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PROSPERITY PARTNERSHIP CO–CHAIRS
Rick Bender, President, Washington State Labor Council, AFL-CIO – Mark Emmert, President, University of Washington
– John Ladenburg, County Executive, Pierce County – Charles H. Mitchell, Chancellor, Seattle Community College District
– Tomio Moriguchi, Chairman and Chief Executive, Uwajimaya – Boeing Commercial Airplane Company – Rita Ryder,
President, YWCA, Strategic Initiatives – Brad Smith, Senior Vice President, Microsoft Corporation

Prosperity Partnership
Launched in 2004, the Prosperity Partnership is a coalition of business, government, academic, labor and nonprofit organizations from
King, Kitsap, Pierce and Snohomish counties dedicated to taking critically important actions to ensure long-term economic prosperity in
the central Puget Sound region. Together, this coalition created and adopted the Regional Economic Strategy in September 2005. The
Strategy takes a two-pronged approach: 1) Cluster Initiatives, to meet the needs of industry clusters, and 2) Foundation Initiatives, to
strengthen the general underpinnings of the entire economy. The complete Strategy is available online at www.prosperitypartnership.
org/strategy.

Economic Development District Board
The Central Puget Sound Economic Development District (EDD) is the federally designated economic development district for the region covering King, Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish counties. The EDD is responsible for regional economic development planning and
collaborates with various private and public sector agencies to accomplish this goal. The EDD brings together the private and public
sectors in a partnership necessary to provide a coordinated strategy and an ongoing economic development program for the region.
In January 2003, the EDD Board voted to make a long-term commitment to strengthen economic development planning and improve
efficiency by merging with the Puget Sound Regional Council.

Puget Sound Regional Council
The Puget Sound Regional Council coordinates regional transportation, economic and growth planning for the central Puget Sound
region of Washington state. PSRC serves as a forum for cities, counties, ports, transit agencies, tribes, and state government to work
together on important regional issues, and partners with business, civic, environmental organizations, and citizens to identify and advocate regional priorities. For more information, visit www.psrc.org.
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November 2006
Dear Reader,
We are pleased to present the 2006–2007 Puget Sound Regional Competitiveness Indicators. This is a first-ever report evaluating our region’s competitiveness using a set of 20 economic and social indicators, and reporting
progress made on the implementation of the Foundation and Cluster Action
Initiatives of the Prosperity Partnership’s Regional Economic Strategy.
The Prosperity Partnership is a coalition of business, government, academic,
labor and nonprofit organizations from King, Kitsap, Pierce and Snohomish counties that has developed and is implementing a common economic
strategy. Together, this coalition created and adopted the Regional Economic
Strategy in September 2005.
The central Puget Sound region is fundamentally linked to the global
economy and we compete against metropolitan regions all over the world.
This Indicators report is useful for helping us understand how our region is
performing in the crucial foundation areas of our economy: Education and
the Workforce, Technology & Innovation, Enterprise & Investment, Business
Climate, Transportation & Infrastructure, and Quality of Life & Social Capital.
This year we compare ourselves against five peer regions in the U.S. Next
year we will add international regions as well.
We present these indicators for the Puget Sound region and five comparable
U.S. regions: San Francisco Bay Area, San Diego, Denver, Phoenix and Minneapolis-St. Paul. Benchmarking against these peers is a useful way to gauge
our competitiveness against similar metropolitan regions. Where we lag
behind other regions provides an indication of where improvement is needed.
However, even in areas where we are leaders nationally, we should not rest
on our laurels.
As we move forward, measuring our region’s economic performance over
time becomes crucial to the continued enhancement of the work of the Prosperity Partnership towards the goal of long-term economic prosperity in the
region. The Indicators report will be updated annually and should be used to
stimulate discussion, prioritize actions, and guide future strategy development.
Sincerely,

Deborah Knutson
Chair, Economic Development District Board
President & CEO, Snohomish County Economic Development Council

Bob Drewel
Executive Director, Puget Sound Regional Council
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WASHINGTON STATE

About The Indicators
The Puget Sound Regional Competitiveness Indicators report has two objectives:
•		Measuring the region’s competitiveness through a set of 20 economic and social indicators.
• Reporting on the progress of the 2006 Action Items of the Regional Economic Strategy.
This report should be used as a tool to set priorities and guide future actions and will be updated on an annual basis.
Framework
The Indicators document consists of the following core components:
• Economic Profile – A summary of data on labor force, demographics, and industries in the Puget Sound region.
• Indicators – A set of 20 economic and social indicators organized under six foundational issue areas:
			
o Education & the Workforce
			
o Technology & Innovation
			
o Enterprise & Investment
			
o Business Climate
			
o Transportation & Infrastructure
			
o Quality of Life & Social Capital
• Action Items – An introduction to the upcoming year’s Action Items. The 2007 Action Items were adopted by the Central
Puget Sound Economic Development District Board in October 2006.
• Progress Reports – The Indicators report documents progress made on Prosperity Partnership action items implemented over
the previous year in the Foundation and Cluster initiative areas.
			
o Foundation action item reports are presented in sidebars alongside relevant indicators throughout the report.
			
o Cluster action item reports are included with the Indicators. This year there were action items for Aerospace, Clean
		 Technology, Life Sciences, and Logistics & International Trade. The Information Technology cluster concerns were 		
		 incorporated into the Foundation actions. There were no cluster specific actions for this cluster.
Peer Regions
The indicators are reported for the Puget Sound region, the U.S. and five peer regions, where data were available. U.S. and peer region data are used to provide a context in which to evaluate our region’s competitiveness. Where regional data were not available,
comparisons are made at the state or subregional level.
The peer regions are the metropolitan areas of:
• Denver, Colorado
• Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minnesota
• Phoenix, Arizona
• San Diego, California
• San Francisco Bay Area (including Silicon Valley), California
These peer regions were selected during the analysis performed for the Economic Analysis of the Central Puget Sound Region
– Volume II of the Regional Economic Strategy adopted in September 2005. They were chosen based on similarities to this region in
population, employment and key industry clusters. Next year we will add international regions as well.
Indicator Criteria
The Puget Sound Regional Competitiveness Indicators report tells us how the region is performing in a set of 20 economic and social
measures. These quantitative measures provide an indication of the condition or direction of the economy – whether we are progressing,
declining or staying the same – and how we measure against peer regions. The indicators were selected based on the following criteria:
• Accessible – Data are from reliable, objective sources and, where available, are derived from existing sets of indicators.
• Current – Data are collected/updated on a regular basis.
• Relevant – Reflects community values and concerns. Indicators are related to the Prosperity Partnership’s six economic foundation areas: Human Resources, Technology, Access to Capital, Business Climate, Physical Infrastructure, and Quality of Life
& Social Capital.
• Actionable – Measures conditions or activities that may be affected by local actions or policy changes and are related to the
Strategy’s goals.
• Comparable – Data available for peer regions or states.
• Comprehensible – Can be understood and accepted by the wider community.
For more information on the data presented in this report, please see the Appendices located at www.prosperitypartnership.org.
2006–2007 Puget Sound Regional Competitiveness Indicators
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Prosperity Partnership Goals & Strategic Directions
The goals and strategic directions of the Prosperity Partnership’s Regional Economic Strategy are structured around the
following six economic foundation areas. For the complete strategy, visit www.prosperitypartnership.org/strategy.
Education & the Workforce
Ensure a vibrant, well-educated and adaptable workforce with an entrepreneurial spirit.
• Increase the number of bachelor and advanced degrees awarded in Washington, with emphasis on applied sciences
and engineering.
• Increase the percentage of the region’s students graduating from high school within four years.
• Strengthen workforce training system and improve integration of education and the workplace.
Technology & Innovation
Improve the movement of technological innovations from research institutions to the marketplace.
• Improve commercialization culture within research institutes.
• Strengthen connections between researchers and the marketplace.
Enterprise & Investment
Nurture entrepreneurs and small businesses.
• Strengthen the region’s new and small business support system and celebrate entrepreneurship.
Business Climate
Implement balanced, pro-competitive tax reforms.
• Improve the region’s business climate.
• Reform our tax system to increase our economic competitiveness while providing sufficient revenues to fund important services
and infrastructure.
Transportation & Infrastructure
Build an effective transportation system to support a world–class region.
• Make significant improvements to regional mobility and safety through additional regional transportation funding resources to
augment state funding.
• Ensure ongoing transportation programs best support the Regional Economic Strategy.
• Provide sound financial footing for transportation investment for the long-term future.
Quality of Life & Social Capital
Secure broad-based prosperity in all parts of the region through a strong civic and nonprofit community.
• Assure businesses a quality, flexible and available workforce trained for emerging needs.
• Promote a society that invests in the greater good and the individual.
• Preserve and enhance the environment for current and future generations.
• Strengthen nonprofit organizations so they can more effectively provide goods and services essential to broad-based
economic prosperity.
• Support vibrant cities and thriving communities through community-wide planning.
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Action Initiative Area

Organization

Target Completion Date

Develop a vision for the life sciences (part of Develop Life Sciences
WBBA
September 2005
and enact a vision for the life sciences initiative).
Work with partner organizations to create ongoing
Technology
Prosperity
January 2006
opportunities for researchers and local companies to
Commercialization Partnership		
network, exchange ideas and learn of the research 				
taking place throughout the region.				
Communicate a jointly developed logistics and
Logistics and
Trade Development January 2006
international trade message.
International Trade Alliance
Develop a strategy to celebrate and promote arts and Social Capital
Prosperity
January 2006
culture as a strategic economic advantage for our region.		
Partnership
Develop consensus freight message that resonates with Logistics and
FAST Corridor
January 2006
the public (part of Enhance freight mobility through
International Trade Partnership		
securing sustained funding and developing 				
transportation chokepoint solutions initiative).
Leverage the Alliance of Angels program into
New and Small
Technology Alliance May 2006
high-quality entrepreneurship mentoring, to help both Business Support			
create and grow companies.
Ensure Life Sciences Discovery Fund shows strong short Life Sciences
LSDFA
May 2006
term results (part of Develop and enact a vision for the 				
life sciences initiative).
Identify public policy boards, commissions, committees Social Capital and Executive Alliance May 2006
to which nonprofit leaders can bring their perspective Quality of Life			
and understanding of complex social issues and 				
innovative solutions.
Pursue the resources and regulatory changes necessary Social Capital and Executive Alliance May 2006
to provide adequate, affordable housing close to jobs Quality of Life			
for workers at all wage levels.
Perform an assessment of the skills of the region’s
New and Small
African American
May 2006
African-American businesses and challenges they face, Business Support
Partners for		
and use the results to develop and implement an 		
Prosperity		
intervention plan to improve the success rate of those 				
businesses.
Create a domestic logistics mission.
Logistics and
Trade Development June 2006
International Trade Alliance
Create a statewide Aerospace Association (part of
Aerospace
Prosperity
September 2006
Recommend short- and long-term legislative action that 		
Partnership		
supports the aerospace cluster initiative).
Determine the need for and feasibility of creating a
Clean Technology PSRC/CTED
September 2006
clean technology advocacy organization.
Work within the region to maximize potential for success Transportation
RTID/PSRC
November 2006
of a regional transportation investment ballot measure 				
(part of Support the Regional Transportation Investment 				
District (RTID) in the development of a regional ballot 				
measure initiative).
Integrate Regional Economic Strategy into update of
Social Capital and PSRC
December 2006
the region’s long-range VISION, and the multicounty
Quality of Life			
planning policies (part of Engage with the broader 				
community to ensure that growth management, 				
economic development, transportation and land use 				
planning continue to be integrated in a mutually 				
supportive manner initiative).
Develop an Entrepreneurship Agenda for the state
New and Small
Seattle, Tacoma,
December 2006
legislature and the central Puget Sound community
Business
Bellevue, Everett		
for 2007 session.		
Chambers of Com.
Develop consensus on tax reform (part of Develop a
Tax Structure
Prosperity
December 2006
balanced, pro-competitive tax-structure bill for the 		
Partnership		
2007 legislative session, and show progress toward its 				
completion in 2006 initiative).
Develop consensus higher education reform proposal Education
Prosperity
December 2006
for 2007 legislative session.		
Partnership
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Status

See page 46
Partner priorities
changed. Work to
be re-evaluated
in 2007.
See page 47
See page 38
See page 47

