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Background Materials

How does the economic performance of the
Little Rock Metro area economy compare to the
rest of the state?

Some general comparisons of gross product
per capita personal income, and employment by
Industrial sector
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GrossRegional Product Index

Actual and Projected
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Per Capita Personal Income Index
Base 2000
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Comparison othe LRNLRConway toRest of State
Percent of Jobs by Industry Groups
2012

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, Huntin
Mining, Quarrying, Oil, Gas Extractio
Utilities

Construction

Manufacturing
E LR-NLR-C

Transportation, Wholesale, Retail Trad
m Rest of State

Information
Finance, Insurance, Real Estat
Services
Health Care and Social Assistan
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation
Accommodation and Food Service

Government
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“Re plartd” for Comparabl
How is LKNLRConway MSA doing relative
to other like MSAsS?

Criterion

Comparable measuresf the structure of the economies
Comparable measuresf t he performances of the M

Comparable measuresf the quality oflife in the MSAs

Scoring

Scores are based on a rankisghemethat ranked the various measures.
Theranking is an ordinal ranking €1, 20d, 34, ..))

Reverse Scoringhe lowest score places highest
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FinalRanking by Measure

Ranking of Comparable MSA
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Structural Measures of the Economies

Decomposition of Employment Change by Industry
Industrial Mix Effect: change due to fast and slow growth industries

Competitive Effect: change in employment due to a shift in the competitiveness
of the MSA’s i ndustry

Job Growth in terms of Employment and Occupational Specialization

Diversification of the MSA's Economy

10



Structural Measures

Ranking of Comparable |Competitive| Industrial Mix E?nrygl\cl)vyt/mgnt OS(ES\FI)V;?icI)rr]laI Diversification suml| Rank
MSAS Effect Effect Specialization| Specialization Index

Columbia, SC 2 10 5 11 11 39 9
LRNLRConway AR 11 11 9 9 9 49 11
Memphis, TNMSAR 9 6 7 10 6 3§ 8
Oklahoma City, OK 1 2 1 3 g 15 1
Tulsa, OK 8 1 3 1 2 15 1
Nashville, TN 7 3 10 6 3 29 5
Baton Rouge, LA 6 4 4 4 7l 23 4
GreensboreHigh Point, NG 5 8 8 8 1 30 7
Knoxville, TN 3 5 2 2 4 14 3
Jackson, MS 10 9 11 5 1 45 10
Springfield, MO 4 7 6 7 5 29 5
11



LRNLRConway,AR
JobChanges 2012012

Jobs2010
Jobs 2012
Total Job Change

National Growth Effect
Industrial Mix Effect:
Competitive Effect:

418,257 Jobs
424.196 Jobs
5,939 Jobs

13,243Jobs
-2,349 Jobs
-4 955 Jobs

12
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Industrial Mix Effect 2012012
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Utiliies Comparison ofndustrial Mix Effect
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LRNLRConway,AR
JobChanges 2012012

Jobs2010
Jobs 2012
Total Job Change

National Growth Effect
Industrial Mix Effect:
Competitive Effect:

418,257 Jobs
424.196 Jobs
5,939 Jobs

13,243Jobs
-2,349 Jobs
-4 955 Jobs
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Change in Number of Jobs Due@mmpetitive Effec0102012
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LRNLRConway
Job Growth in Employment and
Occupational Specialization

Specialized Employment Count 2010: 53,793 Jobs
Specialized Employment Count 2012: 54,512 Jobs
Change Specialized Employment: 719 Jobs
Growth Rate (Symmetric): 1.3%
Specialized Occupational Count 2010: 27,806 Jobs
Specialized Occupational Count 2012: 28,589 Jobs
Change Specialized Occupation Count: 783 Jobs
Growth Rate (Symmetric): 2.8%

20
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Growth In Employment Specialization
3 Digit NAICS Industries
20102012
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Comparison of Employment Specialization
(Location Quotient$
LRNLRC Dominates OKC

q

NAICS Description 2010 | 2012

Code
22 Utilities 0.87 1.08§
31-33 Manufacturing 1.14 1.01
A2 Wholesale Trade 1.21 1.09
A4-45 Retail Trade 1.02 1.05
48-49 Transportation and Warehousing 1.45 1.59
ol Information 1.23 1.27
52 Finance and Insurance 1.0Q 1.01
95 Management of Companies 1.21 1.12
61 Educational Services (Private) 1.11 1.13
62 Health Care and Social Assistance 1.16 1.26
81 Other Services (except Public Admin.) 1.04 1.0
90 Government 1.06 1.10
21 Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction 0.1 0.1

Location quotient compareghe share of jobsn a particular industrytoa base econonilye’ s | o

sameindustry to measure the degreef specializationin that industry.
Example: The 1.27 in the Information industrial sector means that jobs in this sector are 1.27 times more

concentrated in Little Rock than in Oklahoma City. 22
. s
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Comparisorof Occupation Specialization
(Location Quotient$
LRNLRC Dominates Tulsa

