2000 Decennial Census and the 2005 American Community Survey both use the 1999 definitions.
*Broomfield County was formed from parts of Adams, Boulder, Jefferson, and Weld Counties, CO in late 2001
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Data Sources

Market Street used the most recent data available for this Competitive Realities report.
Reputable and reliable private, non-profit, local, state, and national data sources are
used, making every effort to match methodologies and units of comparison across
sources to provide the most accurate and informative analysis of Greater Austin’s
economic trends and competitive position.

Major data sources for this report include the U.S. Census Bureau, the U.S. Bureau
of Economic Analysis, the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, and the Internal Revenue
Service. State and local data sources include the Texas Workforce Commission, the
Greater Austin Chamber of Commerce, and the City of Austin.

In many cases, the data are presented in a chart as the percentage each component
represents of the total. In these cases, unless otherwise noted, if the summation of
the percentages of all the components does not equal 100 percent, it is due to
rounding.

Education Data Coverage

In the K-12 analysis in the “Education and Workforce Development” section of this
report, a number of indicators were examined in order to gauge Austin’s competitive
position. Each central city’s largest school districts were used for this analysis. The
following chart outlines the school districts used for this report.

Education Data Coverage: Districts by City

Student
Total Number | Coverage
of Districts in for
City Districts Used for Data Analysis City Analysis

Austin Austin ISD 3 87%
Denver Denver County 2 93%
Nashville |Nashville-Davidson County School District 1 100%
Phoenix* |(See Note) 19 81%
Raleigh Wake County Schools 1 100%
Durham Durham Public Schools 1 100%

The City of Phoenix has 19 separate school districts, three of which cover grades K-12 (Deer Valley, Paradise
Valley, and Scottsdale). This analysis includes these districts as well as the largest five elementary districts
(Alhambra, Cartwright, Pendergast, Roosevelt, and Washington) and the only high school district (Phoenix
Union).

Age Data

For the purposes of this report, Market Street utilized two different sources for certain
demographic data. The University of Texas at San Antonio houses the Texas State
Data Center (TSDA). The TSDA develops population estimates and projections by
age, race and ethnicity, and gender for the State of Texas and its counties. The
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estimates produced by the TSDA differ from those produced by the U.S. Census
Bureau on three points.

1. The TSDA data uses more recent birth and death data than the Census
Bureau.

2. The TSDA data takes into account recent annexations whereas the Census
Bureau figures do not.

3. The Census Bureau uses the “administrative records method” to estimate
county populations. This method uses income tax records that are not
available to analysts outside of the Census Bureau. As such, the TSDA
employs three different methods (ratio-component, component method II,
and the housing-unit method) to estimate county populations. The estimates
reported by the TSDA average the results of these three methods together.

The Texas State Data Center is the preferred data source for many Texas localities,
whereas the Census Bureau is more likely to be a primary data source for researchers
outside of Texas. This includes site selectors. Although there are discrepancies
between the two sources, they both highlight similar trends.
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