See page 24		

See page 46

In Process

See page 37

In Process

See page 47
See page 44

See page 45
See page 31

See page 34

In Process

See page 28

See page 16

2006–2007 Indicator Highlights
Education & the Workforce
• The Puget Sound region has one of the highest educational attainment levels in the nation, yet Washington’s university system ranks 36th in the nation in bachelor’s degree production. If we don’t fill the gap, thousands of new jobs will go
elsewhere or be filled by non-residents. The Prosperity Partnership’s proposal to the 2007 Legislature is to fill unused admissions
capacity available in our state’s higher education system and produce 8,000 additional bachelor’s degrees annually by 2010.
See Indicator 3.
Technology & Innovation
• Washington led in industry R&D dollars per capita at $1,504 – more than twice the national average. Life Sciences
was the largest field for R&D in Washington and represented 67% of the state’s total. See Indicator 6.
• However, the number of patents generated in the Puget Sound region is only slightly better than the U.S. average.
Patent activity in the Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue MSA and the Bremerton-Silverdale MSA is 10.6 and 9 patents per 10,000
employees, respectively, compared to the U.S. average of 7.7. See Indicator 7.
Enterprise & Investment
• Although Silicon Valley dominates the venture capital (VC) market, the Seattle area is also one of the top regions for VC
investment, particularly in the areas of Software, Biotechnology, and Telecommunications. See Indicator 9.
• The Puget Sound region acquired $315 million in SBA loans in 2005, which is less than most of its peers. That indicates
that Puget Sound entrepreneurs may not be taking full advantage of this significant source of business financing. See Indicator 10.
• Washington has the highest business churn rate in the nation, a sign of a positive entrepreneurial environment and
market dynamism. We have a high business start rate, but our rate of business closures is also high. The details behind these
numbers deserve a deeper examination and will be performed in the coming year. See Indicator 11.
Business Climate
• Washington is in the top 10 states with the highest business tax share. The state’s B&O tax is hard on the largest number
of employers in Washington – small businesses. And it’s also hard on startup companies – employers of the future. The Prosperity Partnership is working with regional and state leaders on developing a balanced, pro-competitive tax structure proposal.
See Indicator 12.
Transportation & Infrastructure
• While Seattle’s travel time index remained the most stable of the peer regions between 1993 and 2003, our region
faces serious transportation challenges. A significant backlog of needed transportation improvements coupled with explosive growth expected over the next 20 years when another 1 million people come to Puget Sound will make traffic problems
much worse in the future. The Prosperity Partnership is working to get a regional transportation ballot measure before the
voters in 2007 to invest in freeways, light and commuter rail, HOV lanes, Park & Ride lots, and express and local bus service.
See Indicator 13.
Quality of Life & Social Capital
• Seattle ranked #1 in the number of arts businesses and organizations per capita and King County ranked #2 by
county. Arts and creative industries play a major role in building and sustaining economically vibrant communities. The Cultural Taskforce is currently finalizing a proposal to secure annual, sustainable public funding for arts and cultural organizations.
See Indicator 18.
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Eastern Washington Road Trip
Prosperity Partnership Builds Bridges Over the Cascades
In order to create true, long-lasting prosperity in our region, we need to connect with economic development activities occurring throughout the State of Washington. In June over 50 business, government and community leaders from the Puget Sound
region toured Eastern Washington to strengthen ties between the east and west sides of our state and find new ways to partner
on improving economic prosperity for all. It was also an opportunity to discuss larger issues of shared importance like higher
education, taxes and transportation.
The trip began in the Tri-Cities, where participants viewed
the Volpentest HAMMER facility, a national emergency response training facility, and learned about research being
conducted at Battelle’s Pacific Northwest National Laboratory. The group also toured Puget Sound Energy’s Hopkins
Ridge wind project in Dayton, which is not only generating
clean, renewable energy for the state, but providing new
jobs and tax revenues to the community.
In Walla Walla, the Washington Wine Commission briefed
participants on the strategic national and international
growth of this statewide industry, and the Port of Walla
Walla talked about some exciting trade and logistics work,
including the new Railex facility, which will speed Washington produce to East Coast markets in a matter of days.
At Washington State University, the delegation inspected
disease-curing research and cutting edge technologies.
Finally, the group arrived in Spokane. Attendees saw firsthand the city’s downtown revitalization.
The tour was capped off by a luncheon sponsored by the Boeing Company. The keynote address was delivered by Governor
Christine Gregoire, who highlighted many of the same competitiveness issues that the Prosperity Partnership has been advocating, from life sciences to transportation. The Governor emphasized that, by focusing on issues that are preventing the state
from being successful, Washington will increase its ability to compete in a global marketplace. “I am very indebted to the
Prosperity Partnership for its visionary leadership,” she said.
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Economic Profile
Population, Labor Force and Income Characteristics
Regional Profile
Population
Labor Force
Change in Personal Income
(2000–2004)

3,524,000
1,860,700
2.1%

et
Pug

In 2006, the Puget Sound region’s population
was estimated at 3,524,000 people. The labor
force is the civilian resident population aged 16
years and over that is either employed or unemployed and looking for work. There were 1.86
million people in our region’s labor
Kitsap County Profile
force in 2005. Personal income inPopulation
creased between 2000 and 2004
Labor Force
in all counties except Snohomish,
Personal Income per Capita
which may have still been feeling the
Change in Personal Income
effects of the recession.
(2000–2004)

Snohomish County Profile
Population
Labor Force
Personal Income per Capita
Change in Personal Income
(2000–2004)

d
Soun

243,400
125,300
$33,900
6.1%

Source: OFM

Male

150,000

100,000

50,000

0

-0.9%

King County Profile
Population
Labor Force
Personal Income per Capita
Change in Personal Income
(2000–2004)

1,835,300
1,017,200
$49,300
2.5%

Pierce County Profile
Population
Labor Force
Personal Income per Capita
Change in Personal Income
(2000–2004)

Age Distribution (200)

85+
80-84
75-79
70-74
65-69
60-64
55-59
50-54
45-49
40-44
35-39
30-34
25-29
20-24
15-19
10-14
5-9
0-4 Years

671,800
344,800
$32,600

773,500
373,300
$31,200
4.5%

Source/Note: OFM 2006; BLS 2005; BEA 2004. Personal
income in 2004 constant dollars.

Household Income (2004)
Source: ACS

Female

50,000

Median Age = 35
Percentile Group

80th Percentile
Median (50th Percentile)
20th Percentile

$97,970
$53,700
$24,130

Note: Does not include Kitsap County.

100,000

150,000

Note: Data are based on forecasts, not estimates.

A large proportion of our population is in the prime workforce age range of 2564, indicating our region and its jobs act as a competitive magnet for in-migration
from other areas of the country, as well as internationally.
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Annual
Household Income
(2004 dollars)

The income gap between the 80 th percentile
and the median is much wider than between
the median and the 20th percentile.



Economic Profile
Population Diversity (2005)1
Source: ACS

Black 4.9%
Native American
0.8%
Asian 10.5%
White 73.7%

Other 0.2%
Two or More
Races 3.3%
Hispanic 6.5%

Our region is diverse, with a non-white population that is
more than one-quarter of the total.
Educational Attainment (2000, 2004)
– Percent of Population 25 Years and Over

Population Share by County (1990–2006)
Source: Census, OFM

Source: Census, ACS

100%
90%

10.7%

12.1%

Graduate or Professional Degree

3,500,000

22.0%

23.1%

Bachelor’s Degree

2,500,000

70%
7.9%
25.9%

50%

8.8%

Associate Degree

24.1%

Some College, No Degree

22.8%

22.8%

High School Graduate
(Including Equivalency)

20%
10%

54.8%

2,000,000
1,500,000

40%
30%

King

3,000,000

80%

60%

52.1%
53.0%

1,000,000
500,000

7.4%
3.3%

6.1%
3.0%

2000

2004

9th to 12th Grade, No Diploma
Less Than 9th Grade

6.9%

Kitsap

21.9%

Pierce

18.5%

19.1%

Snohomish

2000

2006

7.1%
6.9%
21.3%

16.9%

1990

21.4%

Note: Does not include Kitsap County.

Over 35% percent of the population in King, Snohomish,
and Pierce counties has a Bachelor’s degree or higher,
which is an increased share in the last four years alone.

1



Slightly more than half of our region’s population lives in
King County, though that share has shrunk over the past
20 years as Pierce and Snohomish counties’ shares grew
more quickly than the rest of the region.

“Asian” includes Hawaiian and Pacific Islander. “Hispanic” can be of any race. For this chart, “Hispanic” includes all races, including “two or more races”; the race categories do
not include any Hispanic population.
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Economic Profile
Employment & Business Characteristics
Regional Employment Distribution by Sector (March 2005)
Source: PSRC, ESD

WTU 8%

Education 7%

Snohomsh County Employment Dstrbuton
Services 42%

WTU
4%

Government 9%
Const/Res 6%

Manufacturing 10%

Government 9%

Services 33%

d
Soun

Retail 11%

et
Pug

FIRE 6%

Education
8%

Const/Res 8%
FIRE 6%

Note: Covered employment only.

Retail 12%

In 2005, there were 1,643,100 jobs in the Puget
Sound region, concentrated primarily in King
County. Over 41% of those jobs were in the Services sector, a diverse sector that can range
Ktsap County Employment Dstrbuton
from hairdresser to attorney. The Services
sector represents a larger share of employWTU 3%
ment in King County, at 45%, than in other
counties.
Education

Manufacturing 20%

Kng County Employment Dstrbuton
WTU 9%

9%

The Retail and Manufacturing sectors had
the 2nd and 3rd largest shares of employment, at 10.7% and 10.2%, respectively.
Yet, their average annual wages vary significantly. Retail is the lowest wage sector
at $29,830, while Manufacturing is the
highest wage sector at $62,550. Manufacturing had a large share in Snohomish
County, at 20%, compared to its share
in the other counties. Boeing was around
71% of the manufacturing employment in
Snohomish county.

Education
6%

Services 36%
Government 26%

Government 8%

Services 45%

Const/Res 5%
FIRE 7%

Retail 14%

Mfg 10%
FIRE
4%
Mfg 2%

Retail 10%

Const/Res
6%

Perce County Employment Dstrbuton

In Kitsap County, the Government sector is a large
share of the county’s employment. Civilians employed by the military accounted for 67% of the
county’s Government sector.

WTU 8%
Education
9%
Services 37%

Government 13%
Const/Res 8%

Retail 12%

Mfg 8%

FIRE 5%

Source/Note: PSRC, ESD. Covered employment only. Military enlisted not included.
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Economic Profile
Employment & Business Characteristics
Employment Distribution and Average Wage by Sector (2005)
Source: PSRC, ESD
Sector		

Average Wage

Construction and Resources
Finance, Insurance and Real Estate (FIRE)
Manufacturing
Retail
Services
Wholesale Trade, Transportation and Utilities (WTU)
Education
Government
Total		
Percent of Region

$44,600
$59,300
$62,500
$29,800
$43,100
$53,200
n/a
n/a
—
—

King

59,200
73,900
104,000
109,200
491,100
103,400
69,400
82,900
1,093,100
67%

No. of Jobs by County
Kitsap
Pierce

4,500
3,300
1,700
10,900
29,700
2,300
7,300
20,700
80,400
5%

20,000
13,800
19,100
29,200
96,900
19,900
22,200
31,700
252,800
15%

Snohomish

Regional Total

18,200
12,500
43,500
26,600
69,800
9,600
16,700
19,900
216,800
13%

101,900
103,500
168,300
175,900
687,500
135,200
115,600
155,200
1,643,100
100%

Note: Covered employment and wages only. Totals may appear not to sum due to rounding.

Top Ten Job Vacancy Industries (April 2006)
Source: ESD
		
Rank
Industry

Job Vacancies by Sector (April 2006)
Source: PSRC, ESD

WTU 9%

Const/Res 6%
FIRE 7%
Manufacturing
6%

Services 61%

1
Health Care and Social Assistance
2
Professional and Technical Services
3
Retail Trade
4
Accommodation and Food Services
5
Other Services, Except Public Administration
6
Wholesale Trade
7
Manufacturing
8
Construction
9
Administrative and Waste Services
10
Information
Total Vacancies in All Industries

Estimated
Job Vacancies

8,180
6,480
5,250
4,000
3,360
2,920
2,820
2,780
2,770
2,650
49,630

Note: Kitsap not included.

Retail 11%

Of the region’s job vacancies in April 2006, 61% were in the Services sector. Health
care and professional services industries had the most job vacancies.
Note: Kitsap not included.
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Economic Profile
Average Annual Wage of Jobs by City (2004)

Top 50 Regional Cities by Employment, Ranked
by Average Wage

Source: ESD, PSRC

Covered Jobs, 2004 Dollars

		
Jurisdiction

Stanwood

$15,000 or Less
$15,000 – $30,000
$30,000 – $45,000
$45,000 – $60,000
$60,000 – $75,000
$75,000 or More

Snohomish County
Arlington

Marysville

Pu
ge

Everett

tS
ou

Snohomish

Mukilteo

nd
Mill
Creek

Lynnwood

Edmonds

Monroe

Mountlake
Terrace Bothell
Woodinville

Shoreline

Poulsbo

Kenmore

Kirkland
Bainbridge
Island

Redmond

Seattle
Bellevue
Sammamish

Bremerton

Mercer
Island
Port
Orchard

Snoqualmie
Burien Tukwila

Issaquah

Renton

North
Bend

SeaTac

Kitsap County

Des
Moines
Gig
Harbor

Covington Maple
Valley

Federal
Way
Tacoma

University
Place
Lakewood

King County

Kent

Auburn
Pacific

Fife

Sumner
Puyallup

Bonney
Lake

Enumclaw

Buckley
DuPont

This map shows the average wage of jobs in the
city where the jobs are located. It does not show
the average wage of workers by residence.