Occupation 2010 | 2012
Computer and Mathematical 1.45 1.54
Life, Physical, and Social Science 1.22 1.31
Community and Social Service 1.33 1.32
Legal 1.15 1.21
Education, Training, and Library 1.12 1.13
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 1.42 1.41
Healthcare Support 1.10 1.11
Protective Service 1.24 1.14
Food Preparation and Serving Related 1.06 1.12
Building and Grounds Maintenance 1.07 1.04
Personal Care and Service 1.08 1.13
Office and Administrative Support 1.05 1.06
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 1.05 1.03
Transportation and Material Moving 1.04 1.09
Military 2.73 2.81

Location quotient compares the share of jobsahnn o ccupati on t o slrem#thesmmes c 0 n
occupation to measureghe degree ofoccupational specialization.
Example The 1.21 legal occupation location quotient means that jobs in this occupation are 1.21 times more

concentrated in Little Rock than in Tulsa. ”



Economic Diversification Index
2012 Employment By Industrial Group

Index
0.86 . .
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¢ Nashville, TN more diversification.
0.84
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‘ 1 . . .
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Performance Measures

Deviation from the MSA’s trend
Unemployment rates to compare the risk of unemployment
Average annual wage to compare earnings

Housing Permits to compare new housing construction activity

GDF

26



PerformanceMeasures

Ranking of Comparable

Deviation From Tren

Dispersion in th¢ Average

Housing Permit

COF | noomment sy | (ot | S| R
Columbia, SC 5 7 9 5 20 9
LRNLRConway, AR 7 2 5 10 24 5
Memphis, TNMS 8 9 3 3 23 4
Oklahoma City, OK 9 1 4 1 15 1
Tulsa, OK 11 5 2 4 22 3
Nashville, TN 3 10 1 2 16 2
Baton Rouge, LA 10 3 6 6 29 6
GreensboreHigh Point, NC 2 11 8 8 29 10
Knoxville, TN 1 7 11 25
Jackson, MS 4 10 29
Springfield, MO 6 11 9 34 11

27



Deviation from the MSA's Trend GDP
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Annual Unemployment Rate by MSA
20002012
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Ratio ofVarianceto Mean
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MSA's Deviation from the Average Annuladustry Wage
2012
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Growth in Total Numbef Housing Permits
20102012
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, New Privately Owned Housing Units by Metropolitan Area
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Quality of Life Indicators
Air Quality Index
Travel Time to Work
Real Estate Taxes
Housing Prices

MSASs Price Indexes

34



Quality of Life Measures

Mean

Ranking of Comparable MSA Alr Quality 'I_'ravel I\élgt(:;nTzi: Median_ Regional Pric Sum | Rank
Index Time To : House Pric Index
Work Paid

Columbia, SC 4 8 4 7 9 32 9
LRNLRConway AR 7 6 3 5 6 27 6
Memphis, TNMSAR 8 8 11 6 10 43 10
Oklahoma City, OK 5 2 7 1 5 20 5
Tulsa, OK 10 1 8 2 4 25 4
Nashville, TN 5 10 10 11 11 47 11
Baton Rouge, LA 11 11 1 10 8 41 8
GreensboreHigh Point, NC 2 4 9 8 3 26 3
Knoxville, TN 9 5 5 9 2 30 2
Jackson, MS 3 7 2 3 7 22 7
Springfield, MO 1 3 5 4 1 14 1
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Air Quality Index
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Air Quality Index is an indicator of overall air qualitgnd it takes into accountir pollutants measured within a
geographic areaSource: EPA
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Median Real Estate Taxes Paid
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Median House Price
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2015 Score Card
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SummaryLittle RockNorth Little RockConwayRankings

Comparable Measure Rank Category
Dispersion in the Rate of Unemployment 2 Economic Performance
Median ReaEstate Taxes Paid 3 Quality of Life
Average Wage by Industry 5 Economic Performance
Median House Price 5 Quiality of Life
Mean Travel Time To Work 6 Quality of Life
Regional Price Index 6 Quiality of Life
Deviation From Trend GDP 7 Economic Performance
Air Quality Index 7 Quality of Life
Growth In Employment Specialization 9 Economic Structure
Growth In Occupational Job Specialization 9 Economic Structure
Diversification Index 9 Economic Structure
Housing Permits (Total) 10 Economic Performance
Competitive Effect 11 Economic Structure
Industrial Mix Effect 11 Economic Structure
Total Score 100
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Contact Information
Gregory Hamilton, Ph.D.
Institute for Economic Advancement
University of Arkansas at Little Rock
501-569-8571
glhamilton@ualr.edu

Thank You

P: 501.569.8519 F: 501.569.8538 _
INSTITUTE FOR 2801 South University Avenue, iea.ualr.edu
R Economic ADVANCEMENT Little Rock, AR 72204-1099
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