Pierce County

Note: Wages by county and unincorporated areas are not available. Covered employment and wages only.
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1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

Redmond
DuPont
Bellevue
Bothell
Renton
Kirkland
Everett
Issaquah
Seattle
Tukwila
Mountlake Terrace
Snoqualmie
Sea Tac
Kent
Tacoma
Sumner
Fife
Auburn
Mukilteo
Pacific
Woodinville
Federal Way
Mercer Island
Bremerton
Arlington
Puyallup
Edmonds
Bainbridge Island
Lynnwood
Monroe
Poulsbo
Burien
Enumclaw
Sammamish
Gig Harbor
Maple Valley
Marysville
Mill Creek
Covington
Lakewood
Shoreline
Kenmore
Port Orchard
Snohomish
Buckley
Stanwood
University Place
Des Moines
North Bend
Bonney Lake

Average
Annual Wage

Number
of Jobs

$89,300
$70,400
$53,400
$51,800
$51,200
$50,300
$50,200
$47,500
$47,200
$44,700
$44,400
$44,100
$43,700
$43,600
$39,900
$39,300
$39,100
$38,500
$37,100
$36,800
$36,400
$35,300
$34,400
$31,900
$31,800
$31,300
$30,300
$29,600
$29,200
$29,100
$29,100
$28,900
$28,500
$28,300
$27,800
$26,900
$26,700
$26,700
$26,700
$26,600
$25,900
$25,800
$25,400
$25,300
$24,500
$24,200
$23,800
$23,300
$21,200
$20,500

79,500
2,400
109,500
20,400
46,400
31,300
67,200
16,600
462,100
41,000
6,900
2,000
25,800
58,900
100,000
7,200
10,900
35,500
6,600
2,600
13,200
29,400
7,300
28,600
8,600
19,700
10,300
6,000
23,100
8,000
5,000
11,800
4,400
4,400
6,700
2,800
9,300
2,800
2,700
23,000
16,700
4,100
4,800
4,000
2,200
2,800
5,500
5,700
2,300
2,800


Economic Profile
Cluster Industry Characteristics
Cluster–related employment accounted for 30.1% of total regional employment. Out of 15 industry clusters, Tourism and IT
contributed the largest shares to overall employCluster and Non-Cluster Share of Total Regional Employment (2005)
ment in our region. Interestingly, Tourism has one of
Source: ESD, DOD, PSRC
the lowest average wages, while IT has the highest
wage of the clusters.
Tourism 5.8%
IT 5.2%

Non-Cluster Employment
69.9%

Aerospace 4.0%

Cluster Employment
30.1%

Military* 3.7%
Logistics & Int’l Trade 2.6%
Business Services 2.5%
Head Offices 1.6%
Life Sciences 1.3%
Long-Term Care 1.1%
Wood Products 0.9%
Speciality Food 0.8%
Electronic Shopping 0.3%
Boat Building 0.3%
Clean Technology 0.1%
Sound Recording 0.04%

Note: Covered employment only. * Military data from DOD. All other cluster data from ESD.

Cluster Employment by County (2005)
Source: ESD, DOD, PSRC
Cluster

Aerospace
Boat Building
Business Services
Clean Technology
Electronic Shopping
Head Offices
Information Technology
Life Sciences
Logistics and International Trade
Long-Term Care
Military1
Sound Recording
Specialty Food
Tourism
Wood Products
Total Cluster Employment2
County Share of Cluster Employment

King

Kitsap

Pierce

Snohomish

Region

40,500
2,200
29,100
1,700
4,800
23,100
77,900
15,000
32,000
11,500
1,300
500
9,900
66,600
5,200
320,000
64.9%

*
300
2,500
*
*
100
1,200
500
300
1,500
20,500
*
100
4,400
300
11,400
6.4%

*(See text)
400
3,700
*
*
1,300
2,700
1,100
7,900
2,900
34,300
*
1,400
13,200
4,700
41,400
14.9%

23,500
1,200
5,900
200
100
1,400
4,200
4,600
1,700
2,400
4,500
100
1,400
11,200
3,900
62,000
13.4%

65,500
4,100
41,200
2,300
5,100
26,000
86,000
21,200
41,900
18,400
60,500
700
12,900
95,500
14,100
495,400
100.0%

Note: Covered employment only. *Data suppression required.
1
Military data from DOD. All other cluster data from ESD.
2
Totals may appear not to sum due to rounding and suppressed data.

The vast majority of cluster employment is located in King County. Tourism, IT and Aerospace are the 3 largest clusters by employment,
with Military close behind. While most Aerospace employment is concentrated in King and Snohomish counties, it is also a growing
share of Pierce County’s total cluster employment. In 2005-06, Pierce had 2,830 jobs in aerospace. (Source: Tacoma-Pierce County
EDB, Pierce Co Economic Development Division)
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Economic Profile
The average annual wage
of a cluster-related job is
over $24,000 more than a
non-cluster job.

Average Annual Wages, Cluster and Non-Cluster Jobs (2004)
Source: ESD, PSRC

Cluster Average
Non-Cluster Average

$20,900

$25,800

$41,800

$45,400

$45,400

$47,800

$49,800

$54,600

$61,700

$66,800

$78,000

$79,500

$37,400

$61,700

$81,000

$101,400

Information Technology
Head Offices
Electronic Shopping
Aerospace
Life Sciences
Business Services
Specialty Food
Logistics & International Trade
Clean Technology
Boat Building
Sound Recording
Wood Products
Tourism
Long-Term Care

Note: Military not included.

Employment Concentration Ration (ECR), U.S. Average = 1.0

This “bubble chart” displays several pieces of information at once. The size of each
bubble symbolizes the size of the cluster in terms of employment. Bubbles above the
horizontal line at 1.0 are clusters in which our region has a higher concentration of
jobs than the U.S. average.
Those below the line are
Cluster Portfolio by Employment Change, Concentration, and Size (2005)
clusters that formerly had
higher job concentrations
9.0
Aerospace
in our region but currently
65,500
(ECR=8.91)
are below the U.S. average.
Bubbles to the right of the
vertical line are clusters that
4.0
experienced employment
growth from 2004-2005.
Those to the left experienced
declines in employment num3.0
bers that year.
IT
86,000

2.0

1.0

Specialty Food
12,900

Sound
Recording
700

-10%

-5%

Boat
Building
4,100

Head Offices
26,000
Logistics
& Int’l Trade
41,900

Life Sciences
21,200

Wood
Products
14,100

Tourism
95,500

Source: ESD, PSRC

Electronic
Shopping
5,100

Long Term Care
18,400
Clean Technology
2,300

Business Services
41,200

0%
5%
10%
Percent Change in Cluster Employment, 2004–2005

15%

20%

Note: Covered employment only. Military not included.
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Economic Profile
Cluster Industry Characteristics

All Clusters

Wood Products

Specialty Food

Sound Recording

Long-Term Care

Life Sciences

Information Technology

Head Offices

Clean Technology

Business Services

20%

Boat Building

30%

Aerospace

40%

Electronic Shopping

50%

Logistics & International Trade

Annual Percent Change in Cluster Employment (2000–2005)

Tourism

Many clusters experienced downturns around
the 2001 recession, but most clusters appear
to be experiencing gradual improvement in employment numbers in
more recent years.
Source: ESD, PSRC

10%
0%
-10%
2000–2001
2001–2002
2002–2003
2003–2004
2004–2005

-20%
-30%
Note: Covered employment only. Military not included.

10%
5%
0%
-5%
-10%
-15%
Note: Covered establishments only. Military not included.
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2000–2001
2001–2002
2002–2003
2003–2004
2004–2005

All Clusters

Wood Products

Tourism

Specialty Food

Sound Recording

Long-Term Care

Life Sciences

Information Technology

Head Offices

Electronic Shopping

Clean Technology

Boat Building

15%

Aerospace

20%

Business Services

25%

Logistics & International Trade

Annual Percent Change in Cluster Business Establishments (2000–2005)

The annual changes in cluster-related business
establishments tend to track trends in cluster
employment – downturns during the 2001 recession, but growth
in more recent years.
Source: ESD, PSRC
There may be a lag time
between improvements
in cluster businesses
and improvements in
cluster
employment.
Therefore, the greater
number of clusters experiencing
positive
change in 2003-05
may signal increases
in cluster employment
to come.

EDUCATION & THE WORKFORCE

1.

EDUCATION & THE WORKFORCE
Quality education and skills training are the most important long-term
investments the region and the state can make for both residents and
businesses. A vibrant, well-educated and adaptable workforce is a key
ingredient of a growing and prosperous economy. Education is not just
an issue of workforce supply; it is an issue of quality of life as talented
people are attracted to places with good public schools and educational
opportunities. A strong K-12 school system is fundamental to a strong
economy and an essential investment in the region’s future workforce. At
the postsecondary level, our academic institutions must have the capacity
to meet increased demands, especially in the fields of Computer Sciences,
Engineering, Life Sciences, Medical Research, Nursing, and Secondary
Teaching. Lifelong learning opportunities will be crucial in ensuring our
workforce has the knowledge and versatility to adapt to changing industry
needs and new technologies. The following indicators track multiple levels
of our education and workforce development system, from the elementary
level to the existing workforce.

2006–2007 Puget Sound
2006–2007
Regional
Puget
Competitiveness
Sound Regional
Indicators
Competitiveness Indicators
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EDUCATION & THE WORKFORCE

Indicator#

Fourth Grade Math & Reading Proficiency
What is it? What does it tell us?
Proficiency in fourth grade mathematics and reading is based on achievement level in the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), a federally authorized ongoing assessment of student performance
in various subjects on a state and national scale. Students who reach the Proficient level have demonstrated
competency in subject-matter knowledge, application of such knowledge to real-world situations, and analytical skills appropriate to the subject matter. Results are based on a sample and are reported for only public
school students. This indicator measures the
Percent of 4th Graders At or Above Proficient Levels
percentage of fourth graders who scored at or
for Math and Reading (2005)
above the Proficient level for math and readSource: NCES, NAEP
ing. The results for Washington are further
Minnesota
broken out by black, Hispanic and low income
47%
Washington
Colorado
populations – groups that historically score
42%
39%
United States
38%
36% 35%
less well in these types of assessments and may
35%
Arizona
require more targeted attention in order to
30%
California
28%
28%
improve performance. Regional level data were
24%
22%
not available so this indicator is reported at the
state level.

How are we doing?
Math
Reading

Percent of Washington’s 4th Graders At or Above Proficient
Levels for Math and Reading by Student Groups (2005)
Source: NCES, NAEP

Overall
White
Low Income*
Black
Hispanic

48%
42%

41%
35%
26%

23%

Note: *Low Income is defined as those students
eligible for free/reduced school lunch.

14

26%
20%

Math
Reading

2006–2007 Puget Sound Regional Competitiveness Indicators

17%

14%

In Washington and all peer states, less than
half of all fourth graders were proficient in
math and reading. Minnesota had the highest share of proficient fourth graders. While
Washington’s fourth graders performed better
than the national average for math and reading, only 42% of fourth graders scored at
or above proficient levels for math and 35%
for reading. That means 58% and 65% were
less than proficient in math and reading,
respectively. These are dismal numbers, yet
proficiency levels for black, Hispanic and lower
income students were even lower. Hispanic
fourth graders fared the worst, with less than
20% scoring at or above proficient levels.

2

High School Graduation Rate

What is it? What does it tell us?
The high school graduation rate is an estimate of the
percentage of public high school students who graduate
on time. Graduates include those who receive a regular
high school diploma or a diploma that recognizes some
higher level of academic achievement. It does not include
alternative credentials such as the GED. People who do
not graduate or struggle to graduate from high school
will more than likely have greater difficulty in obtaining employment paying good wages. They may also face
significant obstacles to moving on to higher education
and higher wage jobs. Regional level data were not available for the peer regions, but data for the Puget Sound
counties are reported.

EDUCATION & THE WORKFORCE

Indicator#

How are we doing?
Approximately three-quarters of public high school students in Washington graduated on time in 2003, a percentage that is essentially equal to both California and the U.S. average. This means that approximately 25%
of high school students who entered high school four years earlier did not graduate on time, dropped out or
obtained some alternative credential such as the GED. Of the peer states, only Minnesota had a graduation rate
higher than 80%. Nationwide, graduation rates ranged from 59.6% in the District of Columbia to 87.0% in
New Jersey. Within the Puget Sound region, graduation rates for 2004 in King and Kitsap counties were similar
to the state’s at 74.6% and 73.9%, respectively, but Pierce and Snohomish had lower rates at about 67% each. 2
Public High School Graduation Rate (2002–2003)
Source: NCES

Minnesota
Colorado
Arizona
Washington
84.8%
California
76.4% 75.9% 74.2% 74.1% 73.9% United States

2

Public High School Graduation Rate
of Puget Sound Counties (2003–2004)
Source: OSPI

74.6% 73.9%

66.8% 66.6%

King
Kitsap
Snohomish
Pierce

The county data and state data come from different sources and school years. They were calculated based on slightly different methodologies and, therefore, are not directly comparable.
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EDUCATION & THE WORKFORCE

Indicator#

Post-Secondary Degrees Awarded
What is it? What does it tell us?
The Post-Secondary Degrees Awarded indicator measures the number of Associate’s, Bachelor’s, Master’s,
Doctoral and First Professional degrees awarded by higher education institutions in each state per 1,000 people
of the targeted age group in each state. The 18-24 year old group was chosen to approximate the age range of
most students pursuing undergraduate degrees, and the 25-34 year old group was chosen for students pursuing advanced degrees. The figures do not tell us how many of those
2006 Action Item #18
receiving degrees are from in-state, but they are an indication of the
Develop consensus on a higher education
number and types of degree programs that are available. Regional
reform proposal for 2007 legislative session.
level data were not available for the peer regions, but data for the
Puget Sound region are reported.
Employers in Washington are among the most

How are we doing?
In 2003, Washington ranked 36th in Bachelor’s degrees awarded. Of
the peer states, only California ranked lower. In 2004, Washington
continued to lag behind all peers except California in this measure,
producing 42.9 Bachelor’s degrees per 1,000. Colorado had the highest rate of Bachelor’s degree production
State Rank in Bachelor’s
with 55.3. Washington appears to produce
Degrees Awarded per
a higher share of lower level degrees than
18-24 Year Olds (2003*)
advanced degrees. Washington awarded
Source: NSF
37.3 Associate’s degrees per 1,000 18-24
State
Rank
year olds – more than any of our peers.
Colorado
#20
Yet, we awarded only 9.9 Master’s degrees
Arizona
#22
per 1,000 25-34 year olds – less than half
Minnesota
#24
what Arizona awarded (21 per 1,000).
Washington
#36
This pattern bears out at our regional
California
#43
level, as well. Minnesota produced the
Note: *2004 ranks were not available.
most degrees overall.
Post-Secondary Degrees Awarded per 1,000 Individuals of
Targeted Population Groups (2003–2004)
Source: NCES, IPEDS, SBCTC

99.1
4.0
16.9

51.5

93.5
2.0

93.2
2.4

21.0

14.0

45.9

55.3

92.3
2.2
9.9

87.9
3.3

87.5
2.7

14.0

10.9

42.9
47.9

37.3
26.7

24.6

21.5

22.7

Minnesota
Arizona
Colorado
Washington
United States
Puget Sound Region
California
77.4
2.8
10.1

PhDs & Prof. Degrees
25–34 year olds
Master’s Degrees
25–34 year olds

42.9

31.0

39.6

Bachelor’s Degrees
18–24 year olds

24.9

Associate’s Degrees
18–24 year olds

technologically advanced in the world. Not surprisingly, the people who work here are among the
most educated. According to the Census, 51.3%
of Seattle residents 25 and over have at least a
bachelor’s degree – the highest percentage of any
big city in the country. But while we have more
degrees than most, we produce comparatively
few. Washington ranks 36th out of the 50 states in
bachelor’s degree production per 18 to 24–
year–olds. In other words, much of our educated
workforce is imported from other regions, and we
are not preparing our own students for the jobs our
economy is creating.
The Prosperity Partnership Higher Education Working Group worked throughout 2006 to develop a
proposal to help build our capacity in higher education – particularly in the most high-demand fields.
We must increase the annual number of students
who earn a bachelor’s degree in Washington by
8,000 by 2010, and by an additional 2,000 by
2020 (for a total increase of 10,000 degrees).*
Further, we need to concentrate our production in
six key high-demand, high-impact areas: Computer
Sciences, Engineering, Life Sciences, Medical Research, Nursing, and Secondary Teaching in math,
science, ESL and special education. Additionally, we
need to increase our production of two key associate’s degree fields: Diagnosing & Treating Practitioners and Health Technologists & Technicians.
The Prosperity Partnership’s immediate proposal
to the Legislature and Governor is to fill existing
capacity in these fields now, in the 2007 legislative
session. However, filling existing capacity is only
the first step toward achieving the much larger goal
of 10,000 additional degrees by 2020. In order
to realize this goal, a more comprehensive analysis
of the needs of the higher educational system in
Washington must be performed. Doing so will help
our residents and children get the tools they need
to succeed in our thriving and growing innovation
economy. For more information, visit www.prosperitypartnership.org/foundation.
* Current degree production is 28,625 from public and private academic
institutions.
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Science & Engineering Degrees Awarded

What is it? What does it tell us?
A workforce trained in science and engineering (S&E)
is crucial to a knowledge-based, technology-driven
economy. High-tech occupations are in high demand
both here and throughout the world. At the Bachelor’s
level, S&E graduates have a better opportunity to obtain
higher wage jobs than many other fields of study. Those
who pursue Master’s degrees and PhDs in S&E have the
potential to be our region’s technological thinkers and leaders. This indicator measures the extent to which
our higher education institutions are focused on S&E fields. Regional-level data were not available for the peer
regions, but data for the Puget Sound region are reported.

EDUCATION & THE WORKFORCE

Indicator#

How are we doing?
Colorado produced the most S&E degrees per targeted population with 20.9 Bachelor’s and 4.5 advanced
degrees per 1,000 people in the targeted age groups (18-24 and 25-34, respectively). Washington’s rate of S&E
degree production was near the U.S. average, as was California’s and Minnesota’s. Arizona produced the fewest
Bachelor’s degrees of the peer states,
but had close to the same rate of
Science and Engineering Degrees Awarded per 1,000 Individuals
of Targeted Population Groups (2002–2003)
advanced S&E degree production
Source: NCES, IPEDS
as Washington.
20.9

15.5

15.0

14.8

Colorado
Minnesota
United States
California
Washington
Arizona
Puget Sound Region

14.4
12.4
10.8

4.5
2.7

3.3

3.0

2.3

2.2

3.1

Science and Engineering Bachelor’s Degrees, 18–24 year olds
Science and Engineering Master’s Degrees and PhDs, 25–34 year olds
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EDUCATION & THE WORKFORCE

Indicator#

Worker Productivity
What is it? What does it tell us?
Worker productivity 3 measures the relationship between an economy’s real output and the labor or work
involved in generating that output. It is calculated as gross state product (or “value added”) per worker. Productivity is widely regarded by economists as the broadest measure of economic growth. It benchmarks an
economy’s ability to boost income, sustain competitiveness, and improve the standard of living. Worker productivity over time reflects the aggregate effects of many influences
such as human resource and capital investment, technological
improvements, and characteristics of the workforce. State-level data
are reported because gross product data are neither estimated nor
published for any geographical units below the state level.

How are we doing?
Washington’s worker productivity is $86,100, which is above the
U.S. average but below California. It is also slightly below Colorado, whose productivity level surpassed ours in 2005 despite
starting at a lower level five years prior. In fact, all the peer states
and the U.S. as a whole improved their productivity by 11%-12%
between 2000 and 2005, yet Washington improved by only 5.2%.
The reasons for Washington’s slower increase in productivity are
unclear and deserve further study.
Worker Productivity (2000–2005)

$67,000
$66,900
$69,100
$71,500
$74,200
$74,500

$70,700
$72,200
$73,700
$76,100
$76,400
$78,900

$74,500
$75,000
$77,100
$79,200
$81,400
$82,800

$81,900
$81,600
$83,300
$84,500
$85,400
$86,100

$77,600
$78,500
$80,300
$82,700
$84,900
$86,600

$88,800
$87,800
$89,800
$93,100
$97,000
$99,500

Source: BLS, BEA, PSRC

California
Colorado
Washington
United States
Arizona
Minnesota

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005

3
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Worker productivity should not be confused with labor productivity, a measure calculated at the national level using GDP. However, worker productivity is regarded as a reasonable proxy
for productivity at the state level.
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TECHNOLOGY & INNOVATION

technology & innovaton

2.

Technology and innovation are the key drivers in the development of new ideas and products, and therefore new businesses
and jobs. The Puget Sound region has some of the world’s
premier research institutions, including the University of
Washington (ranked #4 in the top 100 academic institutions for R&D), Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center,
Seattle Biomedical Research Institute (SBRI), and Microsoft
Research. Analysis of R&D expenditures, patent activity and
Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) awards provides
a picture of our region’s capacity for innovation, our success
at developing new technologies, and our ability to bring those
innovations to the marketplace.

2006–2007 Puget Sound
2006–2007
RegionalPuget
Competitiveness
Sound Regional
Indicators
Competitiveness Indicators
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Indicator#

6

R&D Expenditures
What is it? What does it tell us?
Top R&D Subjects in Washington (2003)
Source: NSF

Others 13%
Engineering
10%
Environmental
Science 10%

Life Sciences 67%

This indicator presents the amount of academic and industry-performed
research and development (R&D) expenditures and federal R&D obligations.4 The size of R&D expenditures is an indication of the value we
place on R&D activities in our academic, private industry and federal research institutions. R&D activities have the potential to yield significant
advancements in science and technology that may ultimately translate
to new products, processes or services in the marketplace. Regional level
data were not available so this indicator is reported at the state level.

How are we doing?
While California ranked #1 out of the 50 states for total R&D expenditures in all three sectors, Washington led in industry R&D dollars per
capita at $1,504 – more than twice the national average. California led
in federal R&D dollars per capita at $491. Federal and academic R&D
in Washington were just slightly above the national average at $374 and
$142 per capita, respectively. Life Sciences was
the largest field for R&D in Washington and
represented 67% of the state’s total. EnviSource: NSF
ronmental Science and Engineering were a
Washington
distant second and third with 10% each.

R&D Expenditures per Capita (2003)
$1504

$1330

California

Total R&D Expenditures by Sector and Rank
in Washington (2003)
Source: NSF

Minnesota
$988

Colorado
$779

Arizona

Sector

Industry R&D
Federal R&D Obligations
Academic R&D

Total
($ Millions)

State
Rank

$9,222
$2,292
$870

#6
#13
#14

$682

United States
$491

$467

$374

$142

$354

$151

$170
$102

$153

$333

$111

$314

$138

Industry
Federal
Academic

4
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Federal R&D dollars are counted where they are obligated but may be expended in many locations – federal research facilities, universities and colleges, industry or other, such as
nonprofit research facilities.
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technology & innovaton

Indicator#

Patents Issued
What is it? What does it tell us?
The number of utility patents issued is often used as an indicator of technology potential in a region. Patent
protection is an impetus for the generation of new ideas that drive innovation and may ultimately result in new
products or processes in the marketplace. Strong patent activity is usually an indication of the human talent
available and the level of research activity occurring in a region.

How are we doing?
Patent activity in the Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue MSA and the Bremerton-Silverdale MSA is 10.6 and nine
patents per 10,000 employees, respectively. These numbers are only slightly better than the U.S. average of 7.7.
The San Jose MSA5 stands out with a strong 81.6 patents per 10,000 employees. San Diego, Minneapolis and
the rest of the San Francisco Bay Area/Silicon Valley region also have more patent activity than does the Puget
Sound region.
Utility Patents Issued per 10,000 Employees (2003)
Source: Institute for Strategy and Competitiveness, Harvard Business School; PTO

81.6

18.2

5

16.7

15.5

10.6

9.0

8.6

San Jose
San Diego
San Francisco
Minneapolis
Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue MSA
Bremerton-Silverdale MSA
Phoenix
United States
Denver
7.7

5.6

San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara MSA, which includes Santa Clara and San Benito counties.
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Indicator#

SBIR Awards
Total SBIR Awards and Awards per 1,000,000 Residents (2004)
Source: SBA, Office of Technology

1328

#1 California

#7 Colorado

#11 Washington

#16 Arizona

What is it? What does it tell us?
#22 Minnesota

United States

312

164
109
37

70

68
26

19

14

Total Awards
Awards per 1,000,000 Residents

22

The U.S. Small Business Administration’s
Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR)
program grants highly competitive awards
specifically to small businesses6 to encourage
them to explore their technological potential
and provide the incentive to profit from its
commercialization. These awards target the
entrepreneurial sector, where innovation is
likely to thrive. SBIR awards fund the critical startup and development stages to enable
small businesses to compete more effectively
with larger businesses. Regional-level data
were not available so this indicator is reported at the state level.

How are we doing?
Washington lags behind California and Colorado in funds awarded through SBIR, with 164 awards totaling
$58.9 million in 2004, or 26 awards per one million residents. The far and away leader in total awards is California at 1,328, but Colorado leads in the number of awards by population size with 68 per one million residents.

6

22

Small business is defined as those companies with 500 or fewer employees.
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ENTERPRISE & INVESTMENT

3.

ENTERPRISE & INVESTMENT
New and small business enterprises can be great sources of innovative
thinking and have great potential for creating new jobs in our economy. However, access to capital is often a barrier in taking an idea from
an entrepreneur’s dreams to a viable and sustainable business. Startup
funding can come from personal savings, family and friends, or personal loans, but often the more formal sources of capital financing are
what take a company to the next level. Venture capital and U.S. Small
Business Administration (SBA) loans are two valuable sources of
funding for new businesses. Furthermore, business starts and closures,
and business churn are measures of entrepreneurial activity and business success.

2006–2007 Puget Sound
2006–2007
RegionalPuget
Competitiveness
Sound Regional
Indicators
Competitiveness Indicators
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ENTERPRISE & INVESTMENT

Indicator#

Venture Capital
What is it? What does it tell us?
Venture capital (VC) is equity capital directed to higher risk businesses, with the potential for significantly
above average returns, by professional managers on behalf of outside investors. Businesses that seek venture
capital may not qualify for standard bank loans or other
traditional financing options. Venture capitalists are very se2006 Action Item #6
Leverage the Alliance of Angels program into
lective and finance only a small portion of the opportunities
high quality entrepreneurship mentoring to help
presented to them, so the size of total investments is a good
both create and grow companies.
indicator of the technology activity and commercial potential
of business ideas in a region.
The growth of innovative startup companies in a
region relies in part on a robust and active “angel”
community. Angels are high net-worth individuals
who invest directly in startups, typically focusing on
those located in their own area. Many high-growth
companies rely on this investment in their earliest
stage of growth. Often, angel money will be followed by investment from professionally managed
venture capital funds.
The Alliance of Angels (AoA) is a group of investors active in financing Northwest-based early
stage companies in high growth sectors. This
program was created by the Technology Alliance,
a statewide organization promoting a vibrant
technology-based economy. AoA members have
invested a total of $25 million through 85 deals
since 1998, acting as a vital catalyst to the growth
of new companies in our region.
Funding is just one of many challenges that startup
companies face. The Technology Alliance, with
support from the Prosperity Partnership, sought
to leverage AoA by creating a new program to
accelerate the progress of angel-backed companies and help them overcome challenges to their
next stage of growth. The TA Mentor Network was
devised to provide advice, contacts and support
to startup company executives who could benefit
from a mentor relationship. A nine-month pilot was
conducted with four companies that had successfully completed the AoA program.
Based on feedback from participants, the Technology Alliance is retooling the program structure to
operate as a curriculum-based model, which will
introduce more flexibility and encourage the natural development of beneficial executive-mentor and
peer-to-peer relationships. The revamped program
is targeted for launch in January 2007. For more
information, visit www.technology-alliance.com.

24
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How are we doing?
It is impossible to ignore the San Francisco Bay Area’s domination of the VC market, specifically the Silicon Valley area.
In 2005, they garnered nearly $8 billion in venture investments – 35% of the U.S. total. The Seattle area is also one of
the top regions for VC investment, taking in $730 million,
but our average VC dollars per deal is less than most of our
peers – $6.5 million vs. $8 million and up. The top areas of
investment in our region were Software, Biotechnology, and
Telecommunications.
Venture Capital Investments and Deals by Metro Area (2005)
Source: PricewaterhouseCoopers/National Venture Capital Association MoneyTree (tm) Report

State

San Francisco Bay Area
San Diego
Seattle
Denver
Twin Cities

Venture
Capital
($ Millions)

Number
of Deals

Average
per Deal
($ Thousands)

$7,863
$1,041
$730
$598
$210

931
128
113
74
39

$8,446
$8,136
$6,461
$8,085
$5,372

Venture Capital Investment as Share of U.S. Total (2005)
Source: PricewaterhouseCoopers/National Venture
Capital Association MoneyTree(tm) Report

Other U.S. 53.3%
Twin Cities 0.9%
Denver 2.7%
Seattle 3.3%
San Diego 4.7%
San Francisco Bay Area 35.1%

Small Business Administration Loans

ENTERPRISE & INVESTMENT

10

Indicator#

What is it? What does it tell us?
The federal Small Business Administration (SBA) loan program was created to assist individuals in securing
financing for their small business. In addition to direct loans, SBA helps small business owners by acting as a
guarantor of loans to qualifying businesses that might not otherwise meet their bank’s lending criteria. SBA
loans are an important source of entrepreneurial capital.
Total SBA Loan Dollars and SBA Loan Dollars per Employee (2005)
Source: SBA

Phoenix
San Francisco Bay Area

$446

San Diego
$396

Minneapolis–St. Paul

$387

Puget Sound Region

$359
$336

Denver
$315

$309

$257
$208

$223

How are we doing?
The Puget Sound region acquired $315
million7 in SBA loans in 2005, which is
less than most of its peers. Only Denver received fewer total loan dollars.
However, SBA dollars per employee
in Denver were still higher at $246
compared to the Puget Sound region’s
$216. This may indicate that Puget
Sound entrepreneurs are not taking full
advantage of this significant source of
business financing.

$246

$216

Total in $Millions
Dollars per Employee

7

Total dollar amount of all 7(a) guaranteed and 504 certified development company loans.
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ENTERPRISE & INVESTMENT

Indicator#

Business Starts & Closures
What is it? What does it tell us?
Business starts and closures data can be interpreted in different ways due
in part to how the data are collected. For example, new company formations can be new firms or new locations for existing firms. The difficulty
in discerning the reasons behind the numbers leads to different possible
interpretations. Therefore, three measures are presented here to allow
room for the varying interpretations: business starts, business closures,
and business churn. Regional level data were not available so this indicator is reported at the state level.
Business starts are measured by the number of companies applying for
new employment identification numbers (EIN) per 1,000 workers in
each state. The business start-up rate is one way of measuring entrepreneurial spirit, and new companies are an important source of new jobs.
Business closures are measured by the percentage of companies going out
of business in each state. The reasons for closing are disparate, from
lack of capital or experience to dissolution due to acquisition or merger.

Business Starts (2004)
– New Companies per 1,000 Workers
Source: CFED, SBA, DOL

9.9

9.4

6.7
5.1

Washington
Colorado
California
Minnesota
Arizona

#1
#12
#31
#46
#50

Washington
Arizona
California
Minnesota
Colorado

4.5

Business Closures (2004)
– Percent of Firms Terminating
Source: CFED, SBA, DOL

22.8%

16.0%

Business churn is the sum of business starts and closures as a percentage of all firms. A high churn rate is associated with the process of
“creative destruction” – the shifting of resources towards growing areas
and away from declining areas – and correlates with high regional
economic growth, job creation, and innovation. Resources are redirected from unsuccessful businesses toward more promising risk-taking
upstarts. New businesses then increase the competitive pressure on
incumbent businesses to either increase efficiency/productivity via innovation or risk going out of business.

Business Churn Rate (2004)

How are we doing?

39.8%

For five consecutive years, Washington ranked #1 in business starts. In
2004, Idaho had the highest rate, relegating Washington to #2 in the
latest rank. Washington had an 11.6% decrease in the number of new
companies being created, while Idaho had a 30.3% increase. However,
Washington is still a leader in the nation overall. Although Washington has a high rate of new business formations, it also has a high rate
of business closures. In fact, in 2004 Washington had the highest rate
of firm terminations at 22.8%.

#2
#5
#17
#32
#42

13.5%
11.4%
6.8%

Source: SBA, DOL, Census, U.S. Courts

#1 Washington
#12 Arizona
#30 California
#36 Colorado
27.2%
#38 Minnesota
24.1% 22.8%
22.6%
20.4% United States

In terms of business churn, Washington had the highest rate in the
nation due to the high rate of both business starts and closures. In contrast, some states have a high business
start-up rate but a low business closure rate, which places them at a low rank for business churn. For example,
Colorado ranked #36 for business churn, but it was in the Top Five for business starts and had the lowest rate
of business closings. The details behind these numbers deserve a deeper examination and will be performed in
the coming year. These rankings are simply a reminder of the importance of fostering both an entrepreneurial
environment, in which starting a business is as easy as possible, and a supportive business infrastructure that
helps new companies grow and create jobs. Business failures make room for new business ideas and innovations that build on past lessons, but we want to ensure business success wherever possible.
26
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Business climate

4.

BUSINESS CLIMATE
A region’s business climate is characterized by such
factors as its tax structure, availability and quality
of public services and infrastructure, the policy and
regulatory framework, workforce quality, and quality
of life. Each of these factors, among others, affects a
company’s ability to do business in a particular region
and is measured by many of the other indicators
presented in this report. In this section, the focus is on
tax share – the percentage of taxes paid by businesses
and non-businesses in Washington.

2006–2007 Puget Sound
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Business climate

Indicator#

Tax Share
2006 Action Item #17
Develop consensus on tax reform.

What is it? What does it tell us?

(Part of Action Initiative to Develop a balanced,
pro-competitive tax structure bill for the 2007 legislative session, showing progress in 2006.)
Washington’s Business & Occupations (B&O)
tax typically costs up to 2% of a company’s gross
revenue and is collected regardless of whether
a business profits. Washington also ranks 10th
highest in the nation for the share of taxes borne
by businesses. Because of this, small businesses
and entrepreneurs are drained of capital in the
critical early stages of their companies’ development, just when they most need to reinvest their
limited resources. The B&O also tends to “pyramid” through the value chain, sometimes taxing
a component or a product up to six times before
it finally reaches the consumer. Combined with
other taxes on job creators, these effects make
Washington and Puget Sound less attractive to
investment than they could be.

Tax Share measures the percentage breakdown of state and
local tax revenue paid by business and non-business entities
(individuals and other entities). The level of business taxes can
influence business decisions in terms of where to start a new
business, where to locate facilities or where to shift use of inputs. A tax climate that appears unfavorable compared to our
peers can be the difference between a company doing business
here or elsewhere. While the “appropriate” business tax share
is a subjective measure, comparing rates across peer states can
help give context as to how attractive or unattractive our tax
structure is to businesses.

How are we doing?
Washington’s business tax share is 50.1%, which is higher
than all of our peer states and above the U.S. average of
43.6%. Washington is in the top 10 states with the highest
business tax share. Of the business share, a large proportion
comes from sales tax on business inputs. The shares of excise
and gross receipts taxes and payroll taxes are also higher than
in any of our peer states. Our Business & Occupations (B&O)
tax is contained within the gross receipts tax component.

The Prosperity Partnership Tax Structure Working
Group has worked throughout 2006 to develop
an alternative tax structure, which might be
more pro-competitive. The group is developing
a proposal to repeal the B&O tax. In its place
might be a Net Economic Activity Tax
(NEAT). More similar to a valueState and Local Tax Distribution (FY2005)
added tax than to a gross receipts tax
Source: Ernst & Young, Council on State Taxation
such as the B&O, the NEAT taxes only
100%
the net economic activity contributed
by a given firm or individual. This dis90%
tinction eliminates the pyramid effect
and could help to make Washington
80%
more attractive to investment.

Total Non-Business Taxes

70%
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60%
50%

50.1%

49.1%
43.6%

40%
30%
20%
10%
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43.4%

42.8%

41.4%

Total Business Tax Share

More work remains to be done to
determine just how pro-competitive
the NEAT is relative to the B&O, and
to answer other questions. But we
are learning that there may be more
effective ways to generate sufficient
revenue for the state, which might also
make our region’s environment more
conducive to job growth. For more
information, visit. www.prosperitypartnership.org/foundation.

Washington Arizona

U. S.

Colorado California Minnesota

Licenses and Other Business Taxes
Individual Income Tax on
Pass-Through Income
Payroll Taxes
Corporate Income Tax
Excise and Gross Receipts Taxes
Sales Tax on Business Inputs
Property Taxes on Business Property

Transportation & infrastructure

TRANSPORTATION & INFRASTRUCTURE
Effective transportation systems and other physical infrastructure, such as telecommunications, ensure the efficient flow of people, goods, services and information in
and through the region. According to a 2004 Prosperity Partnership survey, business leaders found transportation and congestion to be one of the top constraints to
doing business in the region. Investments in our physical infrastructure are necessary to meet the current and future needs of our growing population and economy.
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Transportation & infrastructure

Indicator#

Travel Time Index
What is it? What does it tell us?
The travel time index attempts to represent aggregate performance of a region’s roadway system (freeway and primary
arterial facilities). The travel time index is a ratio of the
amount of time it takes to make a vehicle trip during daily
peak travel times (congested conditions) relative to the time it
takes to make the same trip during non-congested conditions.
For example, a travel time index of 1.3 indicates that a trip that
takes 10 minutes when there is no congestion present on the
road system will take 13 minutes, or 30% longer, during peak
commute times. While some congestion is expected in metropolitan areas (a sign of economic activity), a relatively stable
index over time suggests a region’s ability to plan and manage
for a growing population.

How are we doing?
Seattle’s travel time index remained the most stable of the peer
regions between 1993 and 2003, rising just .03 points from 1.35 to 1.38. The San Francisco-Oakland area had
the highest index of the peer regions at 1.54, while San Diego and the Twin Cities had the greatest increase in
congestion during the 10-year period. All of the peer regions had a larger increase in travel time indices, ranging from .08 to .19 points higher. Although travel time index is a measure of the roadway system alone, the
capacity to keep the index stable over time is an indicator of our region’s ability to maintain existing and build
increased capacity through a multimodal transportation system that includes transportation demand management techniques, public transit and other alternatives to single-occupancy vehicles.
Travel Time Index (1993-2003)
Source: TTI
1.54

San Francisco–Oakland

1.41
1.40
1.38
1.37
1.35
1.34

San Diego
Denver–Aurora
Seattle
Average of 85 Metro Areas
Phoenix
Minneapolis–St. Paul

1.44

1.35

1.28
1.27
1.24
1.22

1.16

1993
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2003

Transportation Expenditures
What is it? What does it tell us?
Investments in the region’s publicly managed transportation systems are important to maintaining economic performance. This indicator displays annual transportation expenditures as a percentage of regional personal income
from 1989-2003. It includes investments from all public transportation agencies for maintenance, operations and
capital improvements for state, regional, and sub-regional roads and transit. The resulting trend shows whether
our investments have gone up, gone down, or stayed
relatively stable over time. Transportation expenditures are
2006 Action Item #14
reported for the Puget Sound region only, because compaWork within the region to maximize potential for
rable data were not easily accessible for our peers.
success of a regional transportation investment

How are we doing?

ballot measure.

While capital investments varied widely from year to year,
expenditures averaged around 2% of personal income
through the last decade and the beginning of this one. In
the late 1990s and early 2000s there was a dip in funding
for state highways. During that same period, the region
saw the introduction of larger investments in regional
transit. Meanwhile expenditures as a share of personal
income for city streets, county roads and local transit have
stayed fairly constant.

(Part of Action Initiative to Support Regional Transportation
Investment District (RTID) in the development of a regional
ballot measure.)

By 2040, the Puget Sound region’s 3.6 million residents will be joined by another 1.6 million people.
That is equivalent to the entire current population
of the Portland metropolitan region. We need to
develop the infrastructure to support this anticipated
growth. In recent years, much has been accomplished
to begin improving mobility of people
and goods throughout the state and
Transportation Expenditures as a Percent of Regional Personal Income (1989–2003)
region. But more work needs to be
Source: PSRC
done. Therefore, the Prosperity Part2.5%
nership made advancing a regional
transportation ballot measure a top
Regional Transit
priority in 2006.
2.0%

Transportation & infrastructure

14

Indicator#

City Streets

During the 2006 session, the Legislature and Governor agreed that
1.5%
both Sound Transit Phase 2 and the
County Roads
RTID would go to a linked 2007 vote
as the best way to ensure the region
Local Transit
1.0%
gets its road and transit needs met
in a coordinated way. This decision
has spurred increased cooperation
State Ferries
between RTID and Sound Transit
0.5%
State Highways
planners, staff and leadership. The
agencies have published a joint
schedule of projects and plans, and
1989 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 2003
are jointly working to ensure a joint
Note: Regional Transit is Sound Transit; Local Transit refers to all other public transit operators (King County Metro,
Community Transit, Kitsap Transit, Everett Transit, Pierce Transit).
package is placed before voters in
November 2007 – the next critical
step in implementing the region’s transportation plan,
Destination 2030. For more information, visit psrc.org,
rtid.org, and soundtransit.org.
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Transportation & infrastructure

Indicator#

Internet Access
What is it? What does it tell us?
Broadband Internet access is becoming a fundamental requirement in our society as the use of computers and
the Internet grows to be as basic as the telephone as a vehicle for communication and information exchange.
This indicator measures the percentage of households with access to high-speed Internet service via DSL or
cable modem service. The indicator does not measure how many households are actually subscribing to services – only whether they have the potential to do so. Information on business access to the Internet was not
available and data are reported at the state level due to difficulties in obtaining regional-level data.

How are we doing?

Percentage of Households with Access
to High-Speed Internet Service (2005)
Source: FCC

California
Washington
Minnesota
Colorado
Arizona

97%
92%

89%

87%

84%
75%

76%

85%

74%

61%

DSL
Cable
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Cable modems provide a broader coverage of high-speed
Internet service than DSL both in Washington and
nationwide. In Washington, 92% of all households can
access cable modem services and 75% of households
have access to DSL. The area of overlap is substantial;
99% of all ZIP codes have at least one Internet service
provider (ISP) in their area. Two-thirds of ZIP codes
have four or more ISPs to choose from. Only California
had broader coverage than Washington, with 97% of
households having access to the Internet through cable
modem service and 84% through DSL.

QUALITY OF LIFE & SOCIAL CAPITAL

QUALITY OF LIFE & SOCIAL CAPITAL
In today’s global economy, the most challenging competition faced by
industry will be the competition for human talent in a society that has
higher standards and is increasingly mobile. Those regions with a high
quality of life and social capital have an advantage in this competition.
“Social capital” is used to describe community functioning and problem-solving attributes, the invisible but essential “glue that binds” and
the formal and informal community networks that foster quality of life.
Measures of quality of life and social capital are diverse and broad ranging
but together they correlate with workable, livable communities. Because
the Prosperity Partnership has prioritized a quality workforce, quality
communities, preserving and enhancing the environment, and sustaining
a robust nonprofit sector, the following indicators were selected.
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QUALITY OF LIFE & SOCIAL CAPITAL

Indicator#

Charitable Giving
What is it? What does it tell us?
This indicator measures donations made to charitable organizations through two sources. The first measures donations by
individuals who itemize charitable deductions on their federal
income tax returns. Individuals who report incomes of more than
$200,000 are measured separately. This is because affluent taxpayers are more likely to itemize deductions, so their reportable share
of charitable giving represents a large share of total individual
giving. Regional-level data were not available for this measure so
it is reported at the state level. Itemized charitable deductions are
thought to capture about 80% of all charitable giving dollars.
However, a significant amount of charitable giving, such as donations made through an employer’s automatic payroll deduction
program, may not be captured in these figures. Therefore, total
contributions to local United Way organizations are also reported.
Charitable giving is a measure of a region’s generosity and community involvement.

2006 Action Item #15
Integrate Regional Economic Strategy into
update of the region’s long-range VISION,
and the multicounty planning policies.
(Part of Action Initiative to Engage with the
broader community to ensure that growth
management, economic development, transportation and land use planning continue
to be integrated in a mutually supportive
manner.)
A major update of VISION 2020, the central
Puget Sound region’s long-term growth
management, transportation and economic
plan, is underway, evaluating how the region
can accommodate the dramatic growth
expected by 2040. During 2006, the Puget
Sound Regional Council has been working to
update the VISION’s economic multicounty
planning policies.
The multicounty planning policies, which
have legal standing and relate directly to
local and county planning, help broaden the
constituency of the Prosperity Partnership’s
Regional Economic Strategy and further its
implementation. At the most basic level, the
Strategy and the VISION complement one
another – the Strategy provides the shorterterm implementation mechanism that is
regularly updated, and the VISION provides
the longer-term guidance that is updated less
frequently.
The existing core of policy concepts will be
retained in the updated VISION, but a more
comprehensive framework is being developed that considers a wider variety of policy
topic areas to create greater consistency with
the Strategy. Implementation of the Strategy
will require all sectors to continue to work
together. The VISION and local governments
working together have an important role in
creating a sustainable long-term framework
that supports implementation of the actions
and concepts in the Strategy. The update will
be complete in 2007. For more information,
visit www.psrc.org.
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United Way Contributions in Millions (2005)
Source: IRS, GuideStar, various United Ways

$126

Puget Sound Region
Minneapolis–St. Paul
San Francisco Bay Area/Silicon Valley
Phoenix
Denver
San Diego

$81
$50

$48
$26
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16

Indicator#

$22

How are we doing?
Washington residents who itemized deductions donated an average of $3,600 each to charitable organizations
– a generous amount, yet slightly below the U.S. average. The higher income group donated about $22,000
per individual itemizer. Only Colorado gave a bit more at $22,400. It is interesting to note in the table below,
that the share of Washington residents who itemize their charitable deductions tends to be smaller than those
of our peers. This may be related to the fact that we are one of the few states without an income tax. However,
without more information it is difficult to determine the effect of this factor on these figures.
Average Individual Charitable Contributions and Percent Itemizing Deductions (2003)
Source: IRS, Catalogue for Philanthropy
All IRS Returns

State

Arizona
California
Colorado
Minnesota
Washington
United States

Average Individual
Charitable
Contribution

$3,164
$3,764
$3,480
$3,214
$3,586
$3,724

IRS Returns > $200,000

% Itemizers

Average Individual
Charitable
Contribution

% Itemizers

32.5%
33.8%
35.3%
36.7%
28.3%
29.6%

$17,204
$19,386
$22,405
$18,553
$21,973
$19,759

92.3%
93.4%
92.0%
95.6%
75.8%
90.6%

2006–2007 Puget Sound Regional Competitiveness Indicators

In terms of charitable contributions to local United
Way organizations, the Puget
Sound region is very generous,
giving $126 million in 2005,
substantially more than any of
the peer regions. In fact, the
United Way of King County
was ranked the number one
United Way in the country
raising more than $93 million
in 2005.
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Indicator#

Housing Affordability
What is it? What does it tell us?
The Housing Affordability Index measures the ability of homebuyers to purchase an existing single-family
home on the resale market. The index is calculated for All Buyers and First Time Buyers for the Puget Sound
region, only. Comparable data were not easily accessible for our peers. Instead, median sales prices by metro
area are reported for comparison. An affordability index value of 100 indicates the typical homebuyer has just
enough income to qualify for a mortgage on a
Housing Affordability (2006–1st Quarter)
median-priced home. The First Time Buyers
Source: WCRER
index assumes a lower income looking at lower
Median Sales Price
All Buyer
First Time Buyer
priced homes. Therefore, an index over 100
(existing single
Affordability
Affordability
Area
family homes)
Index
Index
means they have more than enough income and
less than 100 means they have less than enough.
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The Housing Affordability Index calculation assumes a conventional 30-year mortgage loan. The All Buyers index assumes a household earning county median family income purchasing
a median-priced home in that county with a 20% down payment. The First Time Buyers index assumes a household earning county median household income purchasing a home in that
county at 85% of area median price, making a 10% down payment. Families are a subset of households, i.e. households with 2 or more related persons. Median family income is typically
higher than median household income.
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2006 Action Item #9
Pursue the resources and regulatory changes necessary to provide adequate, affordable housing
close to jobs for workers at all wage levels.
In late 2005, nonprofit representatives from throughout the region formed the Nonprofit Partners for Prosperity (NP3), a coordinating body whose objective
is bringing nonprofit sector representation, perspective and participation to the Prosperity Partnership.
In particular, NP3 has focused on the development
of a regional affordable workforce housing strategy
linked to economic prosperity. The organization
formed a working group with representatives of over
two dozen housing agencies to undertake this action
item. Its goals are to:

QUALITY OF LIFE & SOCIAL CAPITAL
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Indicator#

• Raise private sector awareness of the fiscal impacts of inadequate affordable housing.

How are we doing?
Median housing prices for existing single-family homes,
while stabilizing in some parts of the region during the last
quarter of 2005 and the first quarter of 2006, have posted
strong overall gains ranging between 14% and 21% since
the first quarter of 2005. Housing affordability levels have
dropped to an all-time low (since 1994, when these data
measures became available) as interest rates reversed course
and income levels continued to be outpaced by housing
prices. The All Buyer Affordability Index for two counties
in the region (King and Snohomish) now falls well below
the 100 mark, with the remaining two counties (Kitsap
and Pierce) hovering just above 100. Affordability levels for
First Time Buyers have reached new lows.
In terms of median home prices, all the peer regions had
higher prices than the U.S. average. The California metro
areas of San Francisco, San Jose and San Diego had the
highest home prices by a large margin. The Seattle area followed at a distant fourth. San Diego, which was third, had
a median home price that was nearly two times higher than
the Seattle area ($604,300 compared to $316,800).

2006–2007 Puget Sound Regional Competitiveness Indicators

• Build regional working relationships among the
various public, for-profit and nonprofit organizations working on housing issues.
• Ensure that affordable housing development as it
relates to workforce development is integrated into
the work of the Prosperity Partnership.
• Augment selected legislative efforts and other initiatives designed to provide adequate affordable
housing throughout the region by lending specific
support as needed.
The Regional Workforce Housing Awareness Campaign is their first initiative to address these goals.
Nonprofit affordable housing stakeholder groups
agreed that a regional messaging effort would result
in greater effectiveness for their work. As part of this
effort, NP3 will conduct focus groups with Prosperity Partnership leaders to ascertain the depth of
understanding of the connection between workforce
development and workforce housing issues. The data
gathered will be used to anticipate the questions and
concerns from the business community during the
design and implementation of a broader campaign
in the future.
For more information, visit www.exec-alliance.org/
nonprofit.

37

18

QUALITY OF LIFE & SOCIAL CAPITAL

Indicator#

Arts Organizations
2006 Action Item #4
Develop a strategy to celebrate and promote
arts and culture as a strategic economic advantage for our region.
There have been several exciting developments
within the arts and cultural community over the past
year. Leadership from diverse community institutions came together to form the Cultural Taskforce
to discuss issues of joint concern and interest. Such
collaboration, is a boon to the industry, building
networks and opening dialogues between disparate organizations.

Arts-related businesses and organizations are both for-profit
and nonprofit organizations involved in the creation or distribution of the arts. They range from movie theaters to
performing arts halls, arts suppliers and services to museums
and galleries, design schools to design firms, and more. As
such, these creative industries play a major role in building and
sustaining economically vibrant communities. Not only do arts
organizations provide jobs and generate government revenue
(fees, taxes, licenses), but they also contribute to the creative
culture that is integral to places with a high quality of life.

The group facilitated a
wide-reaching project
Arts Organizations Per 1,000 Residents (2005)
to quantify the arts and
Source: Americans for the Arts, Dun & Bradstreet, Census
cultural activities in the
#1
region. Through an ex#2
6.5
6.3
haustive study, 585 or#5
#9
ganizations were identi#23
fied, and information
#25
was collected on their
#36
4.7
attendance, budget and
#56
#2 King County, WA
4.2
4.2
#63
programmatic activities.
#4 Hennepin County, MN
#16 Alameda County, CA
3.5
One immediate product
#18 San Diego County, CA
3.0 2.9
of this work is a Cultural
#26 Santa Clara County, CA
2.6
2.5
2.5
Organizations Map,
#32 Contra Costa County, CA
2.3
which displays not only
2.0
#37 Maricopa County, AZ
1.9 1.8
1.8
the locations of the
various institutions, but
the geographic layout
of their attendees. In the
long term, some ways
Rank out of 50 Most Populated Counties
Rank out of 100 Most Populated Cities
the information might be
used include identifying service gaps to underserved communities or
How are we doing?
demonstrating the economic and social impact that
arts and culture have in the area.
Among the 100 most populated cities in the country, Seattle
The Cultural Taskforce is currently finalizing a
proposal to secure annual, sustainable public funding for arts and cultural organizations. A cultural
district would fund arts and cultural organizations
in King, Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish counties,
according to a formula of allocations criteria. An
appointed public board would oversee the entire
process with the input of a citizen advisory committee. The Taskforce hopes to continue to develop
this proposal in 2007. For more information, visit
www.prosperitypartnership.org/cultural.
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What is it? What does it tell us?
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Seattle
San Francisco
Minneapolis
Denver
Oakland
San Diego
St. Paul
San Jose
Phoenix

ranked #1 in the number of arts organizations per 1,000
residents. King County ranked #2 by county and employed
over 29,000 people in 2005 (Manhattan – New York County
– was #1). These strong rankings indicate the creative nature
of our region’s residents, the importance our region places on
the creative industries and the impact these businesses have on
contributing to job growth in our economy.

Air Quality Index
What is it? What does it tell us?
The Air Quality Index (AQI) tells how clean or polluted air is, and is based on the level of five major air
pollutants regulated by the Clean Air Act: ground-level ozone, particle pollution (also known as particulate
matter), carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen dioxide. Ground-level ozone and airborne particles are
the two pollutants that pose the greatest threat to human health in this country. The following chart indicates
how many days in 2005 the AQI was Good, Moderate, Unhealthy for Sensitive Groups, or Unhealthy. Additionally, the median and maximum AQI values for each region are shown. The AQI value is on a scale of 0 to
500 as shown here:

How are we doing?

Air Quality Values
Source: EPA
AQI Values
when the AQI is in this range:

Level of Health Concern
...air quality conditions are:

Colors
...as symbolized by this color:

0 to 50

Good

Green

51 to 100

Moderate

Yellow

101 to 150

Unhealthy for Sensitive Groups

Orange

151 to 200

Unhealthy

Red

201 to 300

Very Unhealthy

Purple

301 to 500

Hazardous

Maroon

Air Quality Index (2005)
Measurement Not Reported
360
330

Unhealthy

Source: EPA

Unhealthy for
Sensitive Groups

300
270

Days of the Year

240
210

Moderate

180
150
120
90

Air quality in the Puget
Sound region was Good
about 70% of the time
in the Seattle-BellevueEverett MSA and Tacoma
and over 80% of the time
in Bremerton. There
were about three months
of the year, likely the
summer season, when the
AQI was Moderate and
about one week when the
air was Unhealthy for
Sensitive Groups. There
were no days when the air
quality reached the Unhealthy level. Northern
Californians experienced
some of the cleanest air
of the peer regions, while
hot and dry Phoenix had
AQI levels of Moderate to
Unhealthy for Sensitive
Groups 80% of the time.
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60
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San Francisco
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Good

Phoenix–Mesa
San Diego County
Denver
Minneapolis–St. Paul
Seattle–Bellevue–Everett

39

20

QUALITY OF LIFE & SOCIAL CAPITAL

Indicator#

Crime Rate
What is it? What does it tell us?
Crime rate statistics are important social indicators
of a region’s quality of life. Lower crime rates create
a sense of safety among residents, as well as those
outside a region considering relocation. A lower
crime rate may also be an indication that those
who committed or had the potential to commit a
crime in the past now have better opportunities for
jobs counseling or services than they had before.
The crime rate indicator measures violent crime
(including murder and non-negligent manslaughter,
forcible rape, robbery and aggravated assault) and
property crime (burglary, larceny-theft and motor
vehicle theft). For each, it is the number of reported
offenses per 100,000 residents.

Violent and Property Crime Rates (2004)
– Reported Offenses per 100,000 Inhabitants
Source: FBI
5,971
493

5,478

40

5,335
402

4,933

4,722
434

4,288

4,064
452

3,612

Phoenix
Puget Sound Region
Denver
San Francisco Bay Area
San Diego
Minneapolis–St. Paul

3,753
468

3,724
339

Violent Crime Rate

3,285

3,385

Property Crime Rate
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How are we doing?
The Puget Sound region had the second highest
property crime rate of the peer regions with 4,933
acts of theft per 100,000 residents. The large majority was larceny, although the region had higher
rates of all types of property crime compared to
most of its peers. On a brighter note, the region had
one of the lowest rates of violent crime, second only
to Minneapolis.

Nationwide rankings by business publications and other organizations are a
useful tool for understanding how our region is perceived from national and
international points of view. Though we may not always agree on the findings,
it is important to recognize the potential influence these and other rankings
of regions around the country can play in the minds of business leaders and
creative and talented people looking to relocate. See the Appendix at www.
prosperitypartnership.org for more information on these indices.
Matrix of Nationwide Index Rankings (2005)

Metro Area

Sustainable
Competitiveness
Index1

Small
Business
Survival Index 2

Cost of Doing
Business
Index3

America’s 50
Hottest Cities for
Relocations and
Expansions 4

Work
Environment
Index5

Hot Cities for
Entrepreneurs
and by State6

Best Places
for Business
and Careers7

Denver

2		

10

29

13

27

14

29

Minneapolis

7		

47

9

NA

3

45

18

15		

17

25

1

45

1

12

Phoenix

Puget Sound Region
1		
4
14
17
21
40
								
San Diego

9		

49

4

San Francisco Bay Area

NA

33

22

11 (SF MSA)
49
4
NA
33
25
6 (San Jose MSA)						
								

Sources/Notes:
1
SANDAG. Rank out of 19 metro areas.
2
Small Business & Entrepreneurship Council. Ranked by state.
3
Milken Institute. Ranked by state.
4
Expansion Management. Rank out of top 50 large metro areas.
5
Political Economy Research Institute. Ranked by state.
6
Entrepreneur.com and National Policy Research Council. Rank out of top 50 large metro areas.
7
Forbes. Rank out of 150 largest U.S. cities.

2006–2007 Puget Sound
2006–2007
Regional Puget
Competitiveness
Sound Regional
Indicators
Competitiveness Indicators

73 (Seattle)
123 (Tacoma)
25
50 (San Jose)
59 (Oakland)
81 (San Francisco)

NATIONWIDE INDICES: HOW ARE WE RANKED AROUND THE NATION?

NATIONWIDE INDICES:
HOW ARE WE RANKED AROUND
THE NATION?
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8.

CLUSTER PROGRESS REPORTS
During the first year of implementation of the Regional
Economic Strategy, the Prosperity Partnership focused
its efforts on five pilot clusters important to the region’s
economy. The five pilot clusters are aerospace, clean technology, information technology (IT), life sciences, and
logistics and international trade. Each of these clusters,
with the exception of IT, pursued first year action items
separate from the Strategy’s foundation initiatives. The
IT cluster concerns were incorporated into the foundation initiatives. The following pages provide progress
reports on pilot cluster activities.
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Integral to implementing the Cluster Action Initiatives set forth in the Prosperity Partnership’s Regional Economic Strategy, and fundamental to the
further development of economic clusters and the high value primary jobs they generate, is the ability to retain and grow the cluster employment base
and recruit new companies into the region. Key ingredients in retention, expansion and recruitment include targeted business client outreach and
recruitment tactics. Client-based economic development is working one-on-one with specific businesses to retain and expand their local operations or
recruit a new company into the region. Project case files are established and managed for each client company served to provide them with access to
the individuals and information required to make an informed decision about business opportunities in our region.
Various elements of this work are performed by a number of entities throughout the region, including economic development organizations and local
government. The traditional retention, expansion and recruitment of primary businesses is the core function of the four economic development councils/
boards (EDCs) operating in the four central Puget Sound counties: enterpriseSeattle (representing King County), Kitsap Economic Development Council,
Economic Development Board for Tacoma-Pierce County, and Snohomish County Economic Development Council. These groups have the organizational
mission, resources, and expertise required to execute the client-based, case management components of the Regional Economic Strategy.
Each EDC has created a specific five-year Business Plan that is aligned with the Strategy as adopted September 27, 2005. These plans focus on
executing business retention, expansion, and recruitment tactics within each EDC’s respective jurisdiction, as well as deployment of certain regional
tactics on a collaborative basis. The plans can be found in Appendix B of the Regional Economic Strategy. In order to achieve these goals each
organization must execute an aggressive outreach program to individual business clients, or prospective clients, that can be advised, counseled, and
served relative to potential business expansion, retention, or relocation opportunities to site and grow businesses within the region. All case management input activity is tracked, and results are measured.
EDCs Case Goals and Progress
Source: enterpriseSeattle, Kitsap EDC,
Tacoma-Pierce County EDB, Snohomish County EDC

727

460

460

460

460

460

2006
2007
2008
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2010

# Attained
Goal #

EDCs Site Selection Meeting Goals
Source: enterpriseSeattle, Kitsap EDC,
Tacoma-Pierce County EDB, Snohomish County EDC

2006
2007
2008
2009
2010

25
20
15
10
5

[ # Attained ]
[ Goal # ]

The combined five-year goals of the region’s EDCs are:
• Impact the retention, expansion and recruitment of 40,000 jobs during the Prosperity Partnership’s
five-year target period.
• Attract, influence, and facilitate the investment of $2.76 billion of capital investment.  

CLUSTER PROGRESS REPORTS

Our Region’s Business Recruitment, Retention & Expansion Efforts: Client-Based Economic Development

The inputs that will lead to the success of these goals are:
• Identify, cultivate, and manage 2,300 business retention, expansion and recruitment cases. There are
the core “client-based” economic development case management services provided to principals and
agents of businesses examining specific opportunities for growth, expansion or relocation in, or out,
of our region.
• Contact, engage and confer with 100 site selection consultants – delivering the business case for
their clients to invest and create jobs in our region.
• Host 15 site selection consultants’ events and tours in the region.
• Convene and co-sponsor 100 economic development events in the region, providing a forum for the
business community to learn and connect with opportunities, issues and activities in our local economy.
• Attend 100 trade shows and conferences to identify and meet with strategic “recruitment targets.”
The four organizations have been working in partnership like never before:
• Promoting and advancing regional economic development collaboration, and fostering co-opetition.
• Collaborating to convene an annual site selector’s tour of the region and a joint recruiting trip to a
mutually strategic targeted market.
• Promoting and advancing regional economic development collaboration through monthly meetings of
the regional EDC Presidents.
• Attending and exhibiting at targeted industry trade shows and conferences, and delivering a unified,
collaborative business case for doing business in our region.
2005-06 Client Based Economic Development Activity:
The individual efforts of each of the EDCs to accelerate job growth have been combined to reflect overall
regional activity since the adoption of the Regional Economic Strategy in the 3rd quarter of 2005. The
combined activity numbers are as follows:
• Inquiries and research requests completed: 733
• Cases commenced: 727
— Retention/Expansion cases: 526
— Recruitment cases: 201
Marketing Activities:
• Trade shows and conferences: 32
• EDC sponsored events: 43
• Site selector visits/meetings:15
• National media placements: 34

It is important to stress that client-based economic development work is most analogous to business development. Often, these efforts take several
years to come to fruition. Projects that are announced as successes for the community can be years in the making. With this understanding, the most accurate assessment of job impacts of the EDCs is by multi-year time frames. It is equally important to evaluate the progress of the economic development
organization’s efforts annually based on case numbers and marketing activity inputs. Year to date progress reports and case management activity
updates are generally provided to the board of directors of the EDCs on a quarterly basis. Rolling three- to five-year results in terms of job creation
and capital attracted are generally published annually in the first quarter of each year. For more information, visit: www.enterpriseseattle.org, www.
kitsapedc.org, www.gopierce.org or www.snoedc.org
2006–2007 Puget Sound Regional Competitiveness Indicators
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Aerospace
2006 Action Item #12 – Create a statewide aerospace association.
(Part of Action Initiative to Recommend short- and long-term legislative action that supports the aerospace cluster.)
In early 2005, the Prosperity Partnership’s Aerospace Cluster Working Group identified several action initiatives to address
critical aerospace industry issues. To accomplish these action initiatives, the group agreed there was an immediate need to
establish an effective new organization to represent the common interests of the aerospace industry and advocate for change
in the Legislature and Congress. This was accomplished in early 2006 when the Aerospace Futures Alliance of Washington
(AFA) was created. The primary mission of the AFA is to:
• Raise the visibility of the aerospace industry as a large, diverse, and important sector of Washington’s economy – for
now and for future.
• Advocate for aerospace in Olympia and with Washington’s Congressional delegation.
• Foster better connections throughout the industry in Washington, enabling increased collaboration on business opportunities.
With the support of the Prosperity Partnership, AFA achieved three major successes during the 2006 State Legislative session:
• Extended the 2003 aerospace industry tax incentives to non-manufacturing aerospace firms.
• Achieved a more permanent solution to the state unemployment insurance issue by reducing unemployment insurance
“socialized” payments.
• Created Opportunity Grants for students learning high-demand skills.
AFA is now working to grow its membership, establish a board of directors, and develop a committee structure to focus its
efforts on issues of key importance to its members.
Aerospace Skills Panel
The Snohomish County Workforce Development Council (WDC) has begun work on an Aerospace Skills Panel, a collaborative effort with AFA and the Prosperity Partnership. The skills panel will:
1. Address current and future workforce skill shortages.
2. Link with national efforts to revitalize the industry’s workforce.
3. Grow industry options for people with transferable skills in high demand occupations.
4. Work creatively to develop new job opportunities.
5. Develop career ladders and lattices to create a pipeline of skilled aerospace workers.
6. Collaborate and coordinate with other aerospace initiatives.
The skills panel work is scheduled to be complete in early 2007.
A major accomplishment of the collaborative efforts of AFA, the Aerospace Skills Panel, and the Prosperity Partnership’s Aerospace Cluster Working Group was the establishment of the organizational framework to keep the cluster moving forward.
The AFA will be taking the lead role to implement the aerospace cluster’s action initiatives, and will be actively involved in the
work of the Aerospace Skills Panel. Although the Aerospace Cluster Working Group has completed its work and will no longer meet, the Prosperity Partnership will continue to provide a broad range of support for AFA and the Aerospace Skills Panel.
To learn about our aerospace partner organizations visit www.afa-wa.com & www.worksourceonline.com/b/is_aerospace
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2006 Action Item #13
– Determine the need for and feasibility of creating a clean technology advocacy organization.
In early 2005, the Prosperity Partnership convened a set of clean technology cluster work group meetings. Through this process, the group determined the need to explore the idea of creating a clean technology advocacy organization. However, it
was unclear if the larger clean technology business community would support such an idea.
In 2006, the Prosperity Partnership collaborated with enterpriseSeattle and the Washington State Department of Community,
Trade & Economic Development (CTED) on several activities to move the clean technology cluster concept forward in the business community. The Puget Sound region’s strengths are in clean energy and green building, yet clean technologies can be
incorporated into every cluster and every industry, here and the world over. The response of organizations and consumers to
global warming and rising oil prices combined with the continued pace of growth in China and India are leading to tremendous opportunities for the clean technology cluster. Our trade relationships in Asia put us in a position to take advantage of
much of the increased market activity in that region.

CLUSTER PROGRESS REPORTS

Clean Technology

The Prosperity Partnership broadened participation by the clean technology business community in order to identify their
particular needs in doing and expanding business in this region and beyond. Due to CTED’s involvement, the cluster focus
expanded to include all of Washington, in recognition of the important east-west linkages in areas such as renewable energy
and alternative fuels.
The first activity on which partners collaborated was facilitating a group of local clean technology companies to attend the
GLOBE 2006 Trade Fair and Conference on Business and the Environment held in Vancouver, B.C. During the three-day trade
show, enterpriseSeattle hosted a reception that was attended by businesses from both sides of the border. An industry directory of Washington clean technology companies was also developed and distributed at the trade show.
Building on the momentum of GLOBE, partners organized a half-day workshop of some 50 business and agency leaders to
discuss the needs and opportunities for the clean technology cluster. Business leaders agreed that a focused alliance of businesses and existing clean technology-related associations was needed due to the lack of focused representation that many
other industry clusters have, thus validating the earlier findings of the cluster work group. The group is now forming a steering
committee and developing a business plan that lays out the next steps towards creating this new alliance, the Washington
Clean Technology Alliance.

2006–2007 Puget Sound Regional Competitiveness Indicators
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Life Sciences
Action Item #1 – Develop a vision for the life sciences.
(Part of Action Initiative to Develop and enact a vision for the life sciences.)
“Together, we can provide better health for people everywhere” is the centerpiece statement for the identity of the Life Sciences cluster in Puget Sound and Washington, as developed by Prosperity Partnership partner the Washington Biotechnology and Biomedical Association (WBBA). Developing this message was a first year action item for the Life Sciences cluster.
Following the development of the cluster identity, WBBA convened a statewide task force to develop a comprehensive life
sciences strategy for the state of Washington. In addition to better health for people everywhere, the strategy is designed to
deliver tens of thousands of good jobs across the state and an economic engine to power generations to come. Its principal
components are:
• Research investments
• Capital formation
• Technology commercialization
• Business climate
• Education, workforce and public understanding
The strategy was unveiled at the Governor’s Life Sciences Summit in September 2006. Implementation of the strategy has
already begun and will be a portion of the work in the 2007 legislative session.
Elsewhere, in part as a successor to Pacific Northwest Bioscience, the Seattle Science Foundation (SSF) was formed in May
2006 to deliver state-of-the-art medical education to health care professionals and to create, maintain and provide access
to biological and biomedical imagery of molecular interactions in living systems. SSF is creating an international network of
Innovative Scientists and Physicians. It is also working to create an unprecedented computer and communications infrastructure to support global collaboration on biomedical challenges and real-time advanced medical training to practicing
physicians in the use of emerging diagnostic and therapeutic technologies.
Action Item #7 – Ensure Life Sciences Discovery Fund shows strong short term results.
(Also part of Action Initiative to Develop and enact a vision for the life sciences.)
The Life Sciences Discovery Fund Authority was passed during the 2005 Legislative Session. The stated purpose is to “promote life sciences research to foster a preventive and predictive vision of the next generation of health-related innovations,
to enhance the competitive position of Washington State in this vital sector of the economy, and to improve the quality and
delivery of health care for the people of Washington.” It is expected that this purpose will be achieved by making grants to
research institutions in the state. The Fund will be able to deploy $350M over ten years in support of research competitiveness, an amount comparable on a per capita basis to the California stem cell initiative. It will be leveraged at least two to
one with non-state “matching” funds that will provide hundreds of millions of dollars of additional research and resulting
economic growth.
Life Sciences Skills Panel
Finally, the Seattle-King County Workforce Development Council (WDC) has convened a Life Sciences Skills Panel, in collaboration with the Prosperity Partnership and others. The skills panel is composed of 17 industry representatives and leaders from economic development, government, K-12 educational institutions, six colleges, and two universities. The group is:
1. Addressing current and future workforce skill shortages for high-demand jobs in this industry.
2. Linking national efforts to revitalize the industry’s workforce.
3. Completing a report based on HR and high school focus groups to address immediate needs of the industry and how
outreach can be improved.
4. Working with NWABR and Puget Sound Center to create an on-line, easy to use database and booklet that highlights Washington State science outreach programs and post-secondary science programs.
5. Developing career ladders and lattices to create a pipeline of skilled life science workers.
6. Collaborating and coordinating with other cluster development initiatives, such as the WBBA education, workforce
and public understanding working group, to submit a comprehensive life sciences strategy that includes education,
workforce, and training strategies.
The skills panel’s work was completed in October 2006. A new industry-education council, hosted by the WBBA, will be
formed to continue the panel’s efforts beginning in November 2006.
For more information on the Life Sciences Cluster Action Initiatives, visit www.wabio.org, www.governor.wa.gov/science/
discovery, and www.seakingwdc.org.
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The Trade Development Alliance of Greater Seattle (Trade Alliance) has taken the lead on several Logistics and International Trade action initiatives developed by the cluster working group in early 2005. Initiatives where the Trade Alliance and
others have made significant progress include:
2006 Action Item #3 – Communicate a jointly developed logistics and international trade message.
The Trade Alliance, at the direction of its Board of Directors, created a Local Communications Plan aimed at raising awareness of the importance of international trade and competitiveness to the Puget Sound region. The Trade Alliance drafted messages to be used in a variety of marketing products including an International Trade and Competitiveness Kit. These messages
included themes focusing on logistics.
Building on that effort it was determined to create a Logistics and Trade Communications Drum Roll in the first year. In early
2006, the logistics messages contained in the International Trade and Competitiveness Kit were expanded and became a
subset of the overall International Trade and Competitiveness messages. These messages were circulated to the cluster working group as well as to the Freight Mobility Roundtable and the partners of the Prosperity Partnership.

CLUSTER PROGRESS REPORTS

Logistics & International Trade

2006 Action Item #5 – Develop consensus on a freight message that resonates with the public.
(part of Action Initiative to Enhance freight mobility through securing sustained funding and developing transportation chokepoint solutions.)
Progress was made towards the development of a regional freight message through the FAST Corridor Partnership’s new color
brochure published in April 2006. This brochure provides an overview of the importance of freight mobility to the regional
and state economies while demonstrating the progress and opportunities of the FAST Corridor Partnership. The brochure
includes an appealing fold out map demonstrating locations of individual FAST Corridor projects. Elements from the brochure
will be incorporated into the FAST website in the coming months (www.psrc.org/fastcorridor). The initial stages of a promotional campaign by the Trade Alliance have begun towards developing a “Faces of Logistics” public awareness campaign.
2006 Action Item #11 – Create a domestic logistics mission.
Initial progress was made in developing a trade mission through the Trade Alliance’s sponsorship of representatives from
Kansas City SmartPort. These representatives met members of the Puget Sound trade and logistics community and shared
ideas for the development of an intermodal freight communications system, as well as for the future of Kansas City as a major
rail hub in the United States. Both groups were left with a better idea of the way that both of these regional economies are
interconnected.
Action Initiative: Attract foreign direct investment.
Significant progress has also been made – ahead of schedule – in developing a report on Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) in
the region. The report examines what other regions are doing in attracting FDI, the activity of current foreign investors, and
marketable assets in the Puget Sound region. Through a series of case studies, the document establishes a framework and
recommendations for the creation of a regional FDI strategy.
Action Initiative: Stage an export promotion symposium and classes for small and medium-sized businesses.
The World Trade Center Tacoma produced an Export Promotion Symposium, which has evolved from a focus on South King
County to the region as a whole. It encourages small and medium-sized businesses to pursue exporting and highlights the
benefits and opportunities for exporting products overseas for businesses that may have unrealized potential. The Symposium was held in September and was the result of collaboration with King County, Trade Development Alliance, the U.S.
Export Assistance Center, the Washington Council on International Trade, and the Washington State Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development.
For more information, visit www.seattle.gov/tda and www.psrc.org/fastcorridor.
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2007 Action Items
Action Initiative

Organization

Target Completion

1

Stage an export promotion symposium in conjunction with Trade Week 2007. Logistics and
International Trade

Action Initiative Area

Trade Development
Alliance

March 2007

2

Assist Aerospace Futures Alliance of Washington in filling Aerospace
Skills Gap.

Prosperity Partnership

March 2007

3

Maintain state commitments to funding major regional projects.
Transportation
		
		
		
		

PSRC/Prosperity
Partnership/
Washington State
Legislature/
Governor Gregoire

May 2007

4

Fill existing capacity for degrees in high-demand fields at Washington’s
Education
higher education institutions.		
		
		
		

PSRC/Prosperity
Partnership/
Washington State
Legislature/
Governor Gregoire

May 2007

5

Convene a taskforce on Foreign Direct Investment.

Logistics and
International Trade
		

Trade Development
Alliance/Prosperity
Partnership

May 2007

6

Conduct research on Washington’s business failures rate and recommend
community or legislative changes to improve business success and retention.

New and Small
Business Support

Prosperity
Partnership

June 2007

7

Explore a domestic logistics mission to Los Angeles/Long Beach to review
that region’s infrastructure strategy.

Logistics and
International Trade

Trade Development
Alliance/PSRC

June 2007

8

Finalize a tax reform proposal, based on specific economic modeling
Tax Structure
that demonstrates the effects of the proposal on the Puget Sound region 		
and specific industries therein.

Prosperity
Partnership

September 2007

9

Implement a freight and logistics communications campaign.

Trade Development
Alliance

September 2007

10 Create a Clean Technology cluster advocacy organization.
Clean Technology
		

PSRC/CTED/
enterpriseSeattle

September 2007

11 Develop a Seattle International Benchmarking Consortium to benchmark
regional competition against international peers.

Trade Development
Alliance

November 2007

Aerospace

Logistics and
International Trade

Logistics and
International Trade

12 Build support to ensure success for an integrated roads and transit ballot
Transportation
Sound Transit/
that includes major regional corridor improvements funded by RTID and 		
RTID/PSRC
the next phase of high capacity transit implementation as reflected in the 			
Sound Transit Phase 2 plan.

November 2007

13 Develop broad consensus on a proposal to create a cultural funding
district to support cultural institutions in the four-county region.

Cultural Taskforce

December 2007

14 Enact the 2006-2007 strategies laid out in the Comprehensive Bioscience
Life Sciences
Strategy produced by the Washington Biotechnology and Biomedical 		
Association.

Prosperity
Partnership/WBBA

December 2007

15 Create an ecosystem that can mix companies at different stages of
Life Sciences
development with available resources.		
		
		

King County
Business Relations
and Economic
Development

December 2007

16 Pursue the resources and regulatory changes necessary to provide
adequate, affordable housing close to jobs for workers at all wage levels.

Executive Alliance

December 2007

17 Grow Aerospace Futures Alliance membership to 100 organizations.
Aerospace
		

Aerospace Futures
Alliance

December 2007

18 Execute 100% of the four Economic Development Councils’ Client-Based
All Clusters
Business Retention, Expansion and Recruitment Action Steps.		
		
		
		

enterpriseSeattle,
Snohomish County
EDC, EDB of Tacoma/
Pierce County, Kitsap
Regional EDC

December 2007
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Acronyms
ACS....................American Community Survey

NAEP.................National Assessment of Educational Progress

BEA....................Bureau of Economic Analysis

NAR...................National Association of Realtors

BLS.....................Bureau of Labor Statistics

NCES.................National Center for Education Statistics

CFED..................Corporation for Enterprise Development

NSF....................National Science Foundation

DOD..................Department of Defense

OFM..................WA State Office of Financial Management

DOL....................Department of Labor

OSPI..................Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction

EPA.....................Environmental Protection Agency

PSRC..................Puget Sound Regional Council

ESD....................WA State Employment Security Department

PTO....................Patent & Trademark Office

FBI......................Federal Bureau of Investigations

SANDAG..........San Diego Association of Governments

FCC....................Federal Communications Commission

SBA....................Small Business Administration

IPEDS.................Integrated Postsecondary Education Database System

SBCTC...............WA State Board for Community & Technical Colleges

IRS......................Internal Revenue Service

TTI......................Texas Transportation Institute

MSA...................Metropolitan Statistical Area

WCRER..............WA Center for Real Estate Research
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT BOARD
Board of Directors

Deborah Knutson, Snohomish County Economic Development Council, President
Councilmember David Della, City of Seattle, Vice President
Bob Drewel, Puget Sound Regional Council, Executive Director
composition.......................................................................................membership
General Purpose Local Government

King County/Cities (7)
King County (2)................................................................. Executive Ron Sims
............................................................................................ Councilmember Kathy Lambert
Seattle (2).......................................................................... Mayor Greg Nickels
............................................................................................ Councilmember David Della
Other Cities and Towns (2).............................................. Mayor Pete Lewis, Auburn
............................................................................................ Deputy Mayor Jim Pearman, Mercer Island
Metropolitan Center (Bellevue) (1)................................ Councilmember Conrad Lee
Pierce County/Cities (3)
Pierce County (1) ............................................................. Executive John Ladenburg
Other Cities and Towns (1).............................................. Councilmember Valerie Offenbecher, Puyallup
Metropolitan Center (Tacoma) (1)................................. Councilmember Connie Ladenburg
Snohomish County/Cities (3)
Snohomish County (1)...................................................... Councilmember Dave Gossett
Other Cities and Towns (1).............................................. Councilmember Mauri Moore, Edmonds
Metropolitan Center (Everett) (1)................................... Mayor Ray Stephanson
Kitsap County/Cities (2)
Kitsap County/Other Cities (1)....................................... Mayor Kim Abel, Port Orchard
Metropolitan Center (Bremerton) (1)............................. Mayor Cary Bozeman
Federally Recognized Tribes (1-7)

Muckleshoot Tribal Council (1)....................................... Vacant
Suquamish Tribe (1).......................................................... Vacant
Non-Government, Port Districts & State

Ports (4)
Port of Bremerton (1)........................................................ Commissioner Bill Mahan
Port of Everett (1) ............................................................. Commissioner Connie Niva
Port of Seattle (1).............................................................. Commissioner Lloyd Hara
Port of Tacoma (1)............................................................. Commissioner Clare Petrich
Non-Government (8-12)
Permanent Seats (7)
enterpriseSeattle (Seattle-King County EDC) (1)......... John Powers, President
Kitsap EDC (1) ................................................................. Vacant
Snohomish County EDC (1)............................................. Deborah Knutson, President & CEO
EDB for Tacoma-Pierce County (1)................................. Bruce Kendall, President & CEO
Washington State Department of Community,
		
Trade & Economic Development (1)...................... Juli Wilkerson, Director
Chambers of Commerce (1)............................................ Betty Nokes, President & CEO, Bellevue Chamber of Commerce
Organized Labor (1)........................................................ Stan Sorscher, Labor Representative, SPEEA
Rotating Seats (1)
Workforce Development Councils (1)............................ Vacant
Presidential Appointments (0-4).......................................... Bill Stafford, President, Trade Development Alliance
................................................................................................. David Graybill, President & CEO, Tacoma-Pierce County Chamber of Commerce		
................................................................................................. Estela Ortega, Director of Operations, El Centro de la Raza
................................................................................................. Nate Miles, Manager of Government Affairs, Eli Lilly and Company